IIpaBocimaBHaTa reonoauTrka Ha Pycus

Pesrome

Hcropusita mo3HaBa MHOIO NpPUMEPH 3a HMMIIEpUM 3araiku. TsAxHaTa cuia ce€ CbCTOM B
CIOCOOHOCTTAa UM Jla YJIaBAT YOBEUIKOTO BhOOpaKeHHE, ThH KaTo yMbT caM MO cede cu nMa
noTpeOHOCTTa Aa MeuTae. B mocnenHo Bpeme Bce MOBEYE Ce 3aroBOPHU 3a €IHAa MeuTa, KOSTO
IIPUTEKaBa OTSABIICH UMIIEPCKU IIPUBKYC — €Bpa3suiCTBOTO. EBpasuiickaTa MeuTa Bede He € IIPOCTO
PYCKO-€MUIpAaHTCKaTa 3arajka oT Ha4ajoTo Ha XX B. B Ha4aloTo Ha HOBOTO XWJIAIOJIETHE TS
npuao0M CBBBPUICHO HOBU OYEpPTaHMsA, KOHMTO TPUAANOXAa CHIIECTBEHH IOJUTHUYECKH,
MKOHOMUYECKM U KYJITYpHU u3MepeHus. HoBOTO €BpasuiicTBO, WIM OLIE HEOEBPA3UNUCTBOTO,
TpaHc(hopMHUpa KJIacMuecKkaTa eBpasHiicka IIKOJa B PEIUTHO3HO-TIOJUTHYECKA JOKTPHHA,
JETUTUMUpAILa IeHCTBUATA Ha Pycus B cucTeMara Ha MEXTyHapoAHUTE oTHoweHUs. [TpuunnuTe
3a TOBa Ca KOMIUIEKCHH, HO T€ CE KOPEHAT Hal-Bedye B cTpeMexa Ha MocCkBa Ja ChbAEHCTBa 3a
U3TPaXKJAAHETO HA MHOTOIOJIIOCEH CBAT. Te3M HEOMMIIEPCKM LENIM Cpemar B JIMLETO Ha
HEOEBPa3UICTBOTO MOAXOAAIIA UACOJOTHYECKA CILIaB, KOSTO Ja 3aMEHU ChbBETCKATA UICOJIOTHS
U Jla 3aIbJIHA IIEHHOCTHHUS BaKKyM B PYCKOTO OOILIECTBO, Ch3Jajl C€ HEMOCPEACTBEHO CleH
pasnaganero Ha CCCP. Ta3u kHMra He ce orpaHMyaBa IPOCTO € aHAJIN3 Ha €BPa3uiCTBOTO.

Ts ce onuTBa 1a HATHUKHE OTBBJ CHIIHOCTTA Ha 3araakaTta EBpa3us, OTBbJ I€ONOIUTHUECKUTE
OUYEepTaHUs Ha €BPAa3UICTBOTO, OTBB/ MATEPUAIHUTE OUEPTaHUs Ha Ta3u uaed. Kuurara ornpass
NoTJIe]] KbM HEMAaTepUAIHUS XapaKTep Ha HOBOTO €BPa3UiiCTBO — €IUH MpoOieM, KOMTO A0 TO3H
MOMEHT € cia0o0 HW3cjelBaH B HAyYHUTE CPEId M YECTO IOALEHSBAH B T'EOMOJUTHUECKUTE
aHanmu3u. MctuHara e, 4e ToBa € MpUUnHATa HEOEBPA3UHCKUTE XUOPHUIHU CTPATETHH J1a Ca TOJIKOBA
YCTOMYMBH, He3a0eNs3aHu M YCHEUIHH. 3al[0TO B AApOTO Ha Ta3u (uiiocodus CTOM 3aragbyHa
UJE0JIOTHUs, KOATO OTBIMYA BHUMAHHUETO OT MOJMTHUKATAa U IO HACOYBA KbM €/1Ha JyMa, C KOSITO
BCE II0BEYE CE CIIEKYJIMpa JHEC — LICHHOCTUTE. Ta3u NAe0JIorus He CH CIIYKU C IOJIUTUYECKH apry-
MEHTH U MKOHOMHUYECKH JOKTpUHHU. TS ch3/1aBa KaueCTBEHO HOBA LIEHHOCTHA paMKa, B YMHTO
LIEHTbp HOBUTE €Bpa3uMilM IO3ULUOHMpAT Aymara ,penurus’ . HeoeBpasuiickaTa peaurus
IIPETEHIUpPA 32 YHUBEPCAIHA U BbPXOBHA MCTHMHHOCT, HO B CBIIHOCTTAa CH € MaHUILyJaTHBHA.
HctuHCcKaTta 1en Ha HeWHUTE BOJAYM € MOOMJIM3UPAHETO HAa OHE3W, KOMTO s MPUEMAaT B €IHO
OTPOMHO 1151710, KOETO 12 Bb3CTaHOBU EBpasuiickara umnepus. Ho KakBo BCBILHOCT IIPEACTaBIIsABA
Ta3u penurus? ToBa € U OCHOBHUAT BBIIPOC, HA KOWTO KHUTaTa qaBa orroBop. Ho He ¢ momomuira
Ha CIEKYJaTHBHU TEOPHM M HEJOKa3yeMH TBBp JCHHUSA, a Ha 0a3ara HAa HAYYHH EMIIUPUYHH
JIOKa3aTeJICTBA.

Abstract

History knows many examples of empire mysteries. Their strength lies in their ability to capture
the human imagination, as the mind itself has a need to dream. Recently, there has been more and
more talk about a dream that has a distinct imperial flavor - Eurasianism. The Eurasian dream is
no longer just a Russian emigrant mystery from the beginning of the 20th century. At the beginning
of the new millennium, it acquired completely new outlines, which gave it significant political,
economic and cultural dimensions. The new Eurasianism, or neo-Eurasianism, transformed the
classical Eurasian school into a religious-political doctrine, legitimizing Russia's actions in the
system of international relations. The reasons for this are complex, but they are rooted mostly in
Moscow's desire to help build a multipolar world. These neo-imperial goals meet in the face of



neo-Eurasianism a suitable ideological alloy to replace the Soviet ideology and to fill the value
vacuum in Russian society, created immediately after the collapse of the USSR. This book is not
limited to an analysis of Eurasianism.

It tries to look beyond the essence of the mystery of Eurasia, beyond the geopolitical outlines of
Eurasianism, beyond the material outlines of this idea. The book looks at the intangible nature of
the new Eurasianism - a problem that has so far been poorly studied in scientific circles and often
underestimated in geopolitical analysis. The truth is that this is why neo-Eurasian hybrid strategies
are so sustainable, unnoticed and successful. Because at the core of this philosophy is a mysterious
ideology that diverts attention from politics and directs it to a word that is increasingly speculated
on today - values. This ideology does not use political arguments. It creates a qualitatively new
value framework, in the center of which the new Eurasianists position the word "religion". The
neo-Eurasian religion claims universal and supreme truth, but in essence it is manipulative. The
real goal of its leaders is to mobilize those who accept it into a huge whole to restore the Eurasian
Empire. But what exactly is this religion? This is the main question to which the book answers.
But not with the help of speculative theories and unprovable claims, but on the basis of scientific
empirical evidence.

CAI u I'noGanuust tepopusbm cien 11 CenremBpu

Pesrome

Ha 11 centemspu 2001 T. CBETHT CTaHa CBHAETEN HAa TEPOPUCTHUHMTE aTeHTaTH B Hio Mopk u
BammHrTon — crbutue, K0eTo reHepupa rio0alHu ChTPECEHUsT B MEXKIyHapoJHaTa cucreMa. T
HaBJIE3€ B IEPHOJ Ha JAaTEHTHA HECTAOMITHOCT, KOSITO C€ XapaKTepH3Hpa ¢ TP KIFOYOBHU MpoLeca.
IIbpBo, BpHIIHATA nonuTuka Ha CAILl B ronuHute cnen 11 cenTteMBpH NpeThbpIisd 3HAUUTEIHU
npoMeHd. B mn3ka3BaHMS Ha aMEPUKAHCKUTE TMPE3UACHTH M BHB (OPMHUPAHETO HA TEXHUTE
JOKTPUHU SICHO TPOJIMYABAllEe aHTUTEPOPUCTHYHA PETOpHKaA, 3aKieiMsBalla TEpOpU3Ma KaTo
3amIaxa KakTo 3a aMepUKaHCKaTa HallMOHAJHAa CUTYPHOCT, Taka U 32 MEKIyHapoJHaTa CUCTEMA
Kato 1s10. BTopo, TepopusmbT mpumobu rimobaneH obxBar. Tepopucture ce oOeIuHHMXA B
TPaHCTPAaHUYHU TEPOPHCTUYHU MPEXKH, KOUTO 00sBHXa BOWHA Ha AMepuka. Tpero, HACTHIU
UJICOJIOTUYECKOTO MPOTHUBONOCTaBsiHE OT Bpemero Ha CTyleHara BoOiHa Oelle 3aMEHEHO OT
uuBwIM3anuoHHo. [loHsTus karto ,Kkuxan’, ,,KPbCTOHOCEH IMOXOJ ", ,,CBEIlIeHa BOWHA*“ BCe
[I0OBEYE 3aYECTHXA B OJUTHUYECKATA PETOPHKA.

B nacrosimata MoHorpadusi € moAkperneHa Te3ara, ye 3aBUCUMOCTTA, KOATO Bb3HUKHA MEXIY
aMEepUKaHCKaTa BBHIIHA IOJWTHKA W 3aljlaXuTe Ha TJI00amHUs TepOpU3bM B pe3yiTaT Ha
aTeHTatuTe OT 11 cenreMBpu HMMa CTPYKTypOONpEAENsALIO0 3HAYEHUE 3a CHUCTEMaTa Ha
MEXIyHapOAHUTE OTHOLIEHHsI B HauaaoTo Ha XXI Bek. 3a Aa MOAKpENnH Ta3H Te3a U3CIECIBAHETO
CH TIOCTaBsI TPM OCHOBHH 3ajauu. [IbpBaTa oT TAX € Ja ObJaT CUCTEMAaTU3UPAHU IIBPBUTE JIBE
aMEPUKAHCKU BBHIIHONOJUTUYECKH JOKTPUHHM, KOMTO ce€ mosiBuxa cien 11 cenremBpu —
JNOKTpuHaTa ,.bym — mmagmm™ u gokrpuHaTta ,,O0ama“. BTopata — ma ObgaT pasrienaHu
IIPOMEHUTE, KOUTO HACTHIIMXA B XapaKTepa Ha INI00ATHUS TePOPU3bM U MO-KOHKPETHO aa Obie
HAIPaBEeHO SICHO pasTpaHUYEHHE MEXIy TepOopu3Ma Ipeau W TepopusMa cien 11 cenremspu.
Tperara 3amgaya, KOATO M3CIEIBAHETO CH IMOCTaBs € J1a O0SCHU KakBa 3aBUCHMOCT ChIIECTBYBA
Mexay BbHIIHATA noiauTuka Ha CAILLl u rimobamHus Tepopu3bM U Kak Ta3u 3aBUCUMOCT OKa3Ba
BIIMSIHUE BbPXY CHCTOSIHUETO HA MEXKTyHApPOIHATA CUCTEMA.



Abstract

On September 11, 2001, the world witnessed the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington,
an event that generated global turmoil in the international system. It has entered a period of latent
instability, which is characterized by three key processes. First, US foreign policy has undergone
significant changes in the years since 9/11. In the speeches of American presidents and in the
formation of their doctrines, anti-terrorist rhetoric was clearly evident, condemning terrorism as a
threat to both American national security and the international system as a whole. Second,
terrorism has gained global reach. The terrorists have united in cross-border terrorist networks that
have declared war on America. Third, the Cold War-era ideological opposition was replaced by a
civilizational one. Concepts such as "jihad," "crusade," and "holy war" have become increasingly
common in political rhetoric.

This monograph supports the thesis that the relationship that has developed between US foreign
policy and the threats of global terrorism as a result of the 9/11 attacks has a structural significance
for the system of international relations at the beginning of the 21st century. To support this thesis,
the study sets itself three main tasks. The first is to systematize the first two American foreign
policy doctrines that emerged after 9/11 - the Bush Jr. doctrine and the Obama doctrine. The second
is to look at the changes that have taken place in the nature of global terrorism and, in particular,
to make a clear distinction between terrorism before and terrorism after 9/11. The third task of the
study is to explain the relationship between US foreign policy and global terrorism and how this
relationship affects the state of the international system.

NATO and Partner Countries Cooperation in countering asymmetric and hybrid
threats in South-Eastern Europe

Pesrome

Ta3u riaBa mpexactaBsi aHaMU3 Ha XHOpUIHHUTE 3amiaxu B pernona Ha KOromsrouna EBpoma u
NPaBU MPEATIOKEHUS 32 TAXHOTO HEyTpaju3upane. M3cnenBaneTo ycraHOBSBA, Y€ KOHIICTILUATA
3a KOMaHJBaHE M KOHTPOJ cIoMara Hai-mo0pe aa ObAaT OoCch3HATH M M30ETrHATH XUOPHIHUTE
IpeIu3BUKATENICTBA OT TpeTH cTpanu. naBata tBbpau, e HATO u EC TpsibBa na nmeiictBa
KOHCOJIMJMPAHE 3a J1a IPEAOTBPATAT BB3MOKHOCTTA OT YYXJIO BIUSHUE B CTPAHUTE — WICHKH.
[IpemioskeHu ca HAKOJIKO CTPATEervH, CBbP3aHH ¢ KMOSPCUTYPHOCTTA U HJEsATa 3a Ch3JaBaHe Ha
LlenTHp 32 ynpaBieHUe Ha KAUECTBOTO.

Abstract

This chapter presents the study on the nature of the hybrid threats and vulnerabilities of the South
Eastern European region with proposals for countering this type of threats in cyberspace. The
research starts with the concept of command and control warfare to understand better the doctrine
of the hybrid warfare of the Russian Federation, considered as a main threat for the region.
Response from NATO and EU is analyzed to identify the specific measures to be used in
Southeastern Europe. Academic support in countering hybrid threats in this region is proposed as
a Basic Environment for Simulation and Training (BEST) — Resilience as a first step to develop a
dedicated Center of Excellence (CoE) in this domain for South Eastern Europe.



70 BE OR NOT TO BE: AMERICAN INFLUENCE ON LGBT+ RIGHTS IN
BULGARIA

Pesrome

OcHoBHaTa OCJI Ha Ta3u CTaTuiA € Ja U3CJICABa KaKBO € BJIIMAHHUCTO Ha J'H/I6€pa.]'IHI/ITe OCHHOCTH B HAIICTO
06H_ICCTBO 1 TTO-KOHKPETHO — 11O KaKbB HAYNH CAH_[ MOTHUBHUPAT TAXHOTO Pa3IPOCTPAHCHHC. I/I3CHCI[BaH€TO
BKJIFOYBa TCPCHHU CKCICPUMCHTU KATO HMHTCPBIOTA U aHAJIU3 Ha MC,Z[I/If/’IHI/I Hy6J'II/IKaI_[I/II/I, KOHUTO HE Ca
IMUPOKO OOCTHIIHU 3a 6’BJIFapCKaTa Hy6J'H/IKa. OcHoBHaTa Te€3a Ha CTaTHITa €, 4 CAU_I OoKa3zBart
CUCTCMATUYCH HATUCK 3a IPUCMAHCTO U UHTCTPUPAHCTO HA TC3U ICHHOCTHU B B’BJ’IFapI/ISI KaTo MpUOPUTCTHA
oOiact 3a ImpaBaTa Ha T.HAp. CCKCYAJIHU MaJIIIUHCTBA. 3a Aa MpCACTABAT IMO-ACHU JOKA3aTCJICTBA B I10JI3a
Ha TC3aTa CHU, aBTOPUTC IMPOCIICAABAT aMCPUKAHCKOTO BJIMAHUC, KOCTO MPOHUKBA Yy HAC IO JIMHUA Ha
PCIUTHUO3HU OpraHu3aIvu, (bl/lHaHCI/IpaHI/I OT aMCPUKAHCKUTC MOJUTHYCCKU MapTUU. AHaJ’II/IBI/IpaHO CHu
BJIMAHUCTO Ha KOHCCPBATUBHUTC TCUCHUSA, MHOI'O OT KOUTO YUCPIIAT PECYPCUTE CHU OT P CHY6HI/IKaHCKI/ITC
(l)OH,Z[aI_II/II/I, OTITyCKaIlu CPpEACTBA 3a Cb3AaBAHC U NOAABPIKAHC HA HIIO-ta. Cratusara TBBPAU, UC OIMUTUTC
Ha CAH_[ Ja BJIUAAT BbPXY HICHHOCTHATA paMKa Ha 6’LJ'I1"apI/ITG CCPUO3HO MOJAKOIIaBa JOBCPUCTO B 331'[8.}_'[3, u
nojiapusupa 6’BJ'I1"apCKOTO O6H.ICCTBO, KOCTO IIbK MY IIPpCHHU Oa 3aliruTaBa UHTCPCCUTE CH. H’BpBaTa u
BTOpaTa 4acCT Ha CTaTUATA Ca MIOCBETCHU HA TCPCHHOTO U3CJICABAHEC, a TPETATAa IPaBU KOJIMICCTBCH aHAJIN3
oCpeaACTBOM C’b6paHI/IT€ JaHHHU.

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to assess the U.S. influence on the public perceptions towards LGBT+
people in Bulgaria. The research design incorporates several variables collected through in-person
observations and comparative analysis of case studies. In this paper, we try to explain the
increasing American influence and the gender aspect of U.S. Foreign Policy in the Balkans. To
offer a more detailed analysis, we have employed an approach that compares the liberal wave in
the United States, which advocates LGBT+ rights, to the conservative movements that promote
homophobia under the guise of Eastern European traditions. The article argues that the debate
about LGBT+ rights in Bulgaria mirrors the striking political and ideological polarization, which
divides contemporary American society. Our study asserts that the public debate in Bulgaria
reflects the neo-conservative attitudes of Russia and Moscow’s contradictory policy of sexual
discrimination. Finally, we conclude that the United States also exercises significant cultural and
political influence, not to say pressure, on the Bulgarian political elite to recognize the freedoms
of LGBT+ people, which triggers a backlash and favors right-wing populist movements.

Reshaping U.S. Smart Power: Towards a Post-Pandemic Security
Architecture

Pesrome

KOBH/I ce npeBbpHa B €/1Ha OT Hall-CMbPTOHOCHUTE 3aIljlaXy 3a YOBELIKAaTa U MEXKIyHapoaHaTa
curypHoct. Ot Hauanoto Ha [Tannemusrta, CALLl ce n3npaBuxa npen peauua 3amiaxy ciea KaTo
KoponaBupychT 6aBHO ce pa3npocTpaHu o nenus cBAT. Kutail ce Bb3mos3Ba OoT ci1abocTTa Ha
AMepuKa 1 HallpaBH 3asiBKa Ja s IeTPOHMUpa KaTo riiodaneH auaep. OCHOBHATA I1eJT Ha Ta3H CTaTUs
e 1a ananusupa ponara Ha CALLl B MmexxyHapoaHaTa cucreMa Ha rio6anHo HuBo. OCHOBHATa Te3a
Ha M3JI0KEHHETO €, Ue aKo MCKa Jia 3aras3y posiiTa CH Ha Juaep, AMepuka TpsOBa Ja MpOMEHH



CBOSITA BBHIIIHONOJUTHYECKA CTpaTerus IO JMHMUS Ha T.Hap. ,,MHTEJIUIE€HTHA cuia“, KOSITO
ChyeTaBa JUIUIOMALMATA U cUiaTa Ha opmxkuero. CTaTusATa MoyMBa Ha pa3OUpaHETO, Ye TO3H
MHCTPYMEHT C€ 0Ka3a JI0cTa e(eKTUBEH Thi KaTo HE ce CBPBX(OKyCcHpa HUTO BbPXY BOACHETO Ha
0e3KkpaifHi BOIHH, HUTO BBPXY M3onanroHn3ma. Teii kato KopoHnakpusara 1ie umMa AbIrocpoyHH
nocneauuu 3a CAILLl u Kuraii, Ho Bce olie € paHo Ja KakKeM JaJiu 1€ T0BEAE 10 TpallHU IPOMEHU
B TJI00QJIHUS MEXKAyHapoieH pea. [IbpBaTa yacT Ha cTaTusATa pasriexaa TEOPUUTE 3a CHilaTa U
HEHHOTO NMPWJIOKEHNE B KOHTEKCTa Ha MEXIyHapOJHaTa CUTYpPHOCT, BTOpaTa CpaBHSBA HSKOU
ocHOBHU reononutnuecku nokTpuHu Ha CAIIl n Kurail, a mocnenHata mpencraBs HSIKOJIKO
CIleHapuii 3a OBJEIIETO HA TJI00ATHUS pe]l.

Abstract

Almost two decades after September 11, 2001 (9/11), the world is once again on the brink of a
global political, economic and humanitarian crisis. These dynamics has shifted the balance of
powers in international relations. The purpose of this article is to explore the U.S. strategic
involvement in the post-pandemic security architecture at a global level. Shortly after 9/11, a
number of state and non-state actors challenged the U.S. global leadership. Crossborder terror
networks declared war on Washington.1 China achieved sustainable economic growth and created
a new model that pretended to be an alternative to the free market.2 Russia declared the end of
America’s global dominance and the emergence of a multipolar world order.3 European Union
(EU) was planning to build its own defense capabilities in attempt to emancipate from the United
States.4 Despite all these challenges, Washington was able to maintain its global dominance.
This article argues that if the United States wants to preserve its dominant position in the post-
pandemic security architecture, Washington has to reshape its concept of smart power. Smart
power constitutes the theoretical core of U.S. foreign policy after 9/11.5 However, with the
outbreak of COVID-19, it became less effective. The use of hard power in times of pandemic
would inevitably provoke exhausting conflicts. Military operations will remain expensive
considering the Coronavirus death toll. United States Soft power, on the other side, also needs to
restart. Washington has to improve bilateral relations with its allies from Europe, Middle East and
North Africa (MENA), and Asia Pacific (APAC). The Pandemic challenged the primacy of smart
power in U.S. foreign policy. However, more important is that the United States needs a new
strategy to sustain its global dominance.

The research roadmap for this article includes three sections. The first reviews the basic theories
of smart power and introduces an alternative post-pandemic definition of this concept. The second
analyzes the current implications of U.S. foreign policy. The third operationalizes the post-
pandemic smart power concept by examining four strategic implications of U.S. Foreign policy.
A brief conclusion summarizes the main arguments of the article and derives two scenarios for the
place of the United States in the post-pandemic age.

Church and Communism: Bulgarian Orthodoxy at Stake
Pesrome
Hcropusrta coun, ye pasneneHueTo Mexay LlbpkBa u [Ibp:kaBa € OCHOBEH acCIIEKT HA BCUYKHU

JEMOKPAaTUYHH TOJIUTHYECKH PEeXUMHU. AKO TOBa Pa3AeiCeHUE HE CBIIECTBYBA, PE3YJITAaTUTE U 3a
JIBET€ MHCTUTYLMH Ca KaTacTpo(alHU: IEMOKpAIUITa OTCTHIIBA MICTO HA TEOKpALUATa WU Ce



HaJgura LEHTPAJU3UpaH TOTAIUTAPEH PEXKUM, KOWTO CMa3Ba pPEIMIHO3HUTE HArjlacu Ha
rpaxzaanure. OCHOBHATa L€ Ha Ta3W CTaTHs € J1a aHAJIW3HMpa BPB3KUTE U B3aUMOJEHCTBUETO
mexay beirapckara I[IpaBociaBna LlbpkBa u npasurencTsara Ha Haponna Peny6nuka boarapus
B niepuona 1944 — 1989 roguna. OcHoBHaTa Te3a Ha cratudra e, ue bIIL] monanga mox 3aBucumoct
ot ynpasieHuero B HPb u ckopo ce npeBpbllia B IOAXOAAI KaHaJ 33 IOJUTUYECKO U KYJITYPHO
BiausiHUe. [IbpBaTa yact Ha cratusTa pasriexnaa kak EBpasmiickara ¢unocodus mocTteneHHO
npoHukBa B [IpaBocnaBueTo, a BTopaTa aHaaIu3Upa 3aCUIIBALLUTE e 3aBUCUMOCTHU Mexay bIIL u
Mocxkosckarta [latpuapiuus. B 3akiitoueHue, U37105K€HUETO pasriiek1a [0 KAKbB HAYUH PEIIUTHAATA
1 KOMYHUCTHYECKATa UACOJIOTUs MOTaT Jja CU B3aUMOJCICTBA B KOHTEKCTA HA €IMH ITOJINTUYECKHU
PSKUM M N0 KakbB HAUYMH TOBa crioMara 3a (OPMHUPAHETO Ha MOJUTUYECKUTE HArjacu B
OBATapCKOTO OOILECTBO.

Abstract

History shows that separation between Church and State is a basic aspect of all modern
representative democracies. However, if this separation does not exist, the consequences are
literally catastrophic: democracy dies, replaced either by a theocracy or by an oppressive political
regime that eliminates religious pluralism in favor of the state. The purpose of this article is to
analyze the relationship between the Bulgarian Orthodox Church and the Bulgarian Communist
government in the period 1944 to 1989. I shall argue that: the Bulgarian Communist government
utilized the Bulgarian Orthodox Church as a tool to strengthen and expand its political and cultural
influence; Orthodoxy in Bulgaria under Communism was largely influenced by Gumilyov’s
Eurasianism—an ideological concept that furthers Russia’s geopolitical interests on the Balkans;
the Communist persecutions against the Bulgarian Orthodox Church had disastrous consequences,
which even today cast a shadow over Orthodoxy in Bulgaria. In this research I shall contribute to
the field of political science in two aspects. First, my paper proves that Communist ideology is
incompatible with religion. Second, although Bulgaria is no longer a Communist state, my study
shows that Bulgarian Orthodoxy is still influenced by the Eurasian idea. This relationship is very
dangerous because it allows Russia to remain an important geopolitical actor in Bulgaria even after
the Cold War.

The Concept of Neo-Eurasianism as a Pillar of the Russian Security
Doctrine

Pesrome

Karo Benuka cuna, Pycus BuHaru e 6mna yact ot ,,roisiMara urpa. M Bce mak, JHEC pyCKUTE
CTpaTerMu 3a CHUTYPHOCT IIPEACTaBIsBAaT KOPEHHA pEBU3MsI Ha CbBETCKUTE. Ta3m crarus
aHaJTM3Upa €IMH OT OCHOBHMUTE CTHJIOOBE Ha pyCKaTa BBHIIHA IMOJUTHKA — KOHIEMIMATA 32
Hosoto EBpasuiictBo nnu 1.Hap. HeoeBpasuiictBo. OCHOBHATa Te3a Ha CTaTHATA €, 4E UAeATa 3a
,,Bennka EBpazus® e monmutnueckata ¢puiiocopusi, KosTo popMupa BbHIIHATA ITOJIMTHKA HA Pycus
cien kpast Ha Ctynenara BoitHa. [TociequTte chOUTHS OT MEXAyHApOIHATA CLIEHA HU MTPEICTABST
JOCTaThUHO JOKA3aTEJICTBA 3a T.HAp. ,,MHTEJIUT€HTEH MTOAX0" B pycKaTa IIOJIMTHKA, KOITO € TUI0]
Ha HeoespasuiictBoto. CAIL] 1 EBponelcKusT Cb103, 4ECTO COUEHHU 3a ChIO3HUIM ITOCTENIEHHO CE
IIPEBPBIIAT B CTPATETMUECKN ONOHEHTU. KuTall chlllo ce Hamupa B CbCTOSIHME HA Bb3XOM, MaKap
BBTpEIIHaTa My CTaOMIHOCT aa e oTrciabeHa ot nporectute B Illanxait u Xonr Konr. ITspBaTta



YacT Ha CTaTHsITa pasriiekJa M0 KakbB HauyuH HeoeBpasuiicTBOTO (opMUpa HOBHUTE
ICONOJIUTUYECKA JNOKTpUHHA Ha Pycus, nokaTto BTrOpara aHanus3upa B JETaliId BOCHHUTE,
MIOJINTUYECKUTE U KYJITYpPHUTE aCIEKTH Ha PYCKUTE CTpaTEruu 3a CUTypHOCT. B 3axirodenue,
CTaTUsATA TMPaBU NPOTHO3a 3a TOBAa KAKBB Il ObJC KPAWHHUAT pE3ysiTaT OT Ta3d TEOPETUYHA
cuMOmo3a.

STRATEGIES AND TOOLS FOR HYBRID CONFLICTS RESOLUTION IN XXI
CENTURY

Pesrome

CucremaTta Ha MEXIyHapOJHUTE OTHOLIEHMs Ipe3 21 BeK ce HamHpa B MOCTOSIHHA JMHAMUKA,
KOETO BOJM TO MpedopMysiupaHe Ha KIIOUOBUTE I'€ONOJUTUYECKH JOKTPUHH KaTO peajn3ma H
nubepanu3ma. bamaHChT Ha CHIMTE MOCTENEHHO 3aloy4Ba Jla Ce pa3MecTBa, a MPEXOABT KbM
MHOTOIIOJIIOCEH CBAT € B X0. OCHOBHATA 11€J1 Ha Ta3u CTaTHs € Ja aHAJIM3Upa UHCTPYMEHTUTE U
CTpaTerHH, KOUTO IOYMBAT B OCHOBaTa Ha T.Hap. ,XuOpuaHuM KOoH(muKTH.“ Te3aTa Ha
U3JI0KEHHUETO €, 4e 3a Ja ObJaT NMpedOoTBpaTeHH XUOPUIHHUTE 3aIUIaXH, JAbPXKaBHUTE aKThOPH
TpsiOBa 1a MOOMIIM3UPAT BCUYKHU PECYPCH, C KOUTO pasIoyiaraT Ha BOGHHO U CTPATErMYeCcKO HHBO.
[IppBaTa yacT Ha CTaTHUATA aHAIM3HMPA KOHIETIHUATA 32 XMOpUIHATA BOWHA U PA3TUYHUTE TEOPHH
3a XxuOpuAHUTE 3arulaxv. BTopara cucremMaTu3upa OCHOBHUTE AacleKTH Ha XUOPHIHUTE
KOH(IIMKTU M pasriexja Kak Te BIUSAT BbpXYy HallMOHANHATa curypHocT. Hakpas, cratusita
oyepTaBa BB3MOXKHHM CTpPATerMd W METOAM, C KOUTO XHUOPWUAHWUTE 3arulaxu Ja Obaar
HEyTpaIU3UpPaHU.

Abstract

This paper contributes to security studies by examining the concept of Neo-Eurasianism as a key
aspect of the contemporary Russian Security Doctrine. The article explains why the Neo-Eurasian
idea should be considered important and significant when discussing the position of Russia in the
international relations today.

TEXHUKU U CTPATEI'MIN 34 PA3PELIIABAHE HA XUBPH/[HUTE
KOH®DJIUKTH B MEK/[VHAPO/IHUTE

Pesrome

JlnHamukara B cucreMara Ha MEXIyHapOIHUTE OTHOLIeHHs npe3 XXI Bek Bce moBeye mojjiara
Ha MPEOCMUCISIHE KIIOUOBU TIEONOJUTHYECKU MoHATHs. OCHOBHaTa NMpUYMHA 32 TOBa €, 4e
[SJIOCTHUST TEOMOJIUTUIECKU MOJIET B TII00AJICH IJIaH ChHINO € MOJAJOXKEH Ha npeocMucisHe. Ot
CBhCTOSIHUETO Ha E€IHOIOJIOCHOCT, XapakTepHO 3a roguHute cien CryaeHata BOilHA, CBETHT
IIOCTENIEHO HaBJIe3€ B NpexojeH nepuon, B koiro CAILl u 3anagna EBpona ycnsixa na cbXpaHsT
poJIsiTa CH Ha TOJOC B MEXIYHAPOJAHUTE OTHOIICHHUS, HO C€ TOSBHXA M JIPYTH CYOCKTH, KOUTO
3asBUXa MPETEHLUUUTE CU 3a TakaBa poisi. Cpexa Tsax ca Kurtail, YMMTO MKOHOMUYECKH BB3XOJ
NPOABIKM W MO BPEMETO Ha aJAMHUHHUCTpauusta Tpbmn; Pycus, 4usiTo akTHBHA Hameca B



Cupuiickuss koHGIMKT Oemie siCHa 3asBKa 3a JKEJIAHHMETO M Ja ce 3aBbpHE OOpaTHO Ha
MEXIyHapoJHaTa ClieHa KaTo rJI00ajeH akThop; U J0 M3BeCTHA creneH VHAMs, KOSTO BBIIPEKH
cneur(uYHaTa CH MOJUTUYECKA KYJITypa M3MOJI3Ba CTaTyTa CH Ha AApeHa CWIIa 3a J1a CIObpiKa
nannuatuBute Ha HATO B peruona. Hapen ¢ Te3u HOBH reonoIMTHUECKU TEHACHIINH Ce TIOSBUXA
U CHBBPIICHO HOBM MHTEPIpPETAIlMM 32 TOBA KAaKBO MpEJCTaBIsABa BOHATa, KOH()IUKTUTE H
ynoTtpebara Ha cuia.

Abstract

The main purpose of this article is to analyze what are the strategies and the mechanisms for hybrid
conflicts resolution. First, the article analyzes what is hybrid conflict. Second, it clarifies the
geopolitical dimensions of such conflicts. Finally, the article works up a possible strategy for
hybrid conflict resolution.

GEOPOLITICS OF RUSSIAN ORTHODOXY AS AN INSTRUMENT IN THE
HYBRID WAR ON THE BALKANS

Pesrome

OcHoBHarTa 111 Ha Ta3u CTaTHsl € /1a aHaJIu3upa €IMH OT OCHOBHUTE UHCTPYMEHTH, KONTO Pycus
M3II0JI3Ba B CBOUTE CTpATETrHH — reonoinTukara Ha [IpaBocinaBuero. Ta3u TakTuka e pazpaboreHa
oT Anexcanabp JlyruH, KoiTo B cBosATa Teopus 3a HeoeBpazuiicTBOTO pasriena peaurusra KaTto
MHCTPYMEHT Ha reonosintiukaTa. OCHOBHATa Te3a Ha cTatusTa e, ue [IpaBociaBueTo Mosxe a Ob1e
M3II0JI3BAHO KaTO MOILEH HHCTPYMEHT 32 IOJUTHYECKO U KYJITYPHO BIMSHHUE B IbP>KaBH, KbIETO
0O0IIECTBOTO € Pa3/IeIeHO 0 OTHOIIEHUE Ha T.Hap. €BPOINEHCKU IEHHOCTH. B TakuBa cirydau, ToBa
BJIMSIHHAE € He3a0els3aH0 ThI KaTo peNurusiTa € aBTOHOMHA cepa Ha pa3BUTHE OT MOJIUTUKATA.
CrpykTyparta Ha cTaTusATa pas3riek/ia B IOCIEI0BaTEIHOCT TeopusaTa Ha JlyruH, Kak Ts c€ OTHacs
KbM pycKaTa BbHILHA IToyinTuKa ciaen 2014 roguHa v ce onuTBa J1a HAMEPHU OTIOBOP Ha BbIIpoca
JlaJIi CTaBaMe CBUJIETEIM Ha TAaKOBA BIMSHME U Ha bankaHuTe.

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to analyze one of the key foreign policy instruments, which Russia
uses in the so-called “hybrid war” — the “Geopolitics of Russian Orthodoxy”. This strategy is
created and developed by Alexander Dugin. It is a strategy with specific dimensions and aspects,
which are the strongest evidence, that Orthodox Christianity can be used as a political instrument.
In such cases it is often corrupted and charged against other subjects in the international relations.
The main thesis of this presentation is that the Geopolitics of Russian Orthodoxy is a complete and
ideological war strategy, which can be used not only in Ukraine, but on the Balkans as well.

Eepasuiickama nokeapa na [Ipasociaguemo kamo 3aniaxa 3a 0v12apcKOmMo
O0YX0BHO €OUHCMEBO

Pesrome



EBpasuiickara ujes BUHaru € otnaBaita ocodeHo 3HaueHue Ha IlpaBocnaBuero. OT CHIIECTBEHO
3Ha4YeHue € (akThT, Y€ JOPH MO0 BPEME Ha CHBETCKUS PEXKHM TEOPU 5Ta 32 €THOTEHE3Mca Ha
['yMHUIIBOB HM3M0JI3BA PETUTHO3HA PETOPUKA, 32 J1a aKIIeH TUPa BBPXY ,,[IOUUTAHETO Ha 00paza Ha
eBpa3uiicKus Bojad. bamure ocHOBaTeIM Ha €Bpa3uiiCKaTa uaes OTACIAT KI0UYOBO 3HAUYCHHUE HA
pyckoto IIpaBociaBue kato ocHoBomoiyaran] (akTtop 3a (OPMHpPAHETO Ha KOJIEKTUBHOTO
eBpa3uiiCKO camoch3HaHHe. HoBuTe eBpasuilin OT CBOs CTpaHa BMXKIAT B HEro cmocod naa
YTBBPIAT A0 MUHHpaInaTa poiisi Ha Pycus B EBpa3us u 1a ce hoxycupar BbpXy reornouTHIECKOTO
,,TI00paTUMsBaHe” B PaMKHUTE Ha CIaBSHOIPABOCIABHATa OC OT ,,0paTcku’”’ AbpkaBu. [1o To3m
HA4MH, U3TpaKIaiiku oOpa3a Ha eIHO 0COOEHO, YHUKAIHO U Ipeau Bcuuko pycko IIpaBocnasue,
T€ IO MHTETPUpPAT B PAMKHUTE HA CbBPEMEHHATA HEOEBpA3HUICKa JOKTPUHA U I'0 M3I0JI3BAT KAaTO
NOJUTUYECKH HMHCTpyMeHT. To3u Ttunm mnonuTtu3anus Ha [IpaBocnaBueTto Moxe na Obie
neduHupana obaue KaTo ,,lIokBapa”. 3amo?

Abstract

The Eurasian idea has always attached special importance to Orthodoxy. It is essential that even
during the Soviet regime, Gumilev's theory of ethnogenesis used religious rhetoric to emphasize
the "veneration" of the image of the Eurasian leader. The founding fathers of the Eurasian idea
attach key importance to Russian Orthodoxy as a fundamental factor in the formation of the
collective Eurasian self-consciousness. The new Eurasianists, for their part, see it as a way to
establish Russia's role in Eurasia and to focus on geopolitical "twinning" within the Slavic
Orthodox axis of "fraternal" states. In this way, building the image of a special, unique and above
all Russian Orthodoxy, they integrate it within the framework of modern neo-Eurasian doctrine
and use it as a political tool. However, this type of politicization of Orthodoxy can be defined as
"corruption."

HEOEBPA3UHCTBOTO HA AJIEKCAHIDBP JJVIUH KATO UHCTPYMEHT B
XUBPUTHATA BOHHA HA BAJIKAHUTE

Pe3zrome

Bcesika eqna reomosnmMridecka TEOpPUS CE ONUTBA 1a OCMHUCIM CHCTEMATa HAa MEXIYyHAPOIHUTE
OTHOILIEHUSI B HEWHATA IUIOCT U J1a U3SICHU OTHOLIEHUSATA MEXKIY OTAEITHUTE akThbopHu. Korato
obaue Ta3u Teopus € MPSKO 0OBbp3aHa C HAIIMOHAIHUS MHTEPEC Ha e/lHa IbpKaBa, MOCISAULIUTE
OT TOBa OCMUCIISIHE C€ U3pa3siBaT BbB (POPMUPAHETO HA CTPATEIMHU 32 YCTAHOBSBAHETO HA BIUSHHUE
HAaJ1 OTIpEJIeJIeH PETHOH. Pycus e equH npuMep 3a akTbop, KOMTO M3paboTBa CTPATErHH 33 TAKOBA
BJIMsIHUE 0€3 OTYMTA TeONOIMTHIECKUTE peasiHocTi. OCHOBHATA 1€ HA HACTOSIIIATA CTAaTHA € Ja
aHaJM3Upa €Ha OT TE3U CTPATETUH — Ta3u 3a XUOpUAHATA BOWHA. 3a Ta3M LeJ MPEeaAd BCUUKO IIe
OBbIaT U3ACHEHH MOJIMTHKO-UICOJIOTHIECKUTE U3MEPEHHs, C TOMOILITa Ha KOUTO (DYHKIIMOHHMpPA U
ce pa3BuBa Tazu crparerud. OCHOBHara Te3a Ha TO3M JOKJIAJ €, Y€ CHBKYNHOCTTa OT TE3U
U3MEpEHUs] HaMupa OTpaKCHHE B HEOeBpasuiicTBOTO Ha AnekcaHiabp [lyrun. CrenoBarenHo
[sIaTa KOHIICTIHMS 3a XMOpUIHA BOMHA CcE€ OCHOBaBa Ha HEOeBpasWiickaTa uaes. EnuH oT
NPUOPUTETHUTE PETHOHHU, KOMTO KbM J[HEIIHA JaTa MpOAbDKaBa Ja € OOEKT Ha TaKbB THII
HMHTEpECHU OT cTpaHa Ha Pycus e bankaHCKuAT nmoayocTpoB. Pernon, B KOMTO HEOEBPA3UHCTBOTO
IPOABIDKaBa J1a Ob/Ie MOIIECH UACOJIOTUYECKH HHCTPYMEHT 3a BOJACHETO Ha XHMOpHIHA BOMHA.



Abstract

The purpose of this article is to analyze one of the key foreign policy tools, which Russia uses in
the so-called “hybrid war” — the Neo-Eurasianism. It is developed by Alexander Dugin. The thesis
of this presentation is that the Neo-Eurasian idea is an ideological war strategy, used by Russia.

THE FOUNDING OF THE EURASIAN MOVEMENT: FROM RUSSIA TO
BULGARIA

Pes3rome

OxromBpuiickaTta peBostonus B Pycus e Bomoaen B pyckara ucropusi. OrpoMHara umnepus ce
pas3mnaza, OCTaBsIKM CTOJIETHSI HCTOpUS TMorpedana B ruiambliuTe Ha [IbpBaTa cBETOBHA BOIHA.
Makap CCCP na yepnu nerutumHocT oT EBpasumiictBoro u Mmnepusra, Kyiarypara H
naeostorusta Ha [lapcka Pycus e pemmTenHO OTpedeHa OT ChbBETCKUTE PbKOBOAUTENH. B Te3u
YCIIOBHS CE TIOSIBSBA M IIBPBUTE €BPA3HIIIN, KOUTO ca MPEACTaBUTENH Ha T.HAP ,,051a eMUTpaIus
B Co¢usi. Te3u 1o6pe 0Opa3oBaHu U epyaupaHd HHTEIEKTYaIII yCIIsABa J1a Ch3AaaaT ¢puiocodpus,
KOSITO LIE€ BIBbXHOBSABA PYCKHUTE JIMJEPH 32 JECETUIIETHs Halpea. TSIXHOTO €70 uMa HE IPOCTO
CHUMBOJIMYHO 3HaueHHe. PuiiocopusTa UM OLENsIBa 32 Jja OCTaBH €IHO HOBO HAyajlo B pycKara
nonutuyecka Quiaocodus. Ta3zum craTus pasriiexna KIaCHYeCKOTO €BPa3HCTBO M HETOBUTE
nposiBiieHuss B CCCP, karo TBbpay, 4e ujaeosorusara Ha Cpro3a € CUIHO MOBJIMSHA OT JIEI0TO Ha
OsmaTa eMUrpanus — Te3a, KosTo € IUPOKO MomyJisipHa B Pycus u 1o nHec.

THE MOTIVATION OF THE LONE WOLVES: IS RELIGION THE MAIN CAUSE
OF RADICALIZATION?

Pesrome

['moGanHuAT TepOPU3bM € eHa OT Hal-CEepUO3HUTE 3aIIaxy MpeJ]l MEeXITyHapOIHATa CUTYPHOCT
nHec. OCHOBHATA 1I€J1 HA Ta3M CTaTHsl € J1a YCTAHOBH JAJIM PEJIUTHTa € OCHOBHA MOTHBALMS 3a
paaMKaln3anysaTa Ha CaMOTHUTE BBJIIM, OTroBOpHHU 3a ateHTtatute B CAlll u EBpona. Te3aTta Ha
U3CIIEABAHETO €, Y€ PEIUTHO3HAaTa MOTHBALMS IIPUCHCTBA, HO HE € BOJEILA U pellaBalla 3a ToBa
JuiaTta Ja ce paJuKaau3upar. 3a Ja JOKake TBBPASHUETO CHU CTaTUATAa CHUCTEMaTH3Upa
U3JI0’KEHUETO CH 10 ClIeAHUS HauMH. [IbpBO, ccTEMaTH3UpaHyu ca HAKOU OT OCHOBHMUTE TEOPHUH
3a paJiMKaIn3Ma u Tepopu3Ma, CbOTHECEHU KbM TepopucTuuHutTe ateHTaT oT 2016 ronuna. Cnex
TOBa ca 000cOOEHU HSAKOJKO Mpo¢uiIa Ha CAaMOTHU BBJILM, M3CIE/IBaHE Ha 0a3a MPOM3XOI U
penurno3uu yoexnenus. Hakpas, cratusita u3BbpIlIBa CPAaBHUTEICH aHAJIN3 KaTo 00SICHSABA KaK U
10 KaKbB HAUYMH PEJIUTHSTA OKa3Ba BIUSHUE BbPXY MOTHBALUATA HA TEPOPUCTUTE.

Abstract
Lone-wolf terrorism is one of the most serious challenges in the international system today. The

main purpose of this article is to find out if religion is the main motive, which stands behind the
terrorist attacks of the lone wolves. The thesis of the article is that religious motivation is not basic



for the terrorists, because there are other aspects such as political extremism, personal revenge,
etc. In order to prove its thesis the current research will try to answer three key questions. First of
all, what is terrorism? Here, the article will try to work out a definition of this threat by analyzing
different theories about contemporary terrorism’s nature. Second, what is lone-wolf terrorism? The
research will also propose a working definition of the lone-wolf terrorism by interpreting two
different typologies of lone wolves. Last, but not least, the current research will also give a
definition of the process of radicalization by explaining its main phases and aspects. The
methodology, used by the author is based on qualitative methods such as the comparative analysis
and the historical approach. On the basis of the following analysis this article claims that religion
is not the main cause for the radicalization of the lone wolves.

POJIATA 1 3HAYEHUETO HA BAJIKAHUTE B I'EOIIOJINTHUYECKUA
CBIIBCBK MEK/[Y CALLl U PYCHA

Pesrome

bankanute BUHArM ca MpEACTaBISIBAIM OCOOCH HHTEpEC 3a Ibp)KaBUTE, KOUTO (opMHpaT
CBETOBHATa MNOJUTHKA. CTpaTErn4ecKOTO pa3lOJIOKEHHE Ha TO3U PETHOH, Pa3HOPOIHUAT MY
€THUYECKU XapaKTep U HEroBaTa UCTOpUs Ca I0KA3aTEJICTBA 3a TOBA, Y€ U JHEC TOU MPOIBIIKABA
na ObJe mpecedyHa TOYKAa Ha MHTEPECUTE Ha HaW-BIMATEIHUTE AaKTHOPH B MEXIyHapOaHATa
cucrema. OCHOBHAaTa L€l Ha HAcTOsLIaTa CTaTHUs € Ja M35ACHU KAaKBa poJs U 3HAUYCHUE HMMa
bankaHCKMAT pernoH B reOoNOIMTHYECKOTO IpoTuBoNocTaBsiHe Mexnay Cwveaunenute llatu u
Pycus. 3a na n3nbeiaHu 3a7aieHaTa U3cae10BaTeNNcKa 1l aHaJIu3bT CH IIOCTaBs HIKOJIKO 3a/1a4H.
IIppBata u3cnenoBaTesicKa 3ajJadya Ha CTaTHATa € A CE€ aHAJIU3UPAT BBHIIHONOJUTUYECKUTE
JOKTPUHU Ha aMepuKaHCKus mpe3uneHT bapak Obama u pyckust My konera Bramgumup Ilytun.
N3scHsABaHETO HA OCHOBHUTE ChCTABHU €JIEMEHTH Ha JIBETE JOKTPUHU IIE NaJe IO-ICEH IOTie]
BBpXY BBHIIHOIIOJIUTUYECKUS IPOLEC B ABETE AbpkKaBU. Bropara uscienoBareicka 3ajada Ha
CTaTHATA € Jja C€ aHAJIM3UPa KaKkBa € BbHIIHONonuTHueckara crparerus Ha CAILl u Pycus ciipsimo
bankanute. ToBa 11e CIIOMOTHE 3a U3BEXKAAHETO HA OCHOBHUTE IIOCJIEIULN OT TSAXHATA BBHIIHA
IIOJINTUKA B pasIiIeKJaHus peruoH. Tperara u3cieqoBaTelcKa 3aja4ya Ha CTaTUsATa € /1a CPaBHU
aMepUKaHCKaTa M pycKaTa BbHIIHONOJIUTHYECKH cTparerud. Llle Ob/ie HanmpaBeHa U OIIEHKA KOS
OT JIBETE € Mo-e(h)eKTUBHA.

Abstract

In the last few months the world became a witness of a serious geopolitical clash between the
United States and Russia. The main purpose of this article is to explain the significance of the
Balkans for this clash. The following analysis will also try to clarify the role, which this region has
in the foreign policy of the U.S. and Russia. The research design combines mainly quantative
methods such as the comparative and the historical approach. As a conclusion, this article will
present evidences, which will prove that the Balkans are a key region in the international relations
today.

Lone Wolves in Action: Three Cases

Pesrome



Ta3u craTus aHanu3upa TPU OCHOBHU Ka3yca Ha CAMOTHHU BBJIIU — TEPOPUCTH, KOUTO U3BBPIINXA
texHute araku npe3 2018 ronuna. OcHOBHATA 11€J1 HA U3CJIEIBAHETO € J1a MPEICTaBU CPABHUTEICH
aHaAJIM3 XapaKTePUCTHKUTE HA TEPOPUCTUTE U Ja ChCTaBH TexHUTe mpodmmm. CraTusra e
pazzieneHa Ha TPU YacTH, IOCBETEHU Ha BCEKH Kazyc.

Abstract

This article analyzes three main cases of lone wolf terrorists, who perpetrated their attacks one —
two years ago. The purpose of this research is to make a comparative analysis of the characteristics
of these lone wolves by examining their life cycles. The articles is divided into three parts,
according to every case.

The founding of the Eurasian movement: from Russia to Bulgaria

Pesrome

OxromBpuiickata peBomonus oT 25 OxrtoMBpu 1917 roguHa € KpUTHYEH MOMEHT B pycKarta
uctopusi. OrpoMHaTa MMIEpUsl CE pasnaja, OCTaBANKM CTOTHLM TOAWHM LIUBUIM3ALUSA Ha3a.
Helinara kynTypa, HacieICTBO M TPaJuLMU Ca OTPEYEHU OT CBBETCKUA €IUT. EQuCTBEHOTO
OCTaHaJo OT ,,cTapus pexuM‘ Ha Pycus ca GenorBapeiinure, Kouto Ha 0srat cnen PeBomonusra.
Te3u noOpe 00pazoBaHM MBXKE U KEHH THPCAT YKPUTHUE OT OypsTa, croiersiaa OTedecTBOTO UM.
YacT oT TAX HaMupat cBosi HOB oM B Co(usi, KbIETO OCTaBAT HayajaoTo Ha EBpasuiicTBoTO.

Abstract

The October Revolution from 25 October 1917 was a crucial moment in the Russian history. The
huge empire collapsed, leaving hundreds of glorious years in the past. Its culture, its heritage, its
traditions were decisively denounced by its new rulers. The old political elite was brutally and
violently exterminated. Everything that was left from Royal Russia was the so called White
Emigré. The Whites left Russia immediately after the Revolution. These well-educated and
wealthy men and women wanted to seek refuge from the storm, which had clouded their homeland.
A group of Whites arrived also in Sofia, the Bulgarian capital, which became their new home.
Here, they began their journey to the rediscovery of their identity.

Strategies and Tools for Hybrid Conflicts Resolutions in XXI Century

Pesrome

CucremaTta Ha MEXAyHapOAHUTE OTHOLIEHUs npe3 21 Bek ce mpomeHs auHamuuHo. C HOBUTE
TCONOJIUTUYECKH PEATHOCTH, MHTEPIPETAMUTE Ha TIOHATHUS KaTo BOWHA, KOH(IUKT U ynoTpeda
Ha cuia ce mpomeHsT. OCHOBHATa Lie Ha Ta3W CTaTHs € Ja aHajgu3upa T.Hap. XUOPUIHH
KOH(JINKTH, a Te3aTa i e, ue € HeoOXoauMa paJuKalHa MPOMsSHA HA BOCHHUTE CTPATErHu 3a Ja
ObIaT mpeaoTBpaTeHN Te3M 3arutaxu. CTaTuara CUCTeMAaTU3Upa OCHOBHUTE JE(UHHUIINU 32 TO3H
TUN KOH(DIUKTH, aHAIU3UPa T€ONOJIMTHUECKUTE UM aCIIEKTH, MPEJICTaBs Bb3MOXHH CLIEHAPUH 32
TAXHOTO pa3pelllaBaHe.



Abstract

The system of international relations in the 21st century increasingly redefines several key
geopolitical concepts. The global geopolitical model today is also being reshaped on international
level. Along with these new geopolitical trends, new interpretations of concepts such as war,
conflict, and use of force have emerged. The main purpose of this paper is to analyze the tools and
strategies for resolving the so-called "hybrid conflicts". The main thesis of the research is that in
order to resolve such a conflict it is necessary to apply the whole set of instruments at both military
and strategic level. Otherwise, this type of conflict can be a serious threat to the national security
of each country. To prove his thesis, the article sets the following tasks. First, to analyze the
concept of hybrid conflict and clarify its essence. Second, to systematize the main geopolitical
aspects of the hybrid conflicts. Third, to launch possible techniques and strategies for the resolution
of hybrid conflicts. From a methodological point of view, the article builds on empirical data
acquired on the basis of exploring different practices in resolving hybrid conflicts.



