CranoBulie 3a JUcepTaANMUATA

“Penybsinka Makenonusi B Obarapckara noauruka (1989 — 1997 r.)”

JlokTOpaHT: Hayuen ppkoBoauten:

Kpacumupa Manonosa Togoposa [Ipod. n-p. EBrenns Kanunosa

The doctoral dissertation entitled ,,Penyonuka Makenonus B Obiarapckara nojutuka (1989 —
1997 r.)” by Mrs K. M. Toxoposa analyzes the development of Bulgarian foreign policy vis-a-
vis the Republic of Macedonia (RM) from the end of 1989 and the beginning of the so-called
democratization period until the beginning of 1997 and the fall of the Zhan Videnov’s

government.

The dissertation based on a chronological period, analyzes the formation of Bulgaria’s policy
towards RM under different governments during that period. An analysis that is primarily based
upon (ample) material on the discussions that took place during that time by the main decision
makes in Bulgaria — the President, Prime Minister, Foreign Ministers, diplomats, MPs involved
in foreign policy (like members of the parliamentary commission on foreign policy) and the
heads of various agencies with an institutional role in foreign and security policies. The
dissertation makes excellent use of the available archival material, providing useful insight on
how Bulgarian foreign policy on RM was being shaped at the time. The successful “narrative” is
accompanied by background information on political changes that took place in Bulgaria during

that time.

At the same time, the dissertation follows developments that took place at the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia during its dissolution (1990-1993), but most importantly dwells on
internal political developments inside RM. On the latter, the dissertation introduces us into party-
political formation that took place in RM during 1990-1991 and after, elections and government
changes. Particularly interesting and important is the information provided on the perceptions
Bulgarian diplomats and other officials had on the ideological features of the two dominant

political forces among ethnic Macedonians, the Social Democratic Union of Macedonia and



VMRO-DPMNEE; and especially their stance towards Bulgaria. The gap between expectations
and reality, concerning the true extension of pro-Bulgarian feelings in RM at the time of
Yugoslavia’s dissolution and the first two years following its independence becomes very clear.
It is noticeable how extensive, and ultimately influential, were “romantic views”, one would say
misperceptions, on the identity of ethnic Macedonians and their willingness to re-discover their
Bulgarianess (6wieapwuna), until well after RM’s declaration of independence. Misperceptions
that, to a certain extent, help to understand the strong support provided by Sofia to RM’s
international recognition: not only it was the first state that recognized it, but state high officials,
like President Zhelev, emerged as a major lobbyist for RM abroad. It is striking how unilateral
support to RM became and remained state policy, following RM’s declaration of independence,
while important bilateral issues remained open and Bulgaria’s national interests elsewhere, for
example maintaining good bilateral relations with Greece (not to forget, a ‘hard-won
achievement’ in post-1974 bilateral relations) were being undermined. As it is pointed out in the
dissertation, Sofia “e usnpasena npeo cvuume npobremu — mosa ca npemeHyuume 3a Haiuyue
HA ,,MAKeOOHCKO ManyuHcmeo“, ¢anuuguyupanemo Ha ucmopuama U Hamecad 6b8
sbmpewHume pabomu ypes QUHAHCUpanemo u NOOKpenama Ha MaKeOOHUCMKU OP2aHU3ayul ...
B’bJZZClpCKama dunﬂomauuﬂ He camMo Ye He mvbpcu KOHmaxkm cC Fbpuuﬂ no e6vnpoca, HO U

OMKJIOHABA BCUUKU ONUMU HA Amuna 0a nonyyu cvoeticmeue no onpeoeieHu sampyonenus” (p.

364).

In relation to Greece there is also another issue that the dissertation brings into the fore. Namely,
it contrasts the full-scale mobilization of Greece’s diplomacy on the open issues it had with RM,
with the “passivity” Bulgarian diplomacy displayed. Thus, when examining consultations
between the deputy foreign ministers of the two countries (Bulgaria and RM) on 16-17
centemBpu 1993, Mrs TomopoBa remarks that “Om oOwreapcka cmpana cvwo e nposeena
8b30BbPHCAHOCI U He €A U3KA3aHU OOKpal NpuduHume, KOUMO 600am 00 6loulaéane Ha
omuowenusma. Jluncea cvuo maxa npedynpesxicoerue, ue modxce 0a ce cmueHe 00 ommezisiHe
Ha Owvjaeapckama nookpena 3a penyoauxama npeo medxdcoyHapoonama obdbwrocm. Om
OOKyMeHmume ce 8Uuxcod, 4e mo3u nooxoo eeye ce 00CvHCOa HA PA3TUYHU HUBA 8 ObPIHCABAMA.
B cnyyas npasu eneuamnenue, ue ne ce npucmungéa 6vp30 KoM NpeonpuemManemo Ha KOHKpemHu
MEpKU U UHepYUAma 668 8bHWHama noaumuxa Ha bvireapus npoowiocasa” (p. 307). While at

different points she notes that “Hesasucumo ue 6wvrcapckama Ouniomayusi omuuma



8b3IMONCHOCMMA cnopvm mexncdy PM u [Mvpyus 3a umemo oa ce pewiu 8v8 8peda na bvieapus,
NPoOBANCABA NPUOBPIHCAHEMO KbM NOIUMUKAMA HA HeHameca no evnpoca. Toea nuwasa
CMpanama om 8b3MOICHOCIMMA 0a ce ONUma 0a noeiuse Ha cnopewume cpeou 8 805 NOa3a U s
obpuua O0a 6vOe 6 no3uyusma Ha NACUBEH HAOIOAmen, KOUmo He Modce 0d 3auumu
unmepecume cu no Hukaxkwve wawur... (p. 311) B porsma na meouamop 6 cnopa medzxicdy oseme
cmpanu ecmwvnea CAILL] ¢ npeonooicenue 3a Hoso ume Ha penyonuxkama — ,, CesepHa
Makedonus “. Bvnpocnomo nouamue ekaousa ceozpadcku u dOwvaeapckama obnacm Ilupuncka

Makeoonus. Bvnpexu mosa oguyuanna peakyus om cmpana na bvieapus nama” (p. 333).

The last point is poignantly relevant to the signing of the Prespes Agreement between Greece
and RM, in June 2018, that settled most of outstanding issues between the two countries, with
Bulgaria however being totally absent from considerations concerning the solutions that were
suggested and found, most notably on the name ‘“North Macedonia”. The reasons behind
Bulgaria’s “diplomatic passivity” are not adequately addressed. Mrs Todorova does however
point out at the Conclusion at the factors underlying the difficult position Bulgaria found itself in
following November 1989: namely the collapse of the Eastern Bloc that generated fundamental
security concerns for Bulgaria, forcing upon it a reorientation of its foreign policy and the
difficult pots-1989 social and economic transition that Bulgaria was going through. Ultimately,
Bulgarian state weakness was a prime factor affecting policy making vis-a-vis RM. How exactly
it played out in its foreign policy, not only towards RM, but generally, for example in its Balkan

policy, is an issue that remains to be thoroughly examined.

The dissertation raises also other issues that are important not only during the period under
examination, but continued after that, playing a significant role in shaping Bulgarian perceptions
and decisions vis-a-vis North Macedonia, even today. Namely the disappointment felt with the
attitude adopted and maintained by the Macedonian elite towards Bulgaria following RM’s
independence: while Sofia was providing an “a la carte” diplomatic support on the issue of
recognition, it was increasingly realized that the Macedonian elite not only was unwilling to
work on developing economic and cultural relations but it was vocally maintaining its claims on
minority issues and a hostile attitude to persons claiming a Bulgarian identity in RM. A
disappointment that gradually turned into discontent and a lack of trust to the Macedonian elite

concerning its real intentions towards Bulgaria. Both discontent and a lack of trust being



crucially important in understanding how we reached the point of adopting the so-called
Framework Position In Relation To EU Expansion And The Process Of Stabilization and
Association: Republic North Macedonia And Albania on 9 October 2019 and the toughening of
Bulgaria’s official position. What the dissertation does not look at where the motives behind the
unfriendly posture of the Macedonian elite: was it old-fashioned, Yugoslav style,
Bulgarophobia? Or was it concern with the ultimate aims of a neighboring state that did not
recognize the Macedonian identity that was breeding insecurity and ultimately a reserved policy
towards Bulgaria? Or both? In any case, that is a question that fells outside the framework of the

present dissertation.

In sum, the dissertation “Pemny6inka Makenonus B Obirapckara nmonutuka (1989 — 1997 r.)” by
Mrs Krasimira Todorova is well-written and up to the standards. It has a clearly defined
structure, a research hypothesis that is being answered at the conclusion, and a solid
methodology for a history dissertation, based on extensive archival work. Most importantly, the
dissertation makes a valuable contribution in understanding more thoroughly the topic under
examination, i.e., the formation of Bulgarian state policy vis-a-vis the RM during the period of
1990-1997, that is of interest not only to historians, but to a wider circuit of policy experts and
analysts that follow inter-Balkan relations, both in Bulgaria and abroad. It is highly

recommended that the author should look to its future publication.

Dr Yorgos Christidis
Professor of Comparative Politics in the Balkans
Department of Balkan, Slavonic and Oriental Studies,

University of Macedonia

30/1/2022



