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Abstract

Bulgaria’s Delayed Transition: An Analysis of thelBys in Bulgaria’s Political and Economic
Transition from Socialism to Liberal Democracy

by
Robert Castle

Adviser: Professor Susan L. Woodward

Bulgaria’s transitional pathway from socialism ted market liberal democracy has been
extremely troubled and hesitant, with the EuropBaion only satisfied that the country had
created a functioning market economy in Novemb&32FGreedom House considered Bulgaria
as a parliamentary democracy from 1991, but asxedrstatist-transitional economy until 1998.
What accounts for the various delays, obstaclas satbacks the country has faced since 19897 |
argue that for the period 1989 to 1997, there wlaslaof consensus among the Bulgarian public
and elites on the pace and extent of political andnomic reforms. This lack of consensus
explains the delayed, inconsistent, and incompetesolidation of democracy and a free market
economy, as it permitted successive governmerdasda tough and unpopular policy decisions,
at national, regional, and local levels, and erdgtinat those reforms that were undertaken were
poorly and incompletely implemented. Lack of corssen allowed parliament to draft and
approve poorly written legislation full of ambigie$ and loopholes, while local politicians and
government officials found it politically, ideolazally, or economically expedient to delay and
otherwise hinder the reform process. This disgertashows how the lack of consensus is a
result of the way Bulgarians experienced the latears of socialism economically, politically,
and socially. The social pact between rulers amedreemained intact in Bulgaria through the
end of communist authoritarianism, and had browgiisiderable economic, social and cultural

development to the country. As a result, the pdmravas not prepared for the inevitable pain



of the structural economic and political changesessitated by the transition to a free market
liberal democracy. Focusing on the role of conserelds a further layer of complexity to the
study of transitions, and through the dual casdystf Bulgaria and the Rousse region, this
study highlights the points of convergence amomngnge of theoretical approaches, opening the

door for greater pooling of knowledge and reseéiratings in future.
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Chapter One: Introduction, argument, and literature review

Introduction

Following the collapse of the socialist system urdpe and Eurasia from 1989 to 1991,
the resulting 29 post-socialist states have follbwaevariety of transitional pathways. At one
extreme, predominantly in Eastern and Central Eejrtipey have coalesced around the creation
of stable, free-market, liberal democracies. A¢ thther, predominantly in the ex-Soviet
republics, the result is a variety of authoritarr@gimes retaining mainly centrally controlled
economies. The first, successful transitional coestare considered consolidated or semi-
consolidated democracies based on liberalized eci@so the rule of law, free and open multi-
party elections, and a vibrant civil society. Thaeethe latter group are viewed as semi-

consolidated or consolidated authoritarian regirfrebetween lie transitional or hybrid regimes.

The European Union did not consider Bulgaria toehavfunctioning market economy
until November 2003 (Crampton 2005, 420). Freedomude considered Bulgaria as a
parliamentary democracy from 1991 onwards, but agx&d statist-transitional economy until
1998. The country has remained on the cusp betweasolidated and semi-consolidated
democracy for all but two years since 1995, andesR008 has been placed in the latter category
(See Tables 1 and .2)his is despite sharing many more characteristith the consolidated
democracies of Eastern and Central Europe thanthltountries of the former Soviet Union,
including a non-violent end to socialist rule aclei@ via negotiations between the regime and
opposition groups; early, multi-party open elecsioa new liberal constitution (which came into

force in July 1991) guaranteeing political and exoit freedoms; the extraction of the



communist party from non-political arenas; anddpening of the economy to private enterprise

and investment.

Table 1Freedom House: Bulgaria’s ratings in the Freedom irthe World reports, 1987-2011

Year Free | Freedom| Civil Political | Explanation

concerned| Not Rating | Liberties| Rights
Free

1987-88 NF 7 7 Communist, one party state

1988-89 NF 7 7 Communist, one party state

1989-90 NF 7 7 Communist, one party state

1990-91 PF 4 3 Dominant party (transitional);istatansitional;

1991-92 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; rightsucirscribed through
intimidation and inhibition

1992-93 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; statistsition economy

1993-94 F 2 2

1994-95 F 2 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixedsttitansitional

1995-96 F 2 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixedsitatnsitional;
corruption remains a problem

1996-97 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixedsitatnsitional;
Decrease from 2 to 3 in 95/96 — why? — increasing
restrictions on media

1997-98 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; upwarditeerow — free and
fair elections; reform govt

1998-99 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixed adigit(transition);
corruption and crime remain

1999-00 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixed a#git

2000-01 F 3 2 Parliamentary democracy; mixed a#git

2001 F 2.0 3 1 Political rights improved: consistieee and fair
elections; inclusion of ethnic party in govt. Ecamo
mixed capitalist (transitional)

2002 F 15 2 1 Civil liberties improved: continugffort to bring pol,
econ, and social environment in line with EU; imgd
ethnic and religious groups

2003 F 15 2 1

2004 F 15 2 1

2005 F 15 2 1

2006 F 15 2 1

2007 F 15 2 1

2008 F 2.0 2 2 Decline in political rights due tcksliding in fight
against corruption and org crime

2009 F 2.0 2 2

2010 F 2.0 2 2

2011 F 2.0 2 2

Freedom House analysts assign a numerical ratimy fr to 7 for both political and civil rights, 1ibhg most free
and 7 least free. The average of these ratingsgesvthe freedom rating, where Free (F) = 1.0 %o Rartly Free
(PF) =3.0to0 5.0; and Not Free (NF) = 5.5 to F@ll details of the methodology used can be found a
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world:20nethodology




Table 2Bulgaria’s ratings in the Nations in Transit reports

Year

Dem

Elect

Cs

Medi

s}

Judig

Corrupt

Gave

Priv

Niadic | Explanation

1997

3.25

4.00

3.75

4.25

4.25

5.00

5.

75 Poligngitional; Economy
:transitional.

1998

2.75

3.75

3.50

3.75

4.00

4.00

00 4.25

2000

2.25

3.75

3.50

3.50

4.75

3.75

3|75

.50 4.8fable, well functioning democ,
free and fair elections

2001

2.00

3.50

3.25

3.50

4.75

3.50

3|50

.25 3.3fble multiparty democ,
functioning parl, high
transparency,vibrant civil society

Dem

Elect

CS

Media

n

Judic

Corrupt

Govern

Explamatio

2003

3.38

2.00

3.2

3.50

3.50

4.25

3.75

3 trend®otern: 1. Gap b/w popular
expectations and elite agenda; 2. Grow
of anti-party sentiments; 3. Declining
confidence in democratic institutions

2004

3.25

1.75

3.0

3.50

3.25

4.25

3.75

Free/faagtiens held; enhanced CS
activity; constitution amended to increa
judicial transparency and accountability,

5

2005

3.18

1.75

2.7

3.50

3.25

4.00

3.5

3.5

Staided@mocratic governance;
increased CS advocacy; improvement i
direct measurement of corruption;

=

2006

2.93

1.75

2.7

3.25

3.00

3.75

3.0

3.0

Formatfamajority govt/EU reform
process; legal system protects journalis
decentralization improves local govt;
improved institutions, ombudsman;
improved corruption measures;

—F

2007

2.89

1.75

2.5

3.50

2.75

3.75

3.0

3.0

CS ooetl vibrancy and maturity;
government interference in media, attag
on journalists; judicial transparency,

accountability and functioning improved,;

ks

2008

2.86

1.75

2.5

3.50

2.75

3.50

3.0

3.0

Imprargdcorruption measures at
lower levels

2009

3.04

1.75

2.5

3.75

3.00

4.00

3.25

3.0

Semsalaated; mismanaged EU
funds, slow judicial reforms, corruption;
interference and attacks on media;
judicial resistance to reform; major
corruption scandal.

2010

3.04

1.75

2.5

3.75

3.00

4.00

3.25

3.0

Semsalaated; no major
improvements or deteriorations noted.

2011

3.07

1.75

2.5

3.75

3.00

4.00

3.5

3.0

Semsaalated; political infighting,
politicization of presidency harmed
national government; lack of further
positive movement on corruption;

2012

3.14

2.00

2.5

D

3.75

3.25

4.00

3.5

3.0

Semsaalated; electoral problems;
threats to judicial independence; lack of

momentum on anti-corruption measure$g

D

Freedom House analysts rate each country in seatexgaries, on a scale of 1 to 7: electoral pro¢ekst), civil
society (CS), independent media (media), natiomghatratic governance, local democratic governajaiatlfy
under Gove/Govern: the category of governance wad Bito two from 2005), judicial framework and
independence (Judic), and corruption (Corrupt). rxies are then ranked according to the followingle: 1 to
2.99 = Consolidated Democracy; 3 to 3.99 = Semigbbdated Democracy; 4 to 4.99 = Transition Govezntror
Hybrid Regime; 5 to 5.99 = Semi-Consolidated Auitanian Regime; 6 to 7 = Consolidated AuthoritariRegime.
Full details of the methodology of the reports dan found herehttp://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-
transit-2012/methodology




Why has Bulgaria experienced significant delays @stacles on the road to becoming a
fully consolidated free-market democracy, most bigtén the area of economic reform? By the
late 1980s, Bulgaria, like most of the other sasiaktates, was suffering economically.
Previously high GDP growth rates had fallen almtstzero, industrial and agricultural
production had declined, and “foreign debt rosenfi®2 billion at the end of 1984 to almost $7
billion at the end of 1988 and reached $10 bilkoyear later” (Giatzidis 2002, 36), representing
154% of exports by early 1990 (World Bank 2007)e ®Htonomic situation at the onset of the
transition in 1989/90 was far from ideal. Initigteanpts at market-oriented reform were half-
hearted and unsuccessful, and it took rampanttiofiaslumps in production, and shortages
across the country to prod the first non-sociadsternment, in 1991, into the first sustained
attempt at reform. With World Bank and InternatioMonetary Fund (IMF) backing (some
would say insistence), “a bold and ambitious ‘shakkrapy’ reform programme of tough

economic stabilization and austerity was origina{@iatzidis 2002, 84).

The success of this reform program was limited. Tétarn of the Bulgarian Socialist
Party (BSP — the former Bulgarian Communist Pai§PBto power at the end of 1992 (as the
leading element of a nominally non-party regimejpntahat there was little government support
for making sure that the, admittedly impressivestitntional and legal reforms that had been
passed by parliament were actually implementedactje. This failure was most noticeable in
the privatization program: “two waves of privatisatwere scheduled but the first began only in
January 1996” (Giatzidis 2002, 88). For the ex-camists, official privatization was far less
rewarding, economically or politically, than thdicit transfer of state-owned assets into the
hands of shady private business groupings, usuedbded by former members of the state

security forces, or by the “mutri” or “thick-neckgformer wrestlers or weightlifters). These



business groups, many formed during the last yeauommunist rule, were among the few
successful enterprises in Bulgaria in the early0$9@nd undertook a range of activities from
control of state-owned industrial and agricultugoduction, through black marketeering
(especially during the blockade of Yugoslavia fré891-95) to protection rackets and general
crime (CSD 2002, 13). They benefitted from closktigal links, the crumbling state sector, and

the political and economic uncertainties of thesraon period.

The lack of effective reform, external economictéas, and continued political weakness
combined to create a virtual meltdown of the Bukyaleconomy in 1996 and 1997: GDP fell by
10% in 1996, inflation hit 310% in 1996 and 578%1®97, unemployment reached 15% in
1997, and the value of the Bulgarian currency daated sharply against the dollar. “It was a
devastating economic collapse: apart from the hgflation which was ruinous for the savings
of ordinary households, it produced a deep recessitaos in the financial system resulting in

the closure of some 15 banks, and bankrupt puiblem€es” (Nikolov et. al. 2004, 29).

Argument

Why has Bulgaria faced such a troubled and hesiteantsitional pathway from
socialism? Determining the role of societal conaensoth before and during transition to and
consolidation of free market liberal democracy wdhtribute to an understanding of the journey
from socialism to post-socialism across Europe Bodasia, and raise questions about the
theoretical and empirical assumptions of the litea on the consolidation of post-socialist

transitions.



This dissertation will argue that the lack of sta@ie€onsensus on the pace and extent of
political and economic reforms in Bulgaria primardccounts for the delayed, inconsistent, and
incomplete consolidation of democracy and a freeketaeconomy. It will further explain and

illustrate the processes that prevented the foomaif such a consensus.

Consensus can be defined as “a commonly agreetioppgonclusion, or set of values,
and is normally used with reference either to grdypamics or to broad agreement in public
opinion. More generally, it refers to the sharifgacset of ideas, norms, and values among the
members of a whole society” (Scott and Marshall201n the context of the transition to a
liberal, free market democracy, “individuals shoblkel able to assess and accept the principles
according to which they are governed. Principlesughbegenerallyacceptable, thus reflecting
a consensus of citizens’ beliefs” (Klosko 2004, Austow argues that we need a
conceptualization which “transfers various aspexftconsensus from the quiescent state of
preconditions to that of active elements in thecpss” of democratic consolidation (1970, 362).
Consensus for this purpose is not a uniformity@hmn within a society, at a given moment in
time. Rather, it relates to the degree of acceptabg citizens and rulers in a newly

democratizing state of the new rules of the gantkethh@ changes these rules imply.

Pace of transition can take the form of either pidaransformation or a gradual
adjustment of the economic and political systemtekixof transition refers to how complete

reform should be: a full market economy, or a migete-market economy.

| propose that for the period 1989 to 1997, thees w lack of consensus among the
Bulgarian public and elites on the pace and ex@émolitical and economic reforms. This lack

of consensus permitted the creation of a spacehichasuccessive governments could avoid



tough and unpopular policy decisions, at natioregjonal and local levels, and in which those
reforms that were undertaken were poorly and indetely implemented. Lack of consensus at
the national policy making level allowed parliamewot draft and approve poorly written

legislation full of ambiguities and loopholes. Lbgaliticians and government officials charged
with implementation of this legislation, themselasking consensus over the desirability of the
proposed reforms, found it politically, ideologigalor economically expedient to delay and
otherwise hinder the process, knowing that a chamgeational government could well bring

about a change in policy direction and cause exjseforms to be undone.

The lack of consensus is a result of the way inclviBulgarians experienced the latter years
of socialism economically, politically, and sociallSocialism was successful in raising the
standard of living for much of the Bulgarian pogida. Writing about the socialist bloc in
general, Przeworski argues that by the 1970s ssmiahad become nothing more than “an
implicit social pact in which elites offered theoppect of material welfare in exchange for
silence” (1991, 2), and that it was the failuretloé elites to keep their side of the bargain that
precipitated the collapse of the socialist systankastern Europe. | argue that this social pact
remained intact in Bulgaria through the end of camrst authoritarianism and that as a result
the population was not prepared for the inevitad@a of the structural economic and political
changes necessitated by the transition to a fre&andiberal democracy. Lack of consensus
within the elite, caused by diverging views on thture direction of the country, in turn, cost
them the trust and confidence of the public as sohteem attempted to move forward with the

reform process.



Literature on transitions

The collapse of socialist governments across Hastéed Central Europe in 1989,
followed closely by the disintegration of Yugoslawand the break-up of the Soviet Union, was
almost completely unanticipated by exactly thosgeolers who were best placed to foresee it —
political scientists, and in particular, those egggh in the study of what Samuel Huntington
(1991, 3) labelled the “third wave” of democratrartsitions from authoritarian regimes. This
“dismal failure” (Przeworski 1991, 1) of politicatience prompted multiple attempts to address
the questions of how and why such a rapid ternonadif the existing second world order could

occur.

Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe Schmitter, in thanalysis of democratic transitions
in Latin America in the 1980s, argue that traonsitstarts with liberalization of citizens’ rights
(e.g., habeas corpus, freedom of speech, assemddigion, press, and political opinion),
proceeds through the redefinition of the ruleshef political game (the imposition of restrictions
and obligations on the rulers, and the grantingpafticipatory rights to the people), and
concludes with the creation of a new form of regiffleis may be democracy, but it may also be
a different form of authoritarian rule, or simplgrdusion and instability, even revolution (1986,
3-7). The predominant factors in the transition doemestic: “there is no transition whose
beginning is not the consequence — direct or ictlire of important divisions within the
authoritarian regime itself” (1986, 19). The outeowill depend largely on the balance between
hard- and soft-liners within the regime, the alias made within the regime and between the
regime and other forces in society, and the natmm@ extent of the negotiated pacts which
characterize the end of authoritarian rule — thpaeted transitions feature extensively in

subsequent analyses both of Latin America anddimedr socialist bloc.



The collapse of socialist regimes after 1989 predithew and promising case studies.
Transitologists (Schmitter and Karl 1994; Karl 199iarda 2001; Linz and Stepan 1996)
closely follow the approach of O’Donnell and Scherit elites matter and they instigate
transition in an attempt to legitimate their rud@cio-economic preconditions matter much less.
Huntington allows for the role of other factors sugs declining economic performance, the
influence of the Catholic Church, and external extattitudes, but the path to democratization is
primarily dependent on political elites, their camspion and strategies (1991). Transitions occur
via negotiations and pacts, entered into willinglythe dominant faction within the regime in
order to pre-empt sudden or violent overthrow anduee a soft landing for members of the
ruling elite and their supporters. If successfagse pacted transitions lead to stable democracy;
if unsuccessful, to weaker democracies, continugtioaitarian rule, or civil war (Karl and

Schmitter 1991, 159).

Area studies specialists dispute these assumptaisrie Bunce (1999a) argues that the
end of socialism was brought about not via elittdeforms, but by the role of the people in
demanding change. Elsewhere (1999b), she arguesdbialism failed because the design of
domestic institutions destroyed it from within, Wweaing central power and redistributing it to
the lower levels and thereby undercutting econgmeidormance. These factors combined with
the disastrous financial situation faced by theadist states as they attempted to borrow their
way out of economic crisis, and by Gorbachev’'seadtifrom the Brezhnev Doctrine. Stathis
Kalyvas differs from Bunce on this point, disagggg economic decay — which may have
been occurring over many years — from politicalakoown — which may occur when regimes
make attempts to address economic problems threagie degree of economic and political

liberalization. Exceptions to strict central plamgpiopened up opportunities for perceptive party



officials to use their political power for econongain, in the process becoming the first business
entrepreneurs and switching their allegiances fitbmn state to the market. This broke the
regimes’ institutional discipline, leading to argpiof demoralization, unofficial desertion of the
party, especially by younger members, and furtlemelgrating both political and economic

decay (Kalyvas 1999).

This institutional legacy helped create three patysvfrom socialism: democracy and
capitalism in relatively harmonious coexistencemissocialist economies coexisting with
authoritarian political regimes; and the middle wgrd, politically between dictatorship and
democracy, and economically between socialism apitadism (Bunce 1999a). To demonstrate
transitology’s weakness in treating the post-s@tiakituation, Bunce points out the
unprecedented multi-level transition process, faurthoritarian government to democratic, from
centrally planned to market economy, and in sonsesdrom sub-state to statehood, as well as

the de- and re-alignment of international allian@snce 1999b).

In his study of the Soviet/Russian transition, MiehMcFaul attempts to bridge the gap
between the transitologists and institutionaliatguing that the mode of transition influences the
kind of political regime that results, but thatfdient modes may, in fact, result in the same
outcome. The establishment of flawed yet demociastitutions in Russia in the absence of a
pacted transition, he contends, reduces the caigaficance of pacts in general. Instead, he
suggests the degree of contention over the agemdah&nge and the level of shared knowledge
about power balances are two prior variables tifatence the mode of transition (McFaul 2001,

368).
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Barbara Geddes uses a game-theoretic approachgte #nat the varying incentives
facing the rulers of different regime types begtlai the different results. Personalist regimes
tend to cling to power for as long as possiblepoaty the likelihood of a negotiated transition
and increasing the chances of rebellion and remsiuMilitary rulers, placing the unity of the
military above their own personal survival, preternegotiate transition while they have the
ability to do so, and peaceful transitions are tloem. Single-party regimes, whether under
pressure from outside donors or from popular ogesimovements, have mostly followed
negotiated transitions, sharing with military regsrthe preference for maintaining some role in
the new system rather than hanging on to the lashent and risking revolution and the loss of
all power, and possibly liberty, too (Geddes 199Bunce argues that Romania, the former
Yugoslavia, and Albania do not adhere to Geddd® @ (perhaps due to a lack of clarity over
how the Albanian and Romanian regimes are code),tal the lack of Soviet control over the
military and security apparatus which allowed nadioleaders in these countries to use the

military for political purposes, hence their morelent transitional trajectories (Bunce 1999b).

Other theories refer in one form or another torthe-liberal argument that liberalization
of markets will lead inevitably to democratizatiohdam Przeworski provides an extensive
critique of this approach and the reliance on meoél ideas of free market democracy that have
little or no empirical support (1992, 46). For Rwxpeski, the collapse of socialism was
precipitated by the failure of the elites to maimttheir side of an implicit social contract that
promised greater material welfare in exchange F@ tomplicity of the population in the
socialist pretence. The process of change wasrestey Gorbachev’s removal of the Soviet
veto on reform, but it was the ideological as vealfinancial problems faced by socialism that

proved crucial (1991, 6-7).
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Democratic consolidation and Bulgaria

The consensus of the transitology literature in 1880s was that the former socialist
countries were not only setting out from a commepaiture point — state socialism — but were
also en route to a common destination - democracythe free market - because, as Francis
Fukuyama (1992) had observed, the West had wonlilzerél capitalism was the only game in
town. As Bunce puts it: “the homogeneity of theiabst past and the homogeneity of the
contemporary international political economy pothter unison to the same prediction:
postsocialist regimes would resemble one anoth&rim and functioning” (Bunce 1999a, 757).
However, by the end of the decade, the initialdggace of transition across the post-communist
world had slowed considerably, and some countr@esldegun to backslide into authoritarianism
(some had never moved beyond this) or at bestat&amg. The path-making progress of Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic had slowed and leasly the exception rather than the rule.
This intensified the debate over what constitutesiecessful transition and what explains the
significant variation in democratic consolidatioor@ss the post-socialist countries (Carothers
2002, 8-9). For Bulgaria, this debate includes tjoes over what constitutes democratic

consolidation; the issue of support for change;taedbstacles and opposition to change.

What constitutes democratic consolidation?

The concept of democratic consolidation originatél Dankwart Rustow, who referred
to it as habituation, the phase following a traasito democracy, in which the very process of
democracy acts to strengthen its foothold in aetgcFor Rustow, the habituation of democracy
can be damaged, even fatally so, by failures tolvesmportant political questions during this

phase (Rustow 1970). Success is by no means geadaniVhat form a successful democratic
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transition takes is elaborated by O’Donnell andriitfer (1986, 6); Linz and Stepan (1996, 3);
Dahl (1971, 3); Holmes (1997, 343-345); and Sclenitnd Karl (1991, 76), who refer to
various procedural necessities such as an electe@rmgment, universal suffrage, regular
elections, and accountability. Measuring the ssEcer otherwise of a transition, and the
consequent efforts at consolidation, has becomerindustry in political science, with indices
published by Freedom House, the Polity Project, Hmenomist Intelligence Unit, and the

Bertelsmann Transformation Index, among others.

The Freedom House reports are the best-known arg$d running, and so are utilized
here. The main reports relevant to Bulgaria areatimeual Freedom in the World report and the
Nations in Transit report, first published in 19@Hd annually since 2000. A brief examination
of how Bulgaria’s ranking has changed over timd wdlp demonstrate not only the problems
the country has faced since 1989, but also thel@muddic nature of democratic ranking in
general. According to the Freedom in the World repdBulgaria moved from Not Free to Partly
Free in 1990, and to Free in 1991, advanced fratoee of 3 on Political Rights in 1990 to the
top score of 1 in 2001, but slid back to 2 in 20@8litically, the country has been characterized
as a parliamentary democracy since 1991, but theosay has moved from statist transitional in
1991 through mixed statist transitional from 19811997, becoming a mixed capitalist economy
in 1998. The Nations in Transit reports show a tgredegree of variance in how Bulgaria is
described: the Bulgarian polity is described in 298 transitional, as is the economy. By 2000,
the country is classified as a stable, well-funtutig democracy, but by 2009 has apparently
deteriorated into a semi-consolidated democracyctwit remains to this day. The democracy
scores (where 1 is best, and 7 worst) began ati.2997, dropping to 2.25 and 2.00 in 2000

and 2001, before rising to around the 3.00 markafmve), which marks the borderline between
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consolidated and semi-consolidated democracy, 082@here it has stayed ever since (Table

2).

From Robert Dahl onwards, a central feature of@efinition of democracy is the role of
the people, and a crucial factor is the degreegaonsiveness of the government to its citizens,
their preferences and demands (Dahl 1971). Almardl \&erba further argue that consensus
within a society, in the form of what Talcott Pansaalls “limited polarization,” is essential for
the peaceful resolution of normal political diffeoes (Almond and Verba 1989, 358).
Huntington notes that among third wave countriepeaceful, consensual transition, one in
which participants agree on the basic desirabiftgemocracy and the general procedural form
that it should take, has the greatest likelihoodeafding to the consolidation of democracy
(1991, 276). Applying this to post-socialist trammsis, Bunce suggests that the key factor
determining successful consolidation is the degweghich a rough consensus was reached over
the shape of the political and economic regimes$ wauld succeed state socialism (Bunce

1999a, 761). It is this concept of consensus thatdt the heart of this dissertation’s argument.

Support for democratic transition and consolidation

Albert Melone (1998) argues that the 1989-90 roaibiét talks in Bulgaria that led to a
new, post-socialist constitution and multi-partgaions were remarkably successful in forging a
consensus on the political transition, even in #isence of the usual pre-conditions for
democracy such as economic stability, civil sogiegmpetitive party system, and an established
middle class. However, he and Giatzidis (2002) aghat while the transition to democracy has

been a success, its continued consolidation has mm®nsistent because of the continuing
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strength of the communist (now socialist) party BB&nd the inherent weakness of the political

opposition in 1989 and for several years therealtbe former communists were able to dictate

the terms of the transformation and ensure a sogmf role for themselves in the amended

Bulgarian system. The weakness of the oppositionefo owes much to the successful co-

optation of the intellectual class into the sostaBystem, the naive and amateur nature of the
opposition leaders who expected that simply bemg@mmunist would ensure their success,

and their failure to establish themselves outdiderajor urban centers, as well as their failure
to develop a convincing vision of what post-sosiaBulgaria might look like (Melone 1998, 26-

27; Giatzidis 2002, 20-23; Creed 1998, 265-278).

Struggling to unite a multitude of factions and ntiab support beyond the cities, the
opposition parties were in a much weaker positi@ntequivalent forces in other countries at the
same time, lacking the organizational history ofiduwity in Poland or even Charter 77 in
Czechoslovakia. Rural residents in Bulgaria, 35%hef population, had benefited with higher
living standards from the collectivization of famgi (Creed 1998, 125) which constituted 96% of
arable land (Meurs and Begg 1998, 246). Furthelgdian agriculture had no history of large
private commercial farming, and pre-WWII landholgnwere highly egalitarian. Post-1989 de-
collectivization split up large cooperative farnmoi a patchwork of smallholdings that were
commercially non-viable, hence extensive rural @pmn to the process. In Hungary, by
contrast, a similar level of collectivization hadcarred under communism, but the privatization
process had already begun during the 1980s, afefaiit pre-war patterns of land ownership
meant post-1989 reforms left the land in large kdaihat facilitated competitive private farming
(Meurs 2001, 90-106). Bulgaria’s peasants, theegfdrad little to gain from supporting

privatization policies promoted by urban, predomiha Union of Democratic Forces (UDF)
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politicians. This undermined potential support the opposition in rural areas, and boosted
support for the BSP. The opposition also lacked edrpced political organizers and
administrators when it managed to gain office byieh 1991-92, while the continued strong
showing of the BSP in both national and local étexs (even those it did not win) meant it could
publicly support reforms in order to placate urbasters and international agencies while
privately preventing the implementation of thosarales that challenged their position. The BSP
did not have things all their own way, however, amdre not immune from organization
problems and internal disagreements, while the U#int quickly from their earlier mistakes
and began moving to a more unified party structafeer the collapse of the Dimitrov
government in October 1992. The frequent changegowernment in the first eight years after
1989 demonstrate the inability of any one partympose its will on the country, and therefore
explanations for the delayed transition that pldwe blame solely on the BSP are flawed and
simplistic. From 1989 to 1997, there were four jpanentary elections and eight changes of
government, leading to “the absence and ineffegtige of the state and its institutions,” “great
dissatisfaction with the competence of politiciamsl the nature of political activity,” and “mass
withdrawal from politics, leading to unparticipaggpolitical processes and to political apathy”

(Giatzidis 2002, 62-63).

According to Aslund, Boone and Johnson (1996), oh¢he determinants of a rapid
transition is consensus on the need for extensisaamic and political reforms. Recent work by
economists Cervellati, Fortunato and Sunde arguasa minimal consensus on economic and
political reform is necessary for the establishmahinstitutionally strong democracies (2011).

Bristow argues that for Bulgaria, “the fundamemtaiblem has been the failure to create, in the
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country and the Assembly, anything resembling aiicant constituency in favour of even parts

of a reform programme” (1996, 229).

Drawing on multi-year, multi-country public opimoresearch, Rose, Mishler and
Haerpfer (1998) argue that because new post-ssici@gimes cannot rely on pre-existing or
habitual support from citizens, progress towardsagatic consolidation depends on the extent
to which the quality of governance provided matches demands and expectations of the
electorate (1998, 8). The attitudes of citizensaimthe new regimes are primarily influenced by
their experience of both communist rule and thedi@mations that follow it. The authors
identify four broad trends within public supporemdocrats strongly disapprove of the socialist
regime, and strongly support the new regime; skepdisapprove of both regimes; compliant
groups approve of both old and new regimes; ancticgeries prefer the old regime to the new
(1998, 201-2). Successful consolidation dependsnoreasing the number of citizens who
identify as democrats and decreasing the numberasbgeactionary. While data for Bulgaria
from surveys such as the New Democracies Barometed by Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer
demonstrate broad acceptance of democracy as thegame in town, there is less support for
the concepts of free market democracy and econeeiaem. In 1991, half of Bulgarians
approved of the old economic regime, against 30€4hfe new system, and this disillusionment
has grown over time, demonstrating not so muchsaealé return to communist rule, as “serious
doubts about the ability of the parliamentary syste be effective in the making of policy”

(Bristow 1996, 227).
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Obstacles and opposition to reform

A further set of issues in the consolidation otfrearket democracy have focused on the
implementation of the economic reform agenda. Wilacroeconomic stabilization, price
liberalization, and privatization of state-ownedsets were encouraged by Western financial
institutions and advisers from the beginning of titesition period — notably by Jeffrey Sachs
(1993) — later observers identified several obstaclAs Venelin Ganev (2001) confirms,
Bulgaria often figures in transition studies asoatiier or anomaly that exemplifies what not to
do in a transition. Economic reforms were promibet only partly implemented, privatization
of state assets either did not occur or took plzet@nd closed doors without political or legal
oversight (Zankina 2010), and extensive obstadd#eéralization remained both in law and in
practice, exemplified in the absence of any larggesprivatization campaign until after 1996/7,
despite successive governments passing legisladiamstigate this process (Derleth 2000, 122-
193). Each government faced difficulties implemegtihose reforms that were passed, often due
to the severe financial situation: by 1989, foreitabt had reached $9.2 billion, placing a major
constraint on the government’s capacity to undertgnsitional reforms (Bristow 1996, 28).
The privatization agency faced logistical problemsits operation while essential laws on
business practice, taxation and financial structwexe still being written, and lacked a

workforce trained in the valuation process (Due &odmidt 1995, 71-72).

Joel Hellman argues that it has been the early evgrfrom the transition — enterprise
entrepreneurs, bankers, local officials, and Mafiagho have presented the strongest opposition

to continued transformation (1998). In Bulgarig thinners are identified by Ganev, who argues
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that state structures in early post-socialism becarreasingly dysfunctional as those in pdwer
set about extracting resources, both material arfidrmational. Government leaders and
ministers undertook the transfer of financial, istlial and intangible assets from the state to a
new entrepreneurial elite, a process Ganev descralse“reversed Tillyan” (2007, 180-186).
Cases include the use of off-budget funds to mavential resources from the state to private
businesses; creation of an unregulated bankingrsettich borrowed money from the state and
lent this money to new credit millionaires who nekgpaid the loans, causing the collapse of 15
banks in 1996 and 1997 (Nikolov et.al. 2004, 29]) #re swallowing of the debt by the state;
and the flow of personnel and highly valuable indation from state to the private business
sector. The deinstitutionalization of informatimeluded the transferal and eventual dissolution
of both the Institute for Social Governance, thgéat social science library in the country with
sociological surveys, polls, and other data, arel @enter for Information Technologies and
Automated Systems, which held data on economiastifucture, exports, business contacts, and

computer databases on the economy (Ganev 20073)52-5

Przeworski argues that, for the post socialist ad a whole, the pain of transition will
erode confidence in the process, and governmenlis need to “vacillate between the
technocratic political style inherent in marketemtied reforms and the participatory style
required to maintain consensus” (1991, 183). Hesgeto suggest that reforms will inevitably
provoke resistance due to the negative costs iedglereating an anti-reform coalition of

bureaucrats, unskilled workers, and public empleyd®91). Discussing land reform in eastern

! According to Ganev, these include prominent BSRigians Andrei Lukanov, Prime Minister in 1990han
Videnov, Prime Minister from 1995 to 1997; and MRagsimir Premyanov (Ganev 2007). BSP politiciang ma
have benefitted most during the early years ofsiteom, due to their longer periods in office, hiDF politicians
have also been linked to the kind of state-capotivity Ganev describes: by 1996, the Olymp bussrgroup had
developed close ties to leading UDF politicians|uding Mario Tagarinski, a future minister of stat
administration, and Evgenii Bakardjiev, head of tHgF election campaign committee and future vigenpr
minister (Kostadinova 2012,104).
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Ukraine, Jessica Allina-Pisano contends that aedtate actors, often at the local level, oppose
liberalizing reforms out of concern for their nagatconsequences, either on the society or on
the situation of the individuals themselves, and‘@marsue a strategy of sub rosa resistance”
(2004, 555). This suggests that delayed or uncafaetd transitions may also be due to
deliberate behavior and choices made by those dask#h the implementation of reform.
Katherine Verderey identifies multiple strategie®pted by local agrarian elites, officials, and
residents to oppose, delay and sometimes subverfatid restitution process in Romania,
ranging from manipulation of land surveys, withholglof information, levying excessive fees,
to soliciting bribes. The process was widely viewasd creating as much injustice as it was
designed to resolve, and national politics wasftagmented to allow control over what went on

at the local level (2002).

For Bulgaria, the nature of the transition in teemtryside has created ample opportunity
for such sub-rosa resistance to thrive. Gerald €Cr@®98; 2010a; 2010b) argues that the
democratic and economic transformation since 1@89een ambiguous, inconsistent, and often
damaging to the interests of the rural populatidthile villagers were often able to ameliorate
the negative aspects of socialism through a prooéssomestication - working within the
constraints of the system to extract concessiom® fthe authorities and make an oppressive,
intrusive system tolerable (1998, 2-4) - attemptade the same tactic during the transition have
largely failed. The urban-based Union of Democré&iicces (UDF) was insensitive or hostile
towards the rural population, viewing agriculture @ symbol of socialist control and rural
residents as supporters of the former communigy g&SP). Discontent with the transition in

rural areas was dismissively labeled as socialsdtalgia, ignoring underlying legitimate
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political, economic and social concerns. The resulta shallow notion of democracy” in the

countryside and a loss of hope for improvement¢@i2011, 115).

The predominant explanation for Bulgaria’s slowngidion and supposedly persistently
unconsolidated democratic system focuses on thsupred backwardness of the country in
terms of economic and political development (Elsteffe and Preuss 1998, Kaplan 2005,
Giatzidis 2002). The origins of such a viewpoirg & be found in Western conceptualization of
the Balkans as a backward, bloodthirsty and cdrfilione region, as explained in detail by
Todorova (2009a). Petrovic argues that “the massaas for the slower progress in post-
communist reforms ... are not related to any strattdisadvantage caused by longstanding
historical or geographic factors” (2008, 141). Whilhe country had little experience of
democracy (Crampton 2005)ost-1945 economic development undermines ther dtai of
this argument. Stephan Haggard and Robert Kaufmaheir comparison of Poland, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, Romania and Bulgaria reveal tlaatfrobm being a hopeless laggard struggling
to keep up with its Central European neighbors,gBu& under socialism showed the highest
level of GDP growth from 1960 until 1990, had semilevels of infant mortality, immunization,
state employment, hospital beds per capita, angsindl/agricultural labor force division, and a
host of other economic and social welfare indicsats the other four countries (2009, 166, 171,
187, 385). Details of the Bulgarian economic sitwratcan also be found in Crampton (2005),
Mcintyre (1988) and Giatzidis (2002). Thus, the larption that Bulgaria's delayed transition
was due to its comparatively underdeveloped econgruosition in 1989 does not stand up to

empirical scrutiny.

2 One notable exception is the 1879 Turnovo Coralitydrawn up just eleven months after the liiergtand
widely recognized as one of the most liberal anti@atic constitutions of its time.
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Research design and data collection

To test my hypotheses, | demonstrate that consemasidacking among both elites and
the general public in Bulgaria between 1989 and71%hd account for its absence via an
examination of the political, economic, and so@dliation before and after 1989. This is
achieved through observation of political debatgections, acceptance of or opposition to
legislation, public opinion, and other forms of aligrse. | then demonstrate a relationship
between this lack of consensus and the creationnaplémentation of reforms. Here, a low level
of consensus is shown to correlate with inconsistglayed and incomplete implementation of
political and economic reforms. Finally, to showattkhis correlation also demonstrates causality,
| establish that individuals at both national ancal levels, taking advantage of the space created
by the lack of consensus, purposefully delayedbstracted the implementation of reforms due

to a lack of belief in the pace and extent of thenges being proposed.

In Bulgaria, as in many other former socialist mnies, resistance to economic and
political changes has often been labeled as naeatimgsocialism (see Creed 2010b for a critique
of this tendency), and this resistance has oftem Is¢rongest in rural areas. To demonstrate that
the lack of consensus about the transition exteegiend rural areas, | chose a case study of the
Rousse oblast (region) in north-eastern Bulgariee Rousse oblast contains both a major urban

center (the city of Rousse with 200,000 inhabitpatgl extensive agricultural land.

The lack of consensus on the political and econarhanges in Bulgaria is reflected in
the inconsistent behavior of the main politicaltigar (lack of coherent party position, internal
disputes, factional divisions, reversal of positmmissues), in the resulting legislative behavior
of consecutive governments on issues relating éopfice and extent of reforms (reversal of
policy decisions, amendment and/or repeal of previegislation, failure to pass legislation),
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and in a clear pattern of obstruction and delayhatlocal level of those reforms that were
passed, thereby connecting the lack of consenstisthe delayed implementation of reform.
The extant justification for this behavior, i.ehserved in the opinions and stated motivation of
participants, is identifiably based on a lack gbort in principle for the pace and extent of the

reforms.

The existence or absence of consensus in Bulgarimmeasured using data from
longitudinal public opinion surveys: The New Denamies Barometer, run since 1991 by the
University of Aberdeen, nationwide surveys in tlestecommunist countries measuring support
for democracy, attitudes to economic and politichange, and other indicators relevant to
transitional societies; the Eurobarometer seriesswiveys carried out by the European
Commission; and surveys carried out by Bulgariseaech institutes and NGOs. Measuring the
degree of satisfaction with the system in Bulggmieor to the end of socialism was a more

difficult task, and relied more on interviews amtendary research.

Post-socialist reforms cover a multitude of chanigethe economic and political spheres
and are too extensive to be comprehensively evaduadtfocused on the privatization process
both nationally and locally as well as the resiitatand sale of municipal property at the local
level. Land restitution and the breakup of agrio@dt cooperatives were not directly examined as
these are the subject of existing comprehensiviiet(Creed 1998; Meurs 2001), although they
are mentioned where relevant and necessary. Rolieform is represented by examining the
democratic functioning of institutions such as finatization agency and the legal system, and
at the local level by an in-depth study of the tiefasship between the mayor and municipal

council in Rousse.

23



To measure the degree of success or failure ofetomomic reforms, | used official
Bulgarian government statistics, as well as a wamé reports published by the World Bank,
IMF, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)d adomestic Bulgarian research
institutes, such as the Institute for Market Ecoimmsmand the Center for the Study of
Democracy. Examples of the data are the numbe@rieétization deals; the size of the firms
privatized; the share of industry and businesgatesand private hands; proposed deals that were
not finalized along with reasons for the failuragahe number of industrial and small business

units that were not offered for sale.

The degree to which reforms were delayed or instesily implemented due to the
deliberate action or inaction of national and laafficials and staff was measured via research in
local and national government archives includindgre tCentral State Archives, with
documentation from government departments, polifi@aties, and parliamentary records; the
archives of the Bulgarian Parliament; and regicarad local government archives in Rousse,
with material on municipal council meetings, contegs, party activities, and such. Internal
party memoranda; reports of national and local ypaneetings; municipal council meeting
minutes; and communications between central anal lgavernment officials all revealed signs
of intra-party or intra-organizational conflict avéhe nature of the reform process. Archival
research was supplemented by a series of semitgtedcinterviews with participants in local
and national government, education, industry, lmssas, and other researchers. These
interviews provided the chance for those peopleatly engaged in or affected by the reform
process to discuss their attitudes and motivatimwgards the changes, and to identify the

concepts used by the participants to make sende afansition process.
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Chapter outline

Chapter Two widens the discussion of consensusduated in the previous chapter, and
outlines Bulgaria’s experience under socialisms lthe nature of this experience that | argue is
the key to understanding the delayed, inconsisterd,incomplete consolidation of democracy
and a free market economy in Bulgaria. Finally, ¢hapter will review the events of 1989: the
end of single party rule and the beginning of ta@gition process. Chapter Three examines how
economic restructuring and privatization in Bulgawere affected by the lack of consensus
among the population and the political elite on plaee and extent of reforms. The chapter also
looks at alternative explanations for the delayefbrm process, in particular Ganev’s (2007)
arguments about state capture, and the generakrdmm that the process of transition
overwhelmed the limited financial and organizatiocapacity of both national and local
government. Chapter Four investigates how the ¢dadonsensus in Bulgaria over the pace and
extent of the reform process manifested itself docal level, by using as a case study the town
of Rousse, situated in the north east of Bulgamathe Danube river. An examination of de-
communization measures (removal of statues, stne@®ming, etc.); the sale of municipal
housing; and the privatization of state and muiicgnterprises reveals the ways in which the
transition process was delayed in one town andnegvith implications for how this scenario
was repeated across the country. In the concluclagter, findings of the earlier chapters are
placed in the context of post-socialist transitiomsre broadly, and finally the contribution of

this dissertation to the comparative politics hteire is discussed.
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Chapter Two: Bulgaria’s distinctive history and sogalist experience

Introduction

This chapter widens the discussion of consensusduated in the previous chapter, and
outlines Bulgaria’s experience under socialisms lthe nature of this experience that | argue is
the key to understanding the delayed, inconsistamd, incomplete consolidation of democracy
and a free market economy in Bulgaria. Finally, ¢hapter will review the events of 1989: the

end of single party rule and the beginning of tia@gition process.

By successfully raising the standard of living tbe vast majority of Bulgarians, socialism
bought the acquiescence of the population, evdts adeological power declined in the 1970s
and 1980s. The “implicit social pact” (Przeworsk9l, 2) between rulers and ruled remained
intact in Bulgaria even after much of the rest @istern Europe had been overtaken by the
sudden and unpredicted revolutionary changes d3.1B8e pact was not subjected to the kind of
popular dissent and unrest, divisive ethnic tersioor strong external influences visible
elsewhere. There were no mass public uprisingsreetsprotests, no violent counter-strikes by
the government, no revolution, peaceful or otheswithe end of state socialism in Bulgaria was
by elite coup, negotiated amongst the upper legelthe Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP)
against the long-term leader Todor Zhivkov, andiedrout swiftly and peacefully by reform (or
survival) minded leaders. Bulgaria experienced ditaon from above, not revolution from
below. The nature of both Bulgarian socialism asddemise would have a profound effect on
the manner and pace of the political and econoraitstormation to follow. The population was
not prepared for the inevitable pain of the streadteconomic and political changes necessitated

by the transition to a free market liberal demogrdack of consensus within the elite, caused
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by diverging views on the future direction of theuatry, cost them the trust and confidence of

the public as some of them attempted to move fatwath the reform process.

The concept of consensus in post-socialist trangitis

As noted in the previous chapter, conceptions @maktracy include the idea that
“individuals should be able to assess and acceptptinciples according to which they are
governed. Principles should lagenerally acceptable, thus reflecting a consensus of citizens
beliefs” (Klosko 2004, 4). Discussing transiticlasdemocracy, Rustow states that “consensus
on fundamentals is an implausible precondition” praposes a model of democratization which
“transfers various aspects of consensus from thesgent state of preconditions to that of active
elements in the process” (1970, 362-3). Therefateen investigating the role of consensus in
Bulgaria’s transition, it will be important to lodkr evidence of the presence or absence of this
active element of consensus in the actions of #régs involved in the transition. What efforts
were made by the instigators of Bulgaria’s trapsitio nurture agreement or even understanding
amongst the population regarding the options abklto the country? Determining this will be

one of the tasks of Chapters Three and Four.

The form this transition would take has been thigjeszt of extensive debate amongst
political scientists, as the literature reviewedhe previous chapter shows. However, a certain
degree of consensus emerged during the 1990shindbitmer socialist countries were not only
setting out from a common departure point — statgaism — but were also en route to a
common destination, democracy and the free mafket: revolutions in Central and Eastern
Europe represented a mass rejection of the sdcglstem...with the rejection of communism

came a powerful and sincere affirmation of demacrpatinciples” (Orenstein 2001, 3) or as

27



Francis Fukuyama observed, the West had won amdalitcapitalism was the only game in

town.

For most states emerging from socialism, the potibhoices available to them were
limited by the predominance of the neo-liberal odbxy often referred to as the Washington
Consensus, which propounded a package of rapidmefostabilization, liberalization and
privatization. Deficits should be cut, money suplugited, and subsidies removed; then price
and trade liberalization should be introduced,vaithg market rationality to prevail; and finally
state-owned enterprises should be sold off to thefe sector to facilitate adjustment to market
forces. A brief review of these processes in Pokmdithe Czech Republic, drawn from Mitchell
Orenstein’s bookOut of the Redhelps demonstrate the importance of consensuthdn

successful implementation of reform.

Poland is often cited as the poster-child for ghiherapy neoliberal reforms after 1989,
and it did indeed demonstrate impressive econonowttp during the 1990s, with positive GDP
growth from 1992 onwards, decreasing inflation gafn early increase), and an increase in
foreign direct investment (for details, see Tab)e However, contrary to the predictions of
Przeworski® Poland managed this while still experiencing “artsstop-start pattern of reform
and reaction between parties that support radefakm and those that support social stability
and a more moderate pace of change” (Orenstein, Z8)1 By contrast, the Czech Republic,

despite pursuing a more consistent path of neaditreformé without the policy alternations

% He argues that “governments are likely to vadllagtween the technocratic political style inheiemharket-
oriented reforms and the participatory style reggiito maintain consensus” and ultimately “underntiveepopular
support for democracy” (Przeworski 1991, 189-90).

* Orenstein’s interpretation of the Czech situatian be questioned on the grounds that Finance tdirtisen
Prime Minister Vaclav Klaus pursued a very grachath of reform to avoid losing the support of waski the
major industries, but the important element hetbéslack of policy reversals during the transitisncomparison
with Poland.
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seen in Poland, experienced less successful ecomgnavth. Orenstein argues that it was the
weakness of governments after 1996 that delayaditeafrom the mistakes and prevented a
corrective change in course, as “powerful, renkseg interests had infiltrated the leading

reform party and caused it to perpetuate” the kést€2001, 94-5).

In Poland, the government proved willing to giyethe policies of shock therapy when
they lost parliamentary and public support: “by 29% was commonly acknowledged that
Solidarity had lost public support for its prograrheconomic transformation” but instead of
pushing ahead in an authoritarian manner with shioekapy, there was a recognition that “what
Polish leaders needed was renewed popular supgotthd transition to capitalism” (Orenstein
2001, 48). In Czechoslovakia, with the prospectsetession looming large in the public
consciousness, the government of national undelistarcreated in 1989 made an early decision
to delay radical economic reforms until a democratandate was won at the ballot box, and the
program was subjected to extensive debate in govanty opened for public commentary and
interest group negotiation, voted on in election4990, and passed by the new parliament. This
“helped to convince the public that the program Ye@tsand acceptable” which “helped maintain
public approval of the program even as its harsbces were later felt” (Orenstein 2001, 73).
Policy alternation in Poland helped keep many @& pimoblems in the reform process under
control, but kept the general direction of thoséonmas, which was the subject of general
consensus among society and elites. Chapter Thieghaw how in Bulgaria, policy alternation
meant policy reversals, as there was no consenstiseogeneral direction of, or need for, the

reform process.

29



Table 3: Comparative statistical indicators for Poand, Czech Republic and Bulgaria, 1989-1998

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1996 1997 1998
GDP Growth Rate (%)
Poland 0.2 -11.6 -7.0 2.6 3.8 5.2 7.0 6.0 6.8 4.8
Czech Republic 14 -0.4 -11.5 -3.3 0.6 2.6 5.9 3.8 0.3 -2.3
Bulgaria -9.1 -11.7 -7.3 -1.5 1.8 2.9 -9.4 -5.6 4.0
Inflation
Poland 251.1 585.8 70.3 43.3 35.3 32.2 27.8 19.9 14.9 116
Czech Republic 2.3 10.8 56.6 111 20.8 10.0 9.1 8.8 8.5 10.7
Bulgaria na 26.3 3335 82.0 73.0 96.3 62.0 123.0 108p.0 222
Unemployment
Poland 0.1 6.1 11.8 13.6 14.0 14.4 13.3 12.3 11.2 10.6
Czech Republic 0.0 0.8 4.1 2.6 4.3 4.4 4.1 3.9 4.8 6.5
Bulgaria na 1.8 10.5 15.3 16.4 12.8 11.1 12.5 13.7 12.2
Government Expenditure
(% of GDP)
Poland 48.8 39.8 49.0 49.5 54.3 49.3 47.2 45.8 449 43.4
Czech Republic 64.5 60.1 54.2 52.8 42.2 44.0 43.1 41.7 40.9 40.6
Bulgaria 58.9 59.3 47.0 48.7 55.0 60.0 55.0 55.0 50.0 40.0
Foreign Direct Investment
(bn USD)
Poland 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.5 1.1 2.8 3.0 6.6
Czech Republic na na na 1.0 0.6 0.7 2.5 1.4 1.3 2.5
Bulgaria na 0.004 0.056 0.042 0.040 0.10" 0.098 0.138 0.502.537

Source: Orenstein 2001, 59. Figures for Czech Rappiior to 1993 are for Czechoslovakia. Bulgditpures from
Bideleux and Jeffries 2007, 95. Government expenglitor Bulgaria from Bristow 1996, 151, 157; EBRD.

For Poland and the Czech Republic, the successfplementation of reform programs

(even though for the latter the degree of successlower than hoped) demonstrates that “a high

degree of social consensus on economic systemeashait policy objectives may be required in

order to turn democratic policy alternation intoedfective mechanism of policy learning” while

“In countries without such a consensus...policy swiegn be expected to be greater because

there are fewer perceived limits to policy entregaship” (Orenstein 2001, 142-3).
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Bulgaria’s distinctive history

There is a form of symmetry between Bulgaria’s ¥mtr and exit from socialism: the
process and experience differed significantly fratimer East European countries, was controlled
largely from above, and occurred without significgrotests or violence. Explaining the
collapse of communism across the region, Gale Stakgues that “since Stalinism was imposed
by force, because it was perceived as being Russmhbecause it did not work economically, it

was only natural that opposition arose” (1997, 184)garia does not fit this analysis.

During the Second World War, Bulgaria had sidechwitermany, but avoided being
drawn fully into the war. Notably, it did not semops to the Eastern Front and refused to
deport its Jewish population to GermanyThe entry into Bulgaria of Soviet troops, on
September 8, 1944, was peaceful, and the subsecprantunist takeover of power in Sofia took
place with minimal bloodshed, and with some sugms the part of the local communist
partisans (Crampton 2007, 280). Bulgarian troopmeserved alongside the Soviet army: “the
majority of the regular Bulgarian army was thenadtied to Marshal Tolbukhin’s Third
Ukrainian Front and was to fight alongside its naies all the way to Budapest and Vienna,

leaving behind 32,000 dead” (Crampton 2007, 303).

Bulgaria’s acquiescence to the Soviet advancekaiiern Europe was due mainly to the
history of relations between the two countries: $tais role in the liberation of Bulgaria from
500 years of Ottoman rule, in 1878, left a lastegpcy in the Bulgarian psyche of brotherhood

and solidarity’ There was also a long history of radical polititabught — and action — in the

® For details see Michael Bar-Zohar's 1998 bda&yond Hitler's Grasp: The heroic rescue of Bulg&siJews.

® This is not to say that the Bulgarian-Russianti@iship has always been so positive: there wemgyramong the
Bulgarian intelligentsia during socialism who ddspé of Zhivkov's subservient behaviour and soughdistance
Bulgarian culture from that of the Russians: A papjoke in the later years of socialism went ‘Was film you
saw last night good, or was it Soviet?’
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country, beginning with the formation of the Buligar Agrarian National Union (BANU) in
1899 and the Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP) in3L@6s the Bulgarian Social Democratic
Workers Party). In 1919, following Bulgaria’s dit@sis experience in the Balkan and First
World Wars, Alexander Stamboliski led BANU to viggoat the polls, with the BCP coming
second. The Communists remained a significant for&ulgarian politics throughout the 1920s
and 1930s despite being officially banned afteaiked uprising in September 1923, and during
the Second World War “the Communists’ record ofistemce was a fact which to many
legitimized their participation in the governmeim”1944 (Crampton 1987, 146). The result of
this was that “in Bulgaria the Communists werediatctly (or not to any great extent) identified
with foreign political domination” (Todorova 199265). Consolidation of power by the
Communists was assisted by Soviet party advisaspg the presence of Soviet troops, but the
latter were removed by the end of 1947 and would neturn — unlike in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia — and Misha Glenny argues thatptrey’s relative popularity was undoubtedly
bolstered after the war by its close associatiah Wie Soviet party... [as] Russia was regarded
as a friend and protector of Bulgaria” (1993, 18B)hers argued that, “While communism in
Central Europe functioned as a tool of Soviet inghsm, in Bulgaria it was believed to stand as

a defender of national sovereignty” (Petrova 20078).

Before turning to the third way in which the Buligen experience does not conform to
Stokes’ argument for the collapse of communism, tiuother historical elements that
predisposed Bulgaria to an acceptance of communsstshould be mentioned: first, the legacy
of Ottoman occupation, or the “Turkish yoke” as garians commonly call it; and second, and

related to the first, the egalitarian nature ofdawian society.
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Discussions of the legacy of 500 years of Ottomda are many and diverse in their
arguments and a full account of them is far beyinedscope of this dissertation. What interests
us here are the ways in which ordinary Bulgariasspéed to and coped with the imposition of
governance from outside—and would later do a smtilang with communist rule. While likely
apocryphal, the tale of why Bulgarians shake theads for yes and nod them for no sheds light
on assumptions about the Ottoman legacy on everlgayDuring the Ottoman rule, Turkish
troops would forcibly convert the Orthodox Bulgaripeasants to Islam, often holding a sword
to their neck and asking them if they accept Isksntheir religion. By nodding the peasants
would avoid having their throats cut, signal to therks that they accepted Islam, while

internally knowing that, within their communityn@d meant no rather than yes.

Crampton describes these tendencies thus: “Duhagong centuries of Ottoman rule
Bulgarian culture survived primarily in the smatiften self-sufficient villages and in the
monasteries which were by definition distanced at divorced from society and the official
apparatus of the state” (2005, 266). This was ctdtkin a low level of political engagement
even after liberation in 1878, which continued thyb the first half of the 20Century and into
the socialist era. Bell argues that “during the Guamist era, Bulgaria developed a reputation for
passivity” (1990, 418), but it seems clear that ttendency was already well established.
Bristow notes that “Bulgarians claim that stoicisna defining national characteristic, developed
to cope with the long Ottoman occupation and prgwaluable during the communist decades”
(1996, 227). According to Crampton, “when confrahigth a political system which he disliked
the Bulgarian tended to respond with apathy andhds@wal rather than with opposition and
confrontation” (2005, 196). The implications ofstfstoicism for dissent and opposition to the

Communist regime will be discussed later in thiaptlr.
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The second historical factor of interest is thaliégrian nature of Bulgarian society
throughout the centuries, also shaped by the Ottomecaupation. As Stokes notes: “the landed
elite, which had existed for several centuries, wgsted just before the beginning of the
modern era...the conquering Ottomans annihilated1®97, 57) which allowed the country to
develop “one of the stablest and most respectedgapéadraditions in Europe” (Todorova 1992,
154) based on small-scale landholdings and agui@lltproduction. Under Ottoman rule,
Bulgarians may have suffered from bouts of religi@nd economic persecution, but they also
“enjoyed the blessings of peace and relative pritgpé (Crampton 2005, 29). Hoffman
describes “a deep and old communitarian strain utg&ian culture. Foreign travellers from
very early times observed the communitarian andlitagan tendencies in Slav social
organisation” (1999, 312). Egalitarian principl@® evident in the policies of the Bulgarian
Agrarian National Union (BANU) government of 19106 1923, whose program aimed at
creating “a society in which all held enough buth@aoo much land... [and] the peasant
proprietor was to be helped by the cooperativesai@pbton 2005, 147). As Oren states, “the
Agrarian regime was determined to ensure that dhiatcyside received a proportionate share of
the public expenditure” (1973, 10). These factoifl e important in accounting for the
continued support for the successor party to th€ B8e Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) after

the changes of 1989.

Returning now to Stokes’ third reason for thdaggde of communism in Eastern Europe,

that it did not work economically, we again findnt@ry evidence from Bulgaria. When the

" From the 1960s into the 1980s, Bulgarian schalfiristory focused increasingly on the tsars arahisifrom the
country’s medieval past, which “was perfectly adebpe to the Communist leadership because it sasudh
historiography the ideal legitimation of its auti@rian and, often, totalitarian ambitions” (Todwao1993, 1108),
and as a result the Ottoman empire, which put drt@this “glorious” period in Bulgaria’s historyas almost
universally portrayed as oppressive and violenmtc&il989, Bulgarian historians have begun to take®@ nuanced
view of the “Turkish yoke.”
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Communists consolidated their power from 1944 td89he country was still predominantly
agricultural, with limited industrial and manufaghg facilities. Three-fourths of the population
lived in villages and were engaged in small scalening (Bell 1990, 418), with agriculture
contributing 59% of net material output in 1948 andustry just 23% (Lampe 1986, 144).
Reflecting the closeness of Bulgaria’'s socialistdiers to Moscow, the first order of business of
the new regime was to implement an emergency, ®a-plan in 1947 and a full five-year plan
in 1949 which focused on a rapid shift from agtictdl to heavy industrial production
(Crampton 2005, 188)Progress was swift: the balance between agrieutind industry swung
from 30:70 in 1949 to 67:32 by 1956, and growth wagressive: annual average growth rates
of Net Material Product were 9.40% from 1953-60,086 from 1961-65, and 8.75% from 1966-
70 (Giatzidis 2002, 26). The collectivization of riaglture was undertaken, not without
opposition (Crampton 2005, 188; Creed 1998, 53-889, completed between 1956 and 1958.
Although agricultural development and reform conéd after this date — most notably with the
creation of massive agro-industrial complexes & 1870s — official attention would remain on

heavy industry and trade for most of the next 3ryer so (Lampe 1986, 148-9).

Of particular importance in terms of popular suppfr socialism are the major
infrastructure development projects undertakerhe 1950s and 1960s, as they created a rapid
and highly visible improvement in the ordinary zéns’ standard of living. Large scale public
works projects included electric power plants, ghigds in Varna, Rousse and Bourgas, the
Dimitrovgrad chemical works and the Pernik metglical complex, the extension and

electrification of the railway network, new roadnstruction, the first bridge over the Danube at

8 The Bulgarian Communist Party Congress of 1948lves that “the main economic and political tasktuf First
Five Year Plan is to lay the foundations of sosialin Bulgaria by means of industrialisation aretgification, as
well as the establishment of a cooperative farnesysand mechanisation of agriculture” (Carter 198,
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Rousse (built with Soviet assistance from 1952 $64), the provision of telephone, water,
sewage, and electrical services to small towns\allees, multiple building works including
courthouses, schools, university facilities, pofices, railway stations, central and municipal
government buildings, theatres, libraries, museumm)uments, and public spaces, as well as the
creation of an entirely new town, Dimitrovgrad,south central Bulgaria (Znepolski 2009, 278-
80). “The results were highly impressive...By thelyyd960s, Bulgaria had firmly established
the basis of modern economic growth and structahginge” (Lampe 1986, 9). An entire
generation quite literally helped build socialistthe brigadier movement, in which young
Bulgarians were asked to leave their everyday lares build for the homeland (we build for the
homeland $troim za rodinathwas the motto)” provided one of the founding nsytf Bulgarian
socialism, and helped integrate socialist ideas @veryday lives (Scarboro 2012, 20). From the
late 1940s all the way through to the late 1980s,krigadier movement comprised as many as
500,000 young workers each year, sent out acressatintry to build (in the 1940s and 1950s)
the physical infrastructure of socialism — the tosfrDimitrovgrad, the Lovech-Troyan railway,
the Georgi Dimitrov and Stamboliski dams — and therthe 1960s, 1970s and 1980s) to further
the scientific and agro-industrial revolutions betestablished socialist state (Scarboro 2012,

21).

From the late 1960s, economic planning shiftetiensive rather than extensive growth,
focusing on improving the productivity of labor acabital. Production did increase, but at lower
annual rates than in previous years. The governrpenmiised — and delivered — greater
investment in consumer goods, education, health, axommodation (Crampton 2007, 355).
“Massive industrialisation, advances in agriculiuhe elimination of illiteracy, and urbanisation

brought about a rapid rise in living standards. ilarperts agree that Bulgaria’s achievements,
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at least until the 1980s, were spectacular” (Gisgz2002, 35). The rapid growth of the tourism
industry along the Black Sea coast and around theemsport centers in the Rhodope and Rila
mountains from the 1960s onwards also contributeagthameeded foreign currency to the
economy, with the number of foreign visitors risiingm 8,500 in 1956 to five million in 1980,
one-third from hard-currency countries (Carter 198%). In the 1980s, things began to decline,
due to inherent problems within the system of @mnptanning in general, and to Bulgaria’s
specific reliance on scientific and technologicavelopment, only achievable with the import of
western technology and therefore a major drain fen dountry’s foreign currency reserves
(Crampton 2005, 202). This decline was far frombkesto ordinary Bulgarians, or to visiting
Western professors, such as Frederick Chary oaihadiUniversity who observed on a trip to
Sofia in 1985 that “the shops are filled with abantddomestic and foreign goods, and even the
remotest villages seem to be faring well. Every dabwld has access to appliances like
televisions, refrigerators and washing machinesndst every family in Sofia has a car and

many have villas outside the city” (1985, 381).

With hindsight, however, it is obvious that Bulganvas building up unsustainable
foreign debts while failing to address falling irstiial production, low quality manufactures, and
continued problems in agriculture, but many Bulgasi would have agreed with the assessment
in 1988 of the residents of the village of Zamfioom the north-east of the country that “the
Bulgarian Communist Party had performed crediblyosMadult villagers had witnessed a
remarkable improvement in their living conditionsder communism” (Creed 1993, 61).

Stephan Haggard and Robert Kaufman in their cormparof Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,

® Although other reports from the time offer a samipicture of Bulgaria during the early 1980s, Gter
observation overstates the extent of car ownersgigficantly: Crampton gives a more realistic figwf 34
vehicles per hundred households for 1983 (2007).355
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Romania and Bulgaria reveal that Bulgaria underaéism showed the highest level of GDP
growth from 1960 until 1990, had similar levels wffant mortality, immunization, state
employment, hospital beds per capita, and industgacultural labor force division, and a host
of other economic and social welfare indicatorshasother four countries (2009, 166, 171, 187,
385). The relative stability and prosperity of {heriod up to the mid-1980s would be seen by
many as a stark contrast to the instability, inéiggyaand economic decline of the early transition

years.

Many aspects of socialism were welcomed by orgirgulgarians — improved living
conditions, education, health care, pensions, guurgty — and those aspects — such as reduced
personal freedoms, restricted and often predetemndareer choic¥ limited range of consumer
goods, even the harsh repression of some elemestxiety — which were less welcome were
often rationalized as the price paid for the bdaeff the system. “The greater part of the people
lived relatively satisfactorily. And most importint peacefully. Everyone had work, there were
no unemployed. It was guaranteed that you wouldigtof hunger,** The benefits extended
beyond the basic essentials of life: “people caydcbn holiday...you could go to the mountains,
you could spend a whole month there...you could havest,*? or their own holiday home:
“after 1972, 1973 the state authorities realizeat #Bulgarians would like to have something

besides their everyday apartment, so they starédisieding them small plots of land, half a

19 This did not automatically mean that Bulgariansevenhappy at work: even as late as 1988, 78% th&djob
satisfaction as high or very high, and only 5.4%oasor very low (Genov 2001, 471), although thisvey did take
place under socialism, so survey data reliabiligyrbe questionable as respondents may have hdditateveal
their true feelings for fear of repercussions.

1 Marko Todorov, manager of a state firm. Intervisith the author, Rousse, Bulgaria, December 2011.

12 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Intervievitwthe author, Rousse, Bulgaria. June 2012.
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decare, to everyone who wanted. And they built $bmg there, planted some trees, some

orchards, some vineyard§”

The history of acquiescence to the imposition dharty also helped Bulgarians survive
the socialist years by turning inwards once agairtheir own circle of family, friends, close
colleagues — a strategy that would later be nanmeiially by a Russian commentator)
“Nashism” or “our people”: “it is employed to desgfe a high degree of closeness and trust that
has a personal nuance and exceeds or runs coamt#ations regulated by ethisi§] norms and
the law” (Mitev, Tomova and Konstantinova 2001, .58nder communism, these relations
helped in establishingruski (ties) that would facilitateuslugi (favors) both political and
economic, a well-established way in which citizefisBulgaria (and other socialist countries)
were able to survive the shortages and difficulbédife under an authoritarian regime and a
centrally planned economy (these may have beerségge than in, for example, Romania, and
were certainly not as extensive as many Westermuntators made out, but the centralized
nature of the socialist economy did mean that,iraed, certain goods were not available
everywhere in sufficient quantities to meet demanke state was also highly intrusive in
people’s lives, as discussed later in this chapfes)Ragaru argues, “to get by, ordinary citizens
had to devise survival strategies, which includeel mobilization of social networks and social
capital” (2003, 213). “To get things done, it wadsnécessary to pay. You just had to have a
close friend, to have the necessary connectionsalSwetworks were created through a different

method, not through money: the system wasn’t coroialezed, but it exploited us in a different

13 yavor Dimitrov, civil engineer. Interview with theuthor, Rousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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way"* permitting a degree of accommodafiomith the communist system that would also

affect the transition process, as will be seemértext two chapters.

Opposition and dissent under socialism

The consolidation of power by the Communist Paifftgr 1944, although welcomed or
accepted by many, did meet with resistance andlvadoa significant degree of repression
which would have a lasting effect on the politiceinate in the country. In this respect, Bulgaria
followed the trend of other Eastern European caesitra brutal period of consolidation of
communist rule - featuring trials, execution orlexf opponents, banning of political parties
other than the Communist party, and internal ppusges — was followed by the establishment
of a one-man dictatorship, and a softening of gwgme after Stalin’s death and denunciafion.
Immediately following the seizing of power by thatkerland Front (the left-wing coalition that
included the Communist Party and other left wingtipa) in 1944, a People’s Court for War
Criminals was established, and passed 9,155 sa#end 30 of which were death sentences and
1,305 were life imprisonment (Petrova 2004, 163h é@nknown number of extra-judicial
executions had already taken place after the consnuakeover of September 9, 1944
(estimates range between 625 and 30,000 peopldiroa and Baev 2000, p 30, in Petrova,
2004, 162) and a further wave of trials, executiansl imprisonments would occur as the

Communist Party removed opposition from within Eetherland Front — notably BANU leader

14 Christo Traykof, Manager of a state firm. Intewiwith the author, Sofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.

'3 Zlatko Anguelov, a doctor and journalist who woldter be closely involved with the Movement fogRis and
Freedoms and its leader Ahmed Dogan, describeis imé&moirs how this fed alienation from the syst&people
simply preferred not to bother provided they caadchngetheir existence and the existence of their childieghey
were all experts arranging’ (2002, 128, emphasis in original).

1% This softening did not extend to improved relasiovith Yugoslavia that had become extremely beltigesince
the Tito-Stalin split of 1948, which put an endatoy consideration of a Bulgarian-Yugoslav federatio
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Nikola Petkov in August 1947 — and from its ownksr such as Traicho Kostov, a possible
successor to Georgi Dimitrov, who was tried andcated in December 1949 (Crampton 2005,
180-91). Between 1944 and 1962, around 100 prisohlabor camps were established across
Bulgaria!’ through which at least 17,000 people passed (Botb®99, 40). The most notorious

were Belene on the Danube river (where up to 50@bipers were held at any one time) and
Lovech in north central Bulgaria, which opened @58 and where 200 political prisoners were

killed before its closure in 1962 (Znepolski 20028-26; Petrova 2004, 161-64).

By the late 1950s, the Communist Party was seicuits power, and political terror in
Bulgaria gave way to a more sophisticated forndeblogical control. This had much to do with
the rule of Todor Zhivkov, who emerged as Vulko Meakov’'s successor as General Secretary
of the Communist Party in 1954 and whose neareat, i°Prime Minister Anton Yugov, lost his
position in 1962 (Crampton 2005, 191-93). Zhivkoould rule the country until forced out in a
party coup on November 10, 1989, during which pepmspective opposition was dealt with by
the use of both carrot and stick: the latter inetliéxpulsion from the Communist Party, internal
exile, and prison; while the carrots were the ecoicaadvances mentioned earlier in this chapter
and the successful co-optation of intellectualthtosocialist cause. Todorova states that “in the
peculiarly paternalistic scene of Bulgarian podtidife, Zhivkov managed to implement a
successful policy of dividing or corrupting theehigentsia while not creating martyrs or saints”

(1992, 162).

" Todorov breaks the history of the Bulgarian caygiem into six main stages: 1945 to 1949, forcbdi@amps
established near coal mines, dams, and agricukineals; 1949 to 1953, the peak years for depanatmthe
camps, with political prisoners concentrated indBel; 1953 to 1956, a post-Stalin reduction in thalmers of
prisoners; 1956 to 1959, an increase in sentedoesin part to the Hungarian uprising and a crinagenin Sofia;
1959 to 1962, the labor camp at Belene was clasigib(igh a prison remains there to this day) anstmpadsoners
released, with the remainder transferred to the caawp at Lovech; and 1962 to 1989, the Lovech celoged in
1962, although political — and increasingly thosewicted of loose morals — prisoners were stilteroed to hard
labor. Turkish activists were sent to Belene priastiate as the 1980s (Todorov 1999, 39-40).
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Artists and writers were courted and pampered gy @ommunist government. They
were the ones who touched people’s minds and heade effectively than any

politician or lecturer could. In recognition of shimportance, they were elevated to
positions of great respect and privilege, as losgtleey were useful to the system
(Yakimov 2006, 165).

If the carrot failed, then the stick was not fahioel: the writer and poet Georgi Markov, one of
Zhivkov’s favorite intellectuals, benefitted frommet regime’s patronage until fleeing to the UK in
1969, where he worked for the BBC’s Bulgarian ssgybroadcasting frequent critiques of the
Zhivkov regime drawn from his inside knowledge 1878, it seems his criticism was no longer
tolerable — he was stabbed in the leg by the mdiah umbrella while crossing Waterloo Bridge,

and died several days later of ricin poisoning §Ratalsh 2005).

Dissent was not completely absent, but it wasatedl and individual rather than
widespread, organized, and collaborative. Examipleside the book “Fascism” by philosopher
Zhelyu Zhelev (who would later be the first elec@sident of Bulgaria) which was published
in 1982 before being quickly banned and its authtarnally exiled, and some limited attempts
by individual intellectuals, encouraged by the ReagSpring of 1968-69, to publish and
distribute leaflets against the regime (Petrovad2d®5-6). Despite this, no culture of protest
was created, and “intellectuals either lapsed theoposture of what E.P. Thompson has called
attentism (that is, the wait and see policy), dedmn the premise that compromise was to be
preferred over passivity” (Todorova 1992, 162).tkdaAnguelov, a doctor, journalist and, after
1989, political activist takes a harsher view: dmutshell, while the purported calling of the
intelligentsia was to uphold freedom, the actutlligentsia was required by the communists to

justify the communist regime ‘scientifically’. Inomplying, we inflicted upon ourselves an
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unbearable moral curse: we justified totalitafacommunism with our surrender rather than

with our intellectual work” (2002, 9).

The turning point for dissent in Bulgaria was rem,it was for the rest of Europe, 1968,
but rather 1985, the coming to power of Mikhail @achev, and the policies pérestroikaand
glasnost Although access to information from Western Eerdyad increased during the early
1980s, partly as a result of the Helsinki agreemevtich ended the jamming of radio and
television broadcasts, and the images of consuha@ce, affluence and freedom were in sharp
contrast to the bare shelves, shortages, and jomgathat were beginning to be experienced by
ordinary Bulgarians, it was the wave of Russiarglage literature fronperestroikainspired
Soviet publishers that had the greatest impact olgaBian society. Russian newspapers and
magazines were freely available across the couanftgn outselling domestic publications, and
Bulgarian television regularly broadcast Soviet gpaons (Crampton 2007, 379). “At the
beginning people thought that maybe witrestroikathings could be improved considerably,

but over time they realized these were just stdriéimg the need for greater chang&s.”

As one of the longest serving leaders of any $stistate, Zhivkov was a master of
survival, helped by his calculated obedience toSbeiet leadership. He had survived the fall of
Khrushchev, the rise and fall of Brezhnev, andlihef rule of both Andropov and Chernenko.
In attempting to adjust Bulgaria’s policies to cmmh to the changes brought by Gorbachev,

Zhivkov introduced his own version of Soviet “newnking” with the 1987 July Concept, which

18 The use of the terms totalitarian and totalitssiamin reference to Bulgarian socialism can be rowersial: it
certainly differs from definitions proposed by Ad¢nLinz and other political scientists in the WedatBulgaria, the
term totalitarianism is often used interchangeatith socialism and communism: if there is a guidminciple
behind this, it appears to depend on the polipeaspective of the person using the term — thoe more positive
attitudes towards the period of socialist rule amikely to use it, while those referring to theipd in a more
negative light appear to use it with abandon. Tghmwt this dissertation, it is used when quotinguathor, or
referencing their words and arguments.

19 Christo Traykof, technology manager in a state finterview with the author, Sofia, Bulgaria, Jag12.
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on paper echoed and accepted reform wholehear(Bely 1990, 418). However, Gorbachev
viewed Zhivkov as something of a dinosaur, a ritien a previous age of communist history,
and both personally and economically had alreadyubbdo undermine his rule: on Zhivkov’s
visit to Moscow in 1985 he was kept waiting for téays before meeting the Soviet leader, and
in 1987 Gorbachev accused Zhivkov of having too mperestroikaand not enouglglasnost
(Crampton 2007, 383); recognizing the crisis in 8wviet economy, Gorbachev had quickly
moved to reduce Soviet subsidies to its Eastera Béotners, and Bulgaria’s reliance on Soviet
oil and gas, both for domestic consumption andsé&be on the world market to generate the hard
currency needed to service its growing foreign dmlvtien, would soon become an even greater
problem, as supplies and revenues decreased, p#wngvay for the disastrous economic

collapse of the early 1990s.

By the late 1970s socialism in Bulgaria had fomgnbost its sheen, due in large part to
widespread petty corruption and the suspicion eheyreater illegal dealings at the higher levels
of party and government. Socialism’s egalitariaingples were openly flouted by party
officials who shopped in Sofia’s hard currency etgrused official automobiles for personal
business, and jumped the long waiting lists for scahousing, and other benefits.
Misappropriation of official fuel supplies, corrigm in the duty free shops, overcharging
customers, creative accounting and embezzlementwvere increasingly commonplace, and
although dealt with harshly when uncovered, for nBagdgarians they were viewed as the tip of
the iceberg (Crampton 1988, 376). A new generaiiddomsomoleaders (the communist youth
organization) arose, organized brigades and otkiente not for the traditional ideological
reasons, but to “go somewhere, recite a speecér wafhich they would organize an orgy,

drinking, girls and so on. And this demoralized geo... who just wanted to make things more
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normal. A new slogan was created: ‘don't criticthe system, use it/ The result was that
“disaffection with or simply lack of interest inglparty and its ideas led to widespread cynicism

and a precipitate decline in ideological beliefirg@pton 2007, 381).

In some ways, one event would soon serve as fysiatar opposition to Zhivkov’s rule,
both inside and outside of the Party: the Chernologlear disaster of April 1986. Bulgarians
learnt of the disaster not from their own governtnesnich initially issued a denial (via the BCP
newspapeRabotnichesko DeJdhat any accident had occurred, but from Radeeurope and
BBC broadcasts (Petroff 2009). Radioactive cloudfied over Bulgaria, but even once news
had broken, the regime was slow to advise cititeavg to protect themselves from the radiation,
while at the same time importing radiation-freedstffs and supplying party leaders with anti-
radiation drugs (Mitsuda and Pashev 1995, 90).ofjenness of the Soviet leaders and media in
dealing with the catastrophe stood in stark conti@she Bulgarian response, and provided an
increasingly disillusioned public with further eelace of their country’s ideological stagnation.
Chernobyl brought environmental issues into thetlg, and what was revealed was not a

pretty sight.

Heavy industrialization during the early yearssotialism in Bulgaria had modernized
the country but ravaged the environment. Sociglshning prioritized speedy industrialization
and not its ecological credentials. Even wherertffavere made to keep industry and urban
areas separated the intent did not keep pace wigh reality: “the chemical works in

Dimitrovgrad and Vratsa were initially sited somistance from the built-up area, but by the

2 Christo Traykof, manager of a state firm. Intewiaith the author, Sofia, Bulgaria, July 2012. Ehegans (or
no3yHr in Bulgarian) were a common feature of socialfst lused to inspire the people to achieve gresdeialist
success, they often conflicted with the observadédities of life, and many also made unwittinggslabout the
period: “All communists, under the ground!” (at@at mine); “Every Komsomol: an example to hooliggn®o
not let a single patient die without medical helfdt a hospital).
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early 1980’s housing had been built to within autbend metres of them” (Carter 1987, 86). By
the late 1980s the effects were impossible to ignair pollution from coal-burning power

stations in the Maritsa valley near Plovdiv; cheahiplants that polluted rivers, ground water,
reservoirs, and the Black Sea; degradation of awmil vegetation with lead, zinc, copper and
other heavy metals; overuse of pesticides, henbsciand fertilizers; acid rain; and industrial
pollution in all major cities (Yarnal 1995, 9-1@pne particular form of pollution would soon

prove to be a focal point for criticism of the meg: poisonous clouds of chlorine gas that

regularly enveloped the town of Rousse, on the Darim north east Bulgaria.

Rousse is an historic town that was at the foreéfodithe Bulgarian national revival from
the 1850s onwards, boasting the first railway liceema, telegraph, newspapers, stock
exchange, schools and other trappings of moderalitypugh after the Socialists came to power
in 1944 it suffered from the common side effects@ftralized economic planning — a series of
economic growth plans which prioritized rapid deyghent, creation of heavy industry, and
urbanization  without regard for longer-term ef#ficcy, environmental protection, and
sustainability: issues that were easy to overloakng the growth years of socialism but which
were beginning to have an impact by the 1980s. ha e¢arly part of the decade, the
environmental situation took a turn for the woras, Romania built several chemical plants
directly across the river in the town of Giurgiur And water pollution soared, with regular gas
emissions from the chlorine and caustic soda plenGiurgiu exceeding permissible limits by
up to nine times. Incidences of lung disease irsggédrom 969 per 100,000 in 1975 to 17,386

per 100,000 in 1985 (Baumgartl 1993, 163-4).

Concerns about this growing threat to citizens’lthebegan to spread, and newspapers

and magazines published articles and letters onstwee, albeit nothing openly critical of the
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socialist regime or overtly political in nature. &hurning point appears to have come on
September 23 and 25, 1987, when two larger thaal @gg&s emissions hit Rousse, provoking a
small group of mothers, some of whom worked for plaeks and recreation service, to stage a
protest in front of the Communist Party headquarterthe town. This protest, on September 28,
drew 500-600 mothers, many pushing prams or accoiepady their young children, carrying
signs saying “Air for Rousse,” “Life for Our Chilen,” and “Stop Ecological Genocide” (Desai
and Snavely 1998, 35-36). This was the first oksalorganized protests in the city, and the first
in over 40 years of communist rule. On November d further demonstration in front of the
Communist Party headquarters in Rousse was filmgda lecrew from Bulgarian National
Television (see Figure 1). This film, along witlofage of the chlorine gas clouds and citizens of
Rousse covering their mouths — and those of theidren — with improvised masks, would be
made into a film calledDishai (Breathe), and shown to several hundred intel&stand

professionals in Sofia in February 1988 (Antonowd Kamenova 2008, 231-35).

Figure 1: Protests in Rousse, 1988
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In Sofia, the pollution of Rousse and the protésisspired led to the creation on March
8, 1988, of the first civil environmental group the country — the Committee for the
Environmental Protection of the City of Rousse @dda and Pashev 1995, 91). In April 1989,
the environmental NGO, Ecoglasnost, was formed d@fiaS with the founding members
including many of the newly emerging dissident camity, and the originators of the Rousse
committee. This group, unlike the Rousse commitiees announced publicly and soon began to
express its demands (which still centered on greafgcial concern for the environmental
situation in the country, as well as openness amusparency in governmental environmental
policy) through public meetings and the collectafpetitions. Although the regime took steps
to suppress Ecoglasnost, it quickly spread acrbescountry, and wider events would soon

create more favorable conditions for its continagistence.

The government had previously agreed to host dingeef the Conference for Security
and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) in Sofia in Oetob®89. Ecoglasnost took full advantage
of the presence in the city of international detegaand representatives of European
governments, as well as large numbers of foreigmspaper, radio and television journalists, to
raise their profile and promote their cause. Astwigambled that the regime would want to
avoid further negative publicity during the confere, which was fortuitously on the topic of
environmental protection and economic growth, dmnid initially seemed to be the case. After
nine days of campaigning openly on the streetdectihg over 5,000 signatures, and launching
Charter 89, a document calling for the protectiérBolgaria’s environmental heritage, Deyan
Kiuranov, a leading member of Ecoglasnost statéiddséems we are being tolerated...while
journalists and diplomats from 35 countries ar&afia. We must speak out while we have the

chance” (Searle and Power 1989a).
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The official tolerance of Ecoglasnost’s activitaid not last long: on October 26 security
forces moved in on the organization’s public preseim a Sofia park, beating some members,
and arresting more than 20 of them. The crackdoawnecin front of Western delegates to the
CSCE conference, and was quickly condemned by tisemme of the delegations threatened to
walk out of the conference if the matter was natoheed, and the Bulgarian authorities
announced that they “regretted” the incident. Hosvewat the same time, further arrests and
internal deportations of dissidents were carrietl and public meetings of Ecoglasnost were

banned (Searle and Power 1989b).

One of the problems facing the authorities whealidg with the unexpected emergence
of dissidence in Bulgaria was the nature of theégats and the demands that were made. The six
female employees of the local parks departmentonsBe who organized the first protests in the
city were not political agitators in any way: instk “they had reached a point at which they felt
they could no longer tolerate seeing their chiltbehealth being ruined and could not
countenance the state and city authorities’ inattiDesai and Snavely 1998, 36). The
protesters were predominantly women, many of thesthers with children, and their demands
were for clean air, not for political change. Egpéal issues did not directly confront the party
line, and environmental protesters included maagnfthe scientific establishment. Furthermore,
the early dissident groups, such as the Rousse @teepmwere overwhelmingly made up of a
small circle of intellectual§" at least half of which were members of the ComstuiPiarty, some
even of the Central Committee (Mitsuda and PasH#95193). Finally, g§lasnostwas the

weapon that allowed dissidents to organise therasebnd take the battle to the field of

2L One participant has said that the five or sixinfal organizations all had an overlapping membersh200 or
so people, who participated in all the organizatjoegardless of their stated purpose: “We werthalsame
people” (Baeva, quoted in Zankina 2010, 130-31).
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discourse” (Petroff 2009) as Zhivkov sought to easteilGorbachev and “adopted the rhetoric of
perestroikawhile religiously avoiding its practices” (Mitsudgad Pashev 1995, 92). The Party
was therefore in a difficult situation when it cameecracking down on the protests and groups,
and had to fall back on accusations based not bbwession or acting as an enemy of the people
but on “creating structures, parallel to the alseaxisting ones” (Mitsuda and Pashev 1995, 93).
Arrests were made, protests and meetings blocke@nzzers sent into internal exile, but by

mid-1989, the regime faced other problems.

The Turkish question: the “Revival Process” and the'Great Excursion”

The Turkish minority in Bulgaria had suffered thghout socialism: in 1950 Chervenkov
threatened to force a quarter of a million Turks oti Bulgaria into Turkey (162,000 were
eventually admitted by Ankara); a further 130,008revallowed to leave between 1968 and
1978; and in the 1970s, Turkified Pomaks were frtee adopt Slavic names or be sent to
Belene prison camp (Crampton 2005, 190-91, 199).iB1984/85, Zhivkov began what was
termed the “Revival Process”: claiming that BulgariTurks were not ethnically Turkish, but
rather Bulgarians who had been forcefully convetiedslam under the Ottoman Yoke, they
were now re-introduced to their Bulgarian heritagel traditions — with the help of the militia
and the army (in its largest military operationcg&nNorld War Two) (Crampton 2005, 204-5).
Over the winter, at least 850,000 Turks were foricedhange their names (Petrova 2004, 166),
Turkish newspapers were closed, radio broadcasfBuikish stopped, and the speaking of

Turkish in public banned (Crampton 2005, 205).
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Peaceful resistance by Turkish communities leoh&ss arrests, beatings, imprisonment,
and several deaths, but the isolated nature of nfamkish regions combined with a media
blackout meant a lack of information among the wigepulation, which was reflected in
extremely limited organized opposition — Ahmed Dogavho would become an important
Bulgarian Turkish politician after 1989, did cre#te Turkish National Liberation Movement in
1985, but he was swiftly arrested and imprisoned] the organization all but disappeared
(Petrova 2004, 166-7). International condemnati@s widespread, and the domestic political
gains were limited. Despite this, Zhivkov wouldwet to the Turkish issue with a vengeance in

1989, with far greater consequences.

Simmering discontent among the Turkish commuraiye to a boil again in spring 1989,
when several hunger strikes were orchestrated éyutiderground opposition (led by Dogan
from his prison cell) amid rumors that a forthcogheasing of travel restrictions would not be
applied to the Turkish minority. Protesters clasheatth police during late May, resulting in at
least seven deaths, 28 serious injuries, and tpelggn of 10,000 Turks from the country
(Petrova 2004, 169-70). In a staggering miscalmraZhivkov went on television on May 28
and declared that any Turks who felt they wouldobter off in Turkey were free to leave the
country. By August, 344,000 had called his blufflalone just that (Crampton 2005, 210). The
international political condemnation was extensmerse still, the domestic economic impact
was crippling — most of the Turks who left Bulgatad worked in agriculture and their

departure meant that crops were left to rot infigids.

Endgame
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It would, however, be neither the environmentadtgsts nor the Turkish unrest that
would ultimately bring Todor Zhivkov's reign as lgest-serving East European leader to an end.
Instead, elements within the Communist Party itgabk the opportunity presented glasnost
Bulgaria’s declining economic situation, and Zhivilsincreasing isolation in the international
community to put into action a palace coup. Pressad been building within the regime for
years, intensifying after Gorbachev’'s accessiopdwer in the Soviet Union in 1985, and by
mid-1989, the reformist faction of the CommunisttiPdad secured enough support to make its
move. International condemnation for the anti-Tsinkpolicies fell mostly upon Mladenov, who
appears to have decided at this point that the wialyle course of action was for the reformers to
oust Zhivkov. Although less visible to the outsiderld than disagreements in other socialist
states, internal politicking among these factioasl lalready led to sporadic and inconsistent
reforms?? as well as weakened official responses to insgpégrotest, all of which served to
further embolden the emerging opposition groupsaddhov stopped off in Moscow on his
return from a trip to China in late October 198&uably to enlist Gorbachev’s support for the
coming coup, and on his return denounced Zhivkod essigned from the Politburo. By
November 8, Dobrin Djurov, Minister of Defense, dna other old partisan colleagues had told
Zhivkov he must resign (Crampton 2007, 387-88).aAspecial meeting of the Politburo on
November 10, Zhivkov stepped down and was repldgetladenov, who over the next few
weeks oversaw a radical restructuring of the ComstuRarty leadership, the promise of

economic and social reforms, apologies for abusetemnthe Zhivkov regime — such as the

%2 The New Economic Mechanism (NEM) was introducexirfithe early 1970s, but intensified from the early
1980s. Aimed at improving productivity, quality gbods, competitiveness in international trade, tantinological
developments, the NEM ran into immediate difficedti One of the methods to achieve the goals dfiEd was to
be decentralization of decision making and managénbeit as Bristow describes, “decentralizatioruiess local
management to have the expertise to carry its reponsibilities but, after decades when they wereein
administrators, where were managers supposed toradhis expertise?” (1996, 16). For an extenpiree 1989
examination of the NEM reforms, see Crampton 1988.
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forced exodus of Bulgarian Turks — and even thgeasiipon of open elections. By the end of the
year, the Communist Party had agreed to give upnisiopoly of power and to hold free

elections within six months.

Here we return to the notion that, as with its eyaece, the end of socialism differed
from other East European nations. As Stokes ardtiesdemocratic turn in Bulgaria was not a
broad popular movement...since it was initiated bstypeeformers who pushed Todor Zhivkov
out...the mobilization took place after the chang&997, 178). Linz and Stepan quote
Ecoglasnost leader Deyan Kiuranov: “much as | wdildkelto, | cannot give the opposition credit
for the sophisticated palace coup” (1996, 336)hile the environmental movement in Bulgaria
did represent a unique and previously unseen fofmoatention within Bulgarian socialist
society, the real forces behind the political chemgf 1989-90 emerged from the communist
elite itself. Developments from November 10 untik tfirst democratic elections in June 1990

help to justify these arguments.

One of the first tendencies to emerge after Nowanil® was that “the demonstrators —
now in the hundreds and thousands — entered thtecabstage, and politics became the national
preoccupation, if not obsession, for the next ceupli years” (Petrova 2004, 171). Protests
spread in Sofia and other cities, and membershigaaiglasnost and other rapidly emerging
dissident groups multiplied. The demands of pretssincreased along with their numbers: one
week after the coup, on November 18, the first nmassting took place in Sofia, with 50,000
people gathering outside Alexander Nevsky Cathedréde center of Sofia, behind the National

Assembly building, represented by a new umbrellgaoization, the Union of Democratic

% This is not to deny the significance of the opplesimovement, which took advantage of the oppaties
presented bperestroikaandglasnostand “forced its way through the gap between Zhiv&oepressiveness and
the degree of permissiveness enforced on him bwihés of change” (Brown 1991, 191).
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Forces; a similar number gathered on Decemberridi,demanded an end to the leading role of
the Communist Party, democratic change, and robfedt@alks between the Government and

opposition forces (Power and Searle 1989a).

The December 14 meeting came in response to &aspession of the Communist Party
Central Committee, at which several of Zhivkov'sl guard were ousted from their positions,
but which did not address the question of the lggadole of the BCP. While reformers within the
Party had initiated the reform process, “populandestrations...began to play an increasingly
large role in putting pressure on the leadershigped the pace of reform” (Bell 1990, 419). In
December, the BCP agreed to round-table discussiorise country’s political structure, and in
January they recognized the end of their politre@nopoly, promised multi-party democracy
and the separation of party and state (Cramptoid,ZZ@0D-91). In this they were successful in re-
branding themselves as political reformers, evematgats. Giatzidis concludes that “the
opposition was completely disarmed because the BfPconceded most of its demands before
it had even had time to articulate them” (2002,. 49 a visual guide to the discussion in the
remainder of this dissertation, Appendix One shovegor political and economic developments

in Bulgaria from 1989 to 1997.

Roundtable talks and the exit from socialism

The continuing strength of the Communist Party &nel inherent weakness of the
political opposition shaped the nature and outcoimihe first stage of reform after November
10. The former Communists were able to dictatetéhms of the transformation, and ensure a

significant role for themselves in the new Bulgargystem. Taking advantage of their relative
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stability as a ruling party, in comparison to otl®wcialist regimes, the BCP (renamed the
Bulgarian Socialist Party in April 1990) had thené to watch and wait as “the format for
dismantling the Communist system was rehearsedhier dcast European countries” (Melone
1994, 259). Of particular importance was the rdléhe roundtable talks in Poland and Hungary,
which were emulated in Bulgaria from January 3 tayMl4, 1990. Unlike in the former

countries, however, “instead of reducing the poamdt influence of the BSP, it legitimized and
rehabilitated the former Communist Party as a figamt factor in the country’s political life”

(Giatzidis 2002, 50).

The major factor allowing the Communists controkovhe talks was the continuing
weakness of the opposition forces, who strugglednite a multitude of factions and mobilize
support beyond the cities. The lack of a historydifsidence and protest meant a lack of
individuals with the experience and character neangsto forge a strong opposition movement
(as noted earlier, many intellectuals had beenesstally co-opted by the regime). The nascent
democratic organizations were faced with one ofntlost deeply entrenched party organizations
in Eastern Europe: well into the 1980s, party memimeade up one-eighth of the population,
and were present in a quarter of all householdddiMe1994, 260) which meant that even when
the party lost one quarter of its members betweewelhber 1989 and April 1990, it remained
an extremely influential force (Spirova 2008, 48@ecognizing the difficulties they faced in
taking on the might of the BCP, the multitude oposition groups (around 50 by the end of

1989: Bell 1990, 420) came together under the ulabnion of Democratic Forces (UDF) and
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agreed upon a delegation comprising representatif/ésurteen grougé who would take seats

at the Roundtable (Melone 1994, 260).

For a country with a history of violent politicahange®® the Roundtable talks were
remarkably successful in negotiating a peacefulsfiamation of the basic political system, and
allowed both the reform-minded Communists and @mcant Democratic forces to express their
demands, criticize each other, accept compromisdsnaake concessions without letting the
country backslide into physical confrontations asilovar. To achieve this, participants agreed
not to discuss the liability, political or judicjabf the Communist Party for crimes committed
during their rule. In addition, “all participantsnanimously decided that an open, public
discussion of Turkish minority rights would jeopael the democratization process by further
consolidating and strengthening support for therging nationalistic parties” (Kolarova 1993,
34). Even at the earliest public meetings after éober 10, those who tried to raise the issue of
minority rights often found themselves shouted ddwnthe masses, and the leaders of the
opposition groups sought to avoid creating yet maingsions within an already fractured
alliance. The Roundtable talks created an inforinagtitutional mechanism for negotiated

change, in which the BCP gave up its monopoly ofigroin return for guarantees of its future

% These included the Bulgarian Workers’ Social Deratic Party (United), the Nikola Petkov Bulgariagrarian
People's Union, the Club of Victims of Post-194%Rasions, the Independent Association for theeltion of
Human Rights, the Ecoglasnost Independent Assonigdtie Podkrepa Independent Labour Federation, the
Glasnost and Democracy Club, the Civic Initiativexment, the Committee for Defence of ReligioushiRig
Freedom of Conscience and Spiritual Values, thepeddent Student Societies and the Radical Denmé&aity
(Melone 1994, 260).

% |Inter-war Bulgarian politics were among the blasdiin Europe: beginning with the 1918 Radomir paas
uprising, the next two decades would see an alowdtnuous stream of violent unrest in both towd aauntry,
brutal suppression by the government and armeé$oand a blood feud of political assassinatiohges€ included:
Stamboliski’'s BANU party took revenge on the “pétias bourgeois class, and Stamboliski himself was
overthrown in a coup in 1923, tortured, and hisybloalcked to pieces, with the head sent to Sofebiscuit tin.
Thousands of BANU activists were also killed; i2Bxhe Communist Party began an ill-fated uprisiogss the
country, culminating in the 1925 bombing of the tB¥dedelya church in the center of Sofia, whickekil130; from
1923 to 1926 the Country suffered from the TsandoVerror, in which around 16,000 Agrarians and Gamists
were killed; the Macedonian question was behindréhér 800 political murders between 1924 and 1884 there
were two further coups, in 1934 and 1935 (Bidelns deffries 2007; Crampton 2005, 2007; Giatzidi8Z2®ren
1977; Znepolski 2009).
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role in the political arena. Participants agreeat thnew Grand National Assembly (to function
both as a regular parliament and as a constituticmavention) should be elected, and that its
first order of business should be the creation ofew constitution for the country. The talks
created “a modus vivendi making it possible for hemmunist leadership and governing
functionaries to transfer loyalty and bestow legécy peacefully in order to institute political

change” (Melone 1994, 268).

As will be seen in the next chapter, the consermseved at the Roundtable Talks
would not become a regular feature of Bulgariaritios| and there were several examples of
intransigence and obstruction during the talks geues. One of the first issues to cause
problems was that of media access: UDF memberg @uiturately recognized their fledgling
organization was highly disadvantaged in terms efvspaper, radio, and television access
compared to the Communist Party, and so demandegsto the printing presses, equal time on
radio and television broadcasts, and office spacéhk organization. To keep up the pressure on
the BCP, the UDF played its strongest hand — anmdtu the streets: a mass demonstration of
around 150,000 people was held on January 14, 18@0days before the Roundtable was due
to re-convene. The government agreed to the dembhatithe UDF continued to complain about
intransigence from the BCP, and on several occasibreatened to leave the talks over
opposition delays, the editing of television reppend perhaps of greater significance, the date

for the first democratic elections (Melone 1994226

From the beginning of the Roundtable negotiatitims BCP had pushed for an early date
for the first democratic elections, knowing thate ttUDF would struggle to match the
Communists’ organizational capacity nationwide. URRders hoped for an autumn election,
while the BCP wanted it to be in spring — ultimgtehe two sides agreed upon two stages of
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elections, on June 10 and 17. The two dates werees$ult of a further compromise over the
nature of the electoral system: the BCP wantedsé fiiast-the-post system, which would favor
the national prominence of the party’s reformisadership, while the UDF knew that

proportional representation (PR) would favor thetitude of smaller parties that made up the
opposition forces. The outcome was a mixed systenere half of the 400 deputies would be

chosen via PR, and half by majority vote (Cram0a7, 392).

First democratic elections, 1990

The election campaign began immediately afterdng@sion on the electoral system was
reached, in March 1990. The UDF began with a heglell of confidence — they believed that the
election would be a referendum on 45 years of comshuule (indeed, “45 years is enough”
was one of the main campaign slogans — see Figneef@ examples of the UDF and BSP
campaign materials) and focused their campaignmgcommunist atrocities, referring to the
BCP as murderers and mafia (Bell 1990, 427). THey had the support of the United States,
who had decided to send in “a diplomatic SWAT umian attempt to bolster the UDF campaign
and contribute to the defeat of the BCP” armed v#ith3 million (Glenny 1993, 175-76).
However, the money was wasted, the campaign wadypomanized — due in large part to the
overconcentration of the UDF organizers in Sofia ather major cities, and the lack of an
effective grassroots party organization - and tHeFUailed to gain crucial support in the
countryside, due in part to a successful BCP cagmptiiat emphasized the American support

and played on the rural population’s fear of a ifgmetakeover of land® As Creed argues,

% The BSP also undermined support for their majaliin the countryside, the Bulgarian Agrarian Katl Union
(BANU), by highlighting the fact that BANU and théDF had discussed the possibility of a coalitiongg@ment,
thus playing on rural dislike for the UDF and tlearf of foreign (American) supposed plans to taler tive
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“villagers feared the economic consequences of sijpno programs, especially privatization

and the probable elimination of village industbeanches” (1993, 58).

The newly renamed Bulgarian Socialist Party, om dther hand, fought an extremely
successful election campaign, playing up their mlénitiating the transition from socialism -
campaign slogan: “We started the changes!” - aradawy all mention of Marxist ideology.
Instead of the red banner, the Party used the Balgflag at rallies, and promised to safeguard
the economic and social gains of socialism whilersgeing a gradual transition to a market
economy — a strategy that played particularly weelihe hard-core of party supporters, in small
towns and villages (Bell 1990, 428). BSP leaderplasized the differences between the new
party and that of Zhivkov, and, as Creed argues,ldkier's removal “was effective, at least
temporarily, in convincing many Bulgarians that thrustworthy trustees had been eliminated
and that progress was possible within the existieglogical framework” (1993, 58). The party
also benefitted from an enormous advantage in teofmdinancial, material, and human
resources, with a nationwide network of grassrohiss and organizing committees. Local party
and government officials used traditional techngte put pressure on the population in the
countryside, while in the cities the party’s imagas carefully cultivated to appeal to the urban

voter (Bell 1990, 4283’

countryside by selling it to American investorsé@hy 1993, 175). The perception of American invoileat in the
country’s affairs was not helped by the hundredd®fadvisors who set up shop in the Sheraton Hot®bfia, and
by the US Ambassador’s appearance at the final LI before the elections (Smollett 1993, 11).

2" While in the countryside the BSP focused on thesitterable progress socialism had brought to \éliagin the
cities they focused on the intellectual aspectsoaimunism both in Bulgaria and worldwide. Smoltetscribes
how at one BSP rally, Angel Wagenstein, a film #mehtre director, satirised the UDF’s obsessioh wibving
towards Europe in a speech which said “The UDFdigzatched a blue express train hurtling toward® pei
where backward Bulgaria will learn civilization; iyeve ask of the UDF only to include one small cadboose on
their blue train, and in it will ride Geo Milev amdicola Vaptsarov, Pablo Picasso and Sean O’'Case&nd there
followed a long list of all the greatest Communigéllectuals of Bulgaria and the world” (1993, 11)
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Figure 2 shows selected campaign materials fr@lf90 elections, which visualize the
differences between the two parties. The BSP cagnpaas assisted by a British public relations
firm, and is notable for its use of color, simplet gye-catching artwork, and the simple slogan:
“Vote for the BSP: the party of change, democrdagt(word unreadable).” The UDF fliers are
in stark relief to those of the BSP, and demonstsatveral points: first, they were in black and
white — perhaps due to the greater difficulty thetyphad in gaining access to printing paper and
equipment during the campaign; second, they caryrfore information and slogans than the
BSP fliers, which were far simpler and made fewsd aimpler political statements; and finally
the phrases are in themselves more complex andocafional than the BSP slogans, including
“45 years is enough,” “Private property — sacred maviolable,” “outlet for the Bulgarian soul
and industry.” The map of Bulgaria with a black lkklag placed at every site of a prison or

labor camp during communism was a strongly divigigster used during the campaign.

Figure 2: Election campaign materials, 1990

Cravwy

APTHA
HA TIPOMSHATA,
| REMORPALATA
“Vote for BSP, party
of change, democracy”
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“Union of Democratic Forces: Freedom of
initiative; private ownership — sacred and
inviolable; outlet for the Bulgarian soul and
industriousness” Across the corners: “45 years |
enough!” and “The time is ours”

U

45 NOAUHU CTUTAT !

“45 years is enough”

CBLI03 HA AEMOKPA THYHHUTE CHUITHA

CMPABEANTHNBOCT,

PALIMA

“Union of Democratic Forces. Justice,
democracy, security. Conscience, trust
solidarity. Freedom of initiative. Private
ownership — sacred and inviolable. We ar¢
the change. Outlet for the Bulgarian soul and
industriousness. Bulgaria is yours. Today you
decide. The world is with us. Forward with
God!”

A} %4

Top row: BSP materials. Bottom three images: UDF materials. BSP materials from the Ellis Collection at the University of
Essex; UDF materials from the Union of Democratic Forces, "45 Years is Enough!" Making the History of 1989, ltem #657,
http://chnm.gmu.edu/1989/items/show/657 accessed March 04 2013, 1:59 pm.

This is all in stark contrast to #wgerience in other socialist countries. Kalyve98)

outlines how ruling parties fared poorly in thesfirdemocratic elections due to a lack of

understanding of electoral rules, miscalculatiohslectoral bargains, and an inability to fight an

open election campaign. Polish communists introdueelectoral law that disadvantaged them,

while in the Soviet Union the limited competitioor fseats in the Congress of People’s Deputies

after 1988 led to the radicalization of party digsy put them in full view of the public, thus

damaging the image of the party, and in the Mar@B9lelections, voters exercised their new
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rights and punished certain party candidates. Kadyargues that in Poland and Hungary,
“leaders of both the regime and the opposition gyosverestimated the popular appeal and
electoral chances of communism” (1999, 331). Evetiné area of party membership post-1989,
the Bulgarian Communist Party did not suffer theneamplosion in membership as elsewhere:
from a comparatively high level of party membersbiparound one in ten adults, the Party did
decline to 726,000 in 1990, around 73% of its 1B8@I, but the fall did not continue (Spirova

2008, 486). There would be little evidence in Bulgdo support Kalyvas’s claim that “single-

party rule had destroyed the ability of ruling pestto compete” (1999, 338).

In what was declared by Western observers asaafrd fair electioR® the BSP won 211
seats, the UDF 144, the Turkish Movement for Rigims Freedoms (MRF) 23, BANU 16 seats,
and non-party candidates 6 (Crampton 2007, 392¢ rHsults were greeted with shock and
disdain in the West, seen as a sign that Bulgai@a wot committed to the transition to
democracy and free market economy. Heonomistcalled Bulgaria “Where old parties die
hard,” referred to the results as “Comback,” anid $af all the upheavals in Eastern Europe,
Bulgaria’s may be the hardest to understand” (Eposbl1990a, 59; 1990b, 68). With hindsight,
however, the reasons for the BSP’s success anecléiaeir campaign was better organized than
that of the UDF; they had far greater organizati@agabilities across the whole country, rather
than being limited to the larger cities as the UB&s; their message was one of security and

protection of past gains, rather than the largegative anti-communist campaign of the UDF,;

8 UDF allegations of widespread election fraud nnidiation of voters, and voting irregularities wéveand to be
unsubstantiated by observers from the National Biggan Institute for International Affairs and Natial
Democratic Institute for International Affairs Jointernational Delegation (NRI and NDI. 199e June 1990
Elections in BulgariaWashington, D.C.). Other observers accepted asuaddle Peter Beron, Secretary of the
UDF, who claimed fraud may have accounted for up%oof the result, but still offered “a highly gifedd ‘yes’ in
answer to the question whether these elections fregeand fair” (Ludford, Sarah. 1990. Memo on &tet
observations, June 1990, Ellis East European BlesiCollection, unsorted archival material heltlatversity of
Essex library).
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older voters had much to be grateful to the BSP Having seen their living standards increase
significantly during socialism; and the UDF didlgtto convince voters that they could offer a
viable alternative. The UDF understandably lackegeeence and organization skills, but
perhaps more importantly the coalition assumed Buwgarians from all walks of life shared
their overwhelmingly negative opinion of socialisamd would therefore support the UDFs
demands for radical and rapid change. In realgyhas been seen throughout this chapter, the
experience of socialism in Bulgaria varied consathéy, and for many had been a predominantly
positive period in their lives. Although even stalansupporters of the BCP/BSP may have
agreed with the need for reforms and greater palifreedoms, the country and its leaders, both
old and new, lacked consensus on the pace andidirexf these reforms. The UDF failed to
recognize this lack of consensus, and the coaltigpoor showing in the first post-socialist

elections reflects this.

The BSP may also have been surprised — and iittieadisconcerted — by the results: the
Party leader Andrei Lukanov is said to have wamteequal split of 40:40 % between the UDF
and BSP “so that they would be forced to governgBu& in a grand coalition” (Glenny 1993,
175) and thus share responsibility for dealing vk looming economic crisis and difficult
reforms that would soon be necessary. The UDF teddelyu Zhelev, however, had already
stated that “we reject coalition with the commusiistho have changed their names and policies
but cannot get away from their responsibility faspdeeds” (Searle and Power 1990a), and after
the election at a rally of 50,000 disappointed Widipporters, he declared that “we will enter the
National Assembly as an opposition that will confrthe Communist Party with its crimes, and
insist it take responsibility for everything it hdene under its rule” (Bohlen 1990, A12). With

the first democratic elections in more than 45 geaturning to power the very party that had
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instigated single party authoritarianism in the rdoyt and the opposition clearly stating its
intention to continue to confront the victors inrl@ament, the stage was set for the partisan

struggles that would characterize Bulgaria’'s dailatyansition.

Conclusion

Bulgaria experienced socialism in a markedly ddf¢ manner than most other East
European countries: it was not imposed by forcenfautside, there was an existing solidarity
with the egalitarian nature of socialist ideals antth their Soviet promoter, and the country had
a history of stoicism under difficult circumstancégld to this the considerable economic and
social improvements brought by socialism during 1880s, 1960s and 1970s, and the lack of
dissidence and opposition that characterized Bidgasocialist period is more understandable.
These factors also affected the nature of the érgbaalism, which came through elite coup
rather than mass protests and pressure. Politisallyy former communists were the driving
force behind the initial stages of Bulgaria’s tiéing, as roundtable talks led to agreement on the
basics of democratic change, and democratic elextieere held in June 1990. The elections
returned the former Communist Party, now renamedihigarian Socialist Party, to power with
a small majority in parliament, in contrast to tlest of Eastern Europe (excluding Romania)
where voters expressed their displeasure with theiqus regime at the ballot box. “Bulgaria
bucks the trend” (Glenny 1993, 164) became a commafmin during the early years of the

transition, with consequences that will be investiegl in Chapters Three and Four.
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Chapter Three: The problematic birth of democracy and the free market in
Bulgaria after 1989

Introduction

This chapter will examine how economic restructyiramd privatization in Bulgaria were
affected by the lack of consensus among the pdpolaind the political elite on the pace and
extent of reforms. Analysis of those reforms thatavintroduced will be interwoven with first-
hand accounts of the period, together with opimgoh data and details of legal and institutional
changes, to provide a picture of Bulgaria betwe@89land 1997. The chapter will investigate
alternative explanations for the delayed reformcpss, in particular Ganev’s (2007) arguments
about state capture, and the general contentidnthieaprocess of transition overwhelmed the
limited financial and organizational capacity otlbmational and local government. This chapter
and the one following will draw upon the findingsr chapter two, and Gerald Creed’s (1998)
argument that post-1989 Bulgaria cannot be undaastathout reference to what came before,
without recognizing the degree to which socialisad lbecome domesticated, accepted, and
integrated into all aspects of life, and the uniguerplay of these factors and the introduction of
political and economic reforms during the transitid his helped shape a widespread resistance
to ideas imported and imposed from the West whiegmahded a neo-liberal economic

transformation of the country that was stronglp@ds with its history and culture.

Harsh economic and political realities
Bulgaria’s first democratic elections in more thém years returned the newly renamed

Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) to power with a Bmajority in the 400-seat Grand National
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Assembly (GNA), but it was to be a short-lived dnadlow victory for the reformed communists.
The economic situation of the country was direeiign debt had reached $9.2 billion by the end
of 1989 (at a time when total GDP was estimate@2& billion); hard-currency exports had
collapsed, replaced by Western imports that onlglerthe situation worse; and with $3 billion of
debt repayment due in 1990 alone, the positionuasistainable (Bristow 1996, 28). Politically,
the opposition Union of Democratic Forces (UDFusefd any advances from Prime Minister
Andrei Lukanov, who felt that to resolve the apipglleconomic crisis “the remedies were so
severe that they would be accepted by the whoiemanly if they were enacted by a coalition
government” (Crampton 2007, 393). Instead, suppodkthe UDF took to the streets, erecting a
tent “City of Truth” near the parliament, strikesene called across the capital, and some
opposition MPs boycotted the Assembly (Smollet 1993B; Bristow 1996, 34). The GNA
convened in July, and almost immediately foundfitséred in controversy: President Mladenov
was forced to resign after video footage of evenisounding the December 1989 public
demonstrations appeared to show him suggestingoitldvbe “better if the tanks were to
come.” Despite a short delay, the GNA made its first iggnt compromise and appointed
philosopher and dissident Zheliu Zhelev as Presjdeth the Vice President’s position going to
the BSP candidate General Attanas Semerjiev, wittirédi Lukanov of the BSP becoming Prime

Minister.

Lukanov’s government found it almost impossildegovern, however. The economy
went from bad to worse, with industrial producti@tiiing by 13%, monthly inflation reaching

double digits, and unemployment more than doubfiogn 31,000 to 65,100 between July and

29 “TIo no6pe TankoBeTe ma nomaat — reported by several newspapers at the timeplinase has passed into
national folklore in Bulgaria, although the actuadording was of low quality and Mladenov claimbdttthe words
were taken out of context (Partos 2000).
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December (Bristow 1996, 32-33). Shortages of bamidstuffs led several cities to introduce
rationing, and oil supplies were dwindling, duetbtd decreased Soviet exports and the UN
embargo on Iraq (Chiodini 1991, 49)Outside the GNA, a new wave of strikes in the late
summer and autumn of 1990 helped bring events entida standstill, and by the end of
November the Lukanov government had resigned. $t i@placed by a caretaker government led
by jurist Dimitar Popov, made up of representatiftesn the BSP, UDF, and the Bulgarian
Agrarian National Union (BANU), under whose rule ‘@gyreement was reached on a 200-day
‘social pact’ between the government, trade unamd employers” to end the labor unrest and

allow economic reform to begin (Bideleux and Je&r2007, 96).

Crampton points out that the months of strikestgsts, and political stalemate had one
positive outcome: “Bulgarian politics, all now regozed, had to be rescued from the streets and
a new, effective constitution devised” (2007, 3¥3gflecting this, the GNA set to work drafting
the new constitution which, despite some last-n@nptotests from UDF representatives
including 23 who went on hunger strike, was ratifley 309 of the 400 members on July 12,
1991 (Melone 1998, 131-133). As “the only countryeastern Europe which linked its first post-
communist election to the drawing up of a new damsdn” (Crampton 2007, 392, Bulgaria
was remarkably successful in achieving a rapidtipalitransition from a single-party state to a
parliamentary democracy. As Melone argues, “withmaimum amount of violence and

bloodshed, Bulgaria may no longer be classifiecaastalitarian or authoritarian state. The

% The Iraq embargo cost Bulgaria dearly, as woslghievious profligate trading policies with othieird world
nations whose political and economic situationsengdten highly unstable: in 1990, Bulgaria was o$2@57
million from the third world: $1,239 from Iraq, $26nillion from Libya, $195 million from Nicaragu&142
million from Nigeria, $109 million from Algeria, ¥/ million from Yemen, $74 million from Syria, $7 lilion
from Angola, and $54 million from Ethiopia (Pish£991, 109).

31 The first post-1989 constitution in the Czech Rejoucame into force in January 1993, after thevedivorce
from Slovakia; Poland did not introduce a new cibatsdn until 1997, and Hungary’s first post-sogalas not
created until 2011, although the prior constitutieas heavily amended in 1989.
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constitution adopted in July 1991 ... contains mdsthe features of what are universally

understood as democratic values” (1994, 271).

This success would not be repeated in other avkdlse transition. Instead, Bulgaria
would be subjected to a delayed, inconsistent,iacwimplete consolidation of democracy and a
free market economy. Economic reform efforts wdudchampered by “the extreme instability of
parliamentary coalitions and the consequent diffycof maintaining the support of the
legislature for executive action” (Bristow 1996,)38rom 1990 to 1997, Bulgaria had seven
different governments, none of which lasted thé flulr-year mandate, as power switched from
the BSP to the UDF and back again, intersperseld tginporary or caretaker regimes which
further delayed and disrupted the reform proéégsthough meeting Huntington’s minimalist
criteria for democratic consolidatidh,Bulgaria’s situation after transition was closerthe
situation O’Donnell and Schmitter describe as “csign, that is, the rotation in power of
successive governments which fail to provide angueng or predictable solution to the
problem of institutionalizing political power” (188 3). Bulgarian historian Roumen Daskalov
suggests that this uncertainty and inconsistenefietted the lack of a ‘social consensus’ or
psychological readiness for drastic change amoaggtneral population” (1998, 11). He does
not develop this line of argument further, howeveayving unanswered the questions central to
this dissertation: what were the causes of thik tdcconsensus, and how did it affect the pace

and extent of the transition process at a natibenal, a task the rest of this chapter will

32 |n contrast, during the same period Hungary helielections, in 1990 and 1994, which elected taegnments
that lasted their full four-year mandate; the CzRelpublic had two governments from 1992 to 199&; boder
Prime Minister Vaclav Klaus; and Poland had thrdeetens, in 1991, 1993 and 1997, with several gearof
prime minister but longer-lasting coalition govemmis.

* This is the two-turnover test: “by this test, amberacy may be viewed as consolidated if the pargyroup that
takes power in the election at the time of traogilbses a subsequent election and turns over povwkose
winners, and if those election winners then pedlseturn over power to the winners of a later eiet

(Huntington 1991, 266-67).
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undertake by looking at the issues of economicrnefoprivatization, and democratization.
Chapter Four will then take this analysis furthgr doncentrating on the town of Rousse in

northeast Bulgaria and its experiences between 46894997.

Introduction of economic reforms, 1991 to 1997

The transition from socialism in Eastern Europe oféen synonymous with the
implementation of neo-liberal market reforms, mosttably liberalization of markets and
privatization of state-owned industrial, commercaid social enterprises. As Francis Fukuyama
(1992) observed, the West had won, and liberaltagm was the only game in town. “When
Central and Eastern European countries emergedfdbe red in 1989, they fell into a world
dominated by liberal and, in economics, neolibeliatourse” (Orenstein 2001, 1). From the
early days of the Bulgarian transition, politicidfnem both sides of the divide made clear their
acceptance of the need for extensive economicmsfathe UDF platform for the 1990 elections
stated “the democratic opposition considers magkenhomy as the only possible way out of the
economic crisis” and “the main question of the $raonal period is that of property ownership.
Private ownership is the basis for economic denuy¢réBoyadjiev 1990, 50). The Socialist
election platform for the same year stated thae “BSP stands for an ACCELERATED

transition towards a market econonfiyt ACCELERATED establishment and developments of

its three major component parts, i.e. market ofdgoonarket of capital and market of labour”

(BSP 1990, 4, emphasis in original).

Due to the resignation of the Lukanov governmentaie October 1990, the task of

introducing the first market reforms fell to theretaker government of Dimitar Popov, which
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introduced price liberalization on February 1, 1981s liberalized nearly all domestic pric¥s:
eliminated import and export restrictions; releasagign exchange dealings and opened the
currency to a market-determined exchange rate;sendrely reduced state subsidies (Bristow
1996, 34-35). The UDF government of Philip Dimitravhich came to power with the help of
the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (MRF) aftev eéctions in October 1991, continued
the policies of agricultural de-collectivization daproperty restitution begun by the Popov
regime, and a law on privatization was passed inlA®92. The Dimitrov government lost a
vote of no confidence in October 1992, and wasaegu by a technocratic government headed
by Lyuben Berov, an economics professor. Beroviiesh asked to move Bulgaria more swiftly
along the path of economic restructuring and pizesibn, following an “action plan,” “but his
government was all plan and very little action” dBleux and Jeffries 2007, 101). The brief
caretaker regime of Reneta Indzhova that took effihen Beron finally resigned (after six no-
confidence votes had defeated his political stajnimé&September 1994 had little time to make
any significant policy decisions, and the BSP gowent of Zhan Videnov from December 1994
to December 1996 introduced amendments to the t@at®n law, including proposals for
voucher-based privatization, although their implatagon was limited (Bideleux and Jeffries

2007, 103).

Privatization: progress and problems
By December 1995, more than 24,000 entities had peeatized. However, “most units

(about 22,000 shops, restaurants, hotels, warebpss®ll production enterprises, etc.) passed

3 The results were predictable: vegetable prices bys55% and fruits by 21%, leading the governnent
introduce retail price ceilings for bread, milkgan, vegetable oil and children’s food on 23 Mainlgrder to avoid
more serious general food price inflation (Wyza®1,91).
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into private hands through restitution” (Prohask&@@, 1). This process began quickly: by June
1992, 65% of properties that had been expropribtethe socialist state had been returned to
former owners or heirs, and this figure reached &%ear later (Bideleux and Jeffries 2007,
100). The situation regarding privatization of madiand large scale enterprises was not so
positive. Beginning in 1992, the Privatization Aggrproposed (and parliament approved) lists
of those state enterprises deemed suitable for $ake list for 1993 included 200 enterprises
“from such sectors as machine building, electrgnédsctrical engineering, woodworking, food
processing and agriculture, telecommunicationsstaation, transportation, and tourism” (Due
and Schmidt 1995, 61). Only 56 deals were conclutiedever, and only four of these were
carried out via the Privatization Agency: most weandled by the ministries of trade, industry,
and construction, and most of the enterprises weld municipal rather than state properfies
(Due and Schmidt 1995, 61). By 1994, only a singige enterprise (from 16 included on the
list) and 17 medium enterprises (out of 870 prodpbad been privatized. By 1996, “less than 6
per cent of state enterprise assets were privdt{Badeleux and Jeffries 2007, 100). In the same
year, only 27.8% of industrial output came from thesate sector, suggesting that the bulk of
the country’s industrial base remained in statedegdMihov 1999, 34). The increased role of the
private sector in industrial output, trade and eyplent must also be placed in the context of
the dramatic decline in the state sector output.cther words, ‘privatization’ has occurred via
sectoral collapse, not ownership transfers” (S¢hB@93, 520-1). Table 4 gives further data

regarding the limited nature of privatization inlgaria>°

% This is significant as sales handled by ministoesunicipalities were generally of smaller entisps with less
overall significance to the national economy. Tkeeptions were larger enterprises that were quéeity often
fraudulently transferred from state ownership ith® hands of the new breed of business groupiradstherged
after 1989, and which are discussed later in thépter.

% For comparison, in Poland in 1991, 228 sales wenapleted, out of 8,453 state owned enterprise&€630n
1993 the figures were 992 out of 5,925; in 199% there 1,610 out of 4,357, and by 1997 were 2,241063,478
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Table 4. Privatization in Bulgaria, 1992 - 1997

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Share of small firms privatized na 0.9 2.6 7.2 15.2 21.1
Privatization revenues (cumulative, % GDP) | na 0.4 1.5 0.9 2.9 5.6
Private sector share of GDP 25 35 40 45 45 50
Total privatizations concluded 0 116 549 1521 3091 912
Of which were state enterprises 0 63 165 308 516 588
Concluded by Privatization Agency 0 11 36 69 146 83
Concluded by Ministries/Committees | 0 51 129 240 369 506
Of which were municipal enterprises 0 53 384 1,213 2,575 324

(Bulgarian Privatization Agency; EBRD 1999, 204;ubwald et. al. 2006)

From Table 4 we can see that the majority of enitezp privatized between 1992 and
1997 were municipal, and, therefore, of smallee sind less significant to the overall economy.
Of those enterprises privatized by the state, tlagorty of deals were carried out via direct
ministry or committee decision, rather than viareigsion to and approval from the Privatization
Agency (PA), again suggesting smaller scale andifgsignce. Large-scale enterprises were
among those most likely to face a delayed priviitbmaprocess: by the end of 1994, the largest
enterprise to be sold was the SOMAT internatiomahgport agency, sold to Willy Betz
International for $55 milliori/ then came the Hotel Vitosha, sold for $41 milliamd the
Zagorka brewery for $21 million: nothing else sétd more than $5 million during that time

(Mladenova and Angresano 1997, 504).

It is difficult not to agree with Crampton’s chatagzation of the period between 1991
and 1995 as one of “treading water” as “the govemisisince 1991 had been indecisive and had

done little to bring about real or effective stwrel change” (2007, 400). This indecision led

(IMF. 1998.Republic of Poland: Selected Issues and StatisfipgplendixIMF Staff Country Report 98/51
Washington, D.C.: IMF. 83). Although Polish privzttion would really pick up speed from 1996, thiggeres still
reveal a greater number of sales proportionatetpmparison with Bulgaria: 16% of SOEs were sold983,
compared to less than one per cent in Bulgaria98b the difference was 36% in Poland to 7.2% ilg&ua.

37 Even this success story comes with a less salubftnote: late in 1989, the Ministry of Trangptipn began
to allow the managers of the 29 state- owned tngckbmpanies to sell thousands of vehicles at seband prices,
before breaking up the sector into 240 regional BAA00 individual companies, mostly owned by [dity
connected nomenklatura. When Willy Betz boughtS@BMAT agency, it had already been stripped of a
considerable amount of assets, thus deprivingttite ef revenue and the country of greater investrimgjobs and
sector development (Ganev 2007, 50-51).
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directly to the catastrophic collapse of the baglksystem and the resulting economic crisis of
1996 to 1997: GDP fell by 10% in 1996 and 6% in7,98flation hit 123% in 1996 and 1082%
in 1997, unemployment reached 13.7% in 1997, amdwvilue of the Bulgarian currency
depreciated sharply against the dollar. “It wasesadtating economic collapse: apart from the
hyperinflation which was ruinous for the savingsooflinary households, it produced a deep
recession, chaos in the financial system resultirthe closure of some 15 banks, and bankrupt

public finances” (Nikolov et. al. 2004, 29).

Accounting for the absence of consensus

What caused this indecision and delay that condgebring Bulgaria to the “brink of
bankruptcy, starvation, and collapse” (Crampton 720800)? Political scientists have long
believed that a certain level of agreement or cosise within a society is a necessary (although
not sufficient) condition for a functioning democys® so can we identify a lack of such
consensus in Bulgarian society? Not entirely. Sygsvend reports from the early days of the
transition show strong support for democratic idead May 1991, 76% of Bulgarians approved
of the change to democracy (Ghodsee 2011, 177).NEve Democracies Barometer, a survey
first taken in 1991, showed that 60% identifiedntiselves as democrats — “people who dislike
the old regime and are positive about a plurakgime” — while 64% viewed the new regime
positively against 30% who felt the same aboutdllderegime (Rose and Mischler 1994, 169). A
pre-election survey in September 1991 asked paleviiiers across the country if they felt the
multi-party system was good for Bulgaria: 63% an®deaffirmatively (BAFECR 1991, 2).

Certainly the response of citizens to the overthodwhe Zhivkov regime and the promise of

3 See the discussion in Chapter One.
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democratic change was positive: “it was somethike & rebirth, | have never been so happy in
my life...it was such a beautiful surprise to knovattifodor Zhivkov is no longer there. We
hated him. All of us. The whole countr?’Another recalled that “it was a Friday afternotive
10" of November, and the neighbor came out of thedrtapent, and said, come on, did you hear
the news, Todor Zhivkov is down, come: immediatelg gathered together and started to
drink.”® In Sofia, a participant in the first mass meetimgsNovember and December 1989
described the *“euphoria... people were smiling, happgcause they were expecting

something.*

What is noticeable about the response of peoptbeécsudden and unexpected changes
that began on November 10, 1989, is the focus enréimoval of Todor Zhivkov, and his
unpopularity, rather than on the end of socialismpart, the leaders of the internal party coup
promoted this response as they “started massiaekatagainst him, expelled him from the party,
and, using terms that only days before would haemed inadmissible, laid all the blame on
him” (Fotev 1996, 20). As described in Chapter TWay, many Bulgarians, socialism was, on
balance, a successful experiment, one which brotaghiti economic growth, free education,
healthcare, housing, guaranteed employment, culamd social benefits. It should not be
surprising therefore that Bulgarians could feeltera over the removal of Todor Zhivkov from
power — identified as he was with the “deep idemalgand cultural crisis” of the late 1980s
(Fotev 1996, 18) — while still holding dear the i@slements of the system over which he ruled.

A closer look at the hopes and expectations ofnargi Bulgarians at the beginning of the

39 Rumiana Petrova, University Lecturer. Interviewhithe author, Rousse Bulgaria, June 2012.
“0yavor Dimitrov, local politician and businessmémterview with the author, Rousse, Bulgaria. Julji2.
“1 Dora Zabunova, accountant. Interview with the agtSofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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transition helps shed light on this dichotomy, andgests reasons for the lack of consensus over

the pace and extent of the transitional reforms.

Discussing the changes of 1989 and beyond witlydidns from all backgrounds, one
common memory stands out: how the events of 1988ecas a surprise to everyone. As
discussed in Chapter Two, Bulgaria lacked a histdrgerious dissent or protest, and when this
began to change during the mid-to-late 1980s, itinec& protesters was to rectify an identifiable
problem (such as cleaner air for Rousse, an eigetpollution of the Danube and other rivers,
respect for the human rights of the Turkish minrity appealing to the Communist leadership,
not to overthrow or dramatically change the systémdeed, “most of the politically active
Bulgarian dissidents in the late eighties had emegkngore as critics and reformers within the
ruling party than as active adversaries of themegi(Kolarova 1996, 543). No one was making
plans for what would come after socialism. For Renmidwife in the northeast of Bulgaria, the
changes were “something completely new, to the lpe@pound me and myself, totally
unexpected, we didn’t know what would follo#?’When people began to think about what the
changes might bring, “the expectations were thaplgewould be free, they would be able to
work and earn money, to travel abroad, to raise gtandard of living, to be like Europearfs.”
Unsurprisingly, Bulgarians had little or no ideawshat to expect from the transition to a free
market democracy, of what capitalism actually meam&any people talked about how things
would now function according to the market, withtldi idea of what this meant® Few
anticipated the tremendous economic and sociak dbstt the liberalization of the economy

would bring. They believed that “they would wake ting next day and find a river of oil, of

“2 Reneta Raynova, midwife. Interview with authoruBse, Bulgaria, July 2012,
“3 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhwduthor, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.
4 Christo Traykof, businessman. Interview with thehar, Sofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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honey, of wealth. This was the biggest illusiom, idnich the people were not guilty. The guilty
ones were those who rode this wave of chafitéFor the most part, Bulgarians continued to

believe in a sort of state socialism, and a cagpagernal state” (Daskalov 1998, 12).

Politicians on both sides failed to correct thigpian view of capitalism and democracy.
For the Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), there \Wdle mileage in doing so: they were busy
attempting to distance themselves from responsildibr the economic mess the country found
itself in by renaming the party, expelling hardhsieand reminding the population that it was the
initiator of the changes in the country: “the BCi#ibpted a proactive approach on the domestic
front. It championed and publicized its own metaphasis ... renamed its newspaper,
Rabotnichesko Delto Duma[which] showcased the ideological transformatiorihaf Bulgarian

Communist Party into the Bulgarian Socialist Paf®imitrova 2001, 170).

For the Union of Democratic Forces (UDF), the ladfkrealism was perhaps less a
conscious decision than a result of the mannerhitiwthe UDF emerged: thrust unexpectedly
onto the national stage in the days and weeks Bivsember 10, 1989, intellectuals such as
Zheliu Zhelev, who would become the UDF leader smolsequently President of Bulgaria, had
no time to prepare for their new roles. Zhelev'olbd-ascism,a thinly veiled critique of
totalitarianism, was banned just weeks after itblipation in 1982, and the author internally
exiled. “Zhelev’s views on totalitarianism had bdemmed from his experience living within a
totalitarian system; his knowledge of the workingaodemocratic system — how could it be
otherwise? — came from books” (Bell 1998, 3). Tresaent opposition movement further
suffered from “amateurism, the rise of a host ofrenepportunists and careerists, ... the

widespread phenomenon of ‘turncoats’ moving from ¢ommunist to the anticommunist side,

> Dora Zabunova, accountant. Interview with the agtSofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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and the difficulty of developing a clear alternatito the former Communists” (Daskalov 1998,
14). The decentralized nature of the UDF, whichtfer 1990 elections comprised 18 distinct
parties and organizatioiSmeant that “the platforms of the coalition partesere quite diverse
... and there was also an obvious lack of unifyingpsf’’ (Koulov 1995, 248). UDF supporters
were also somewhat blinded by the euphoria of trenges: “the first year, 1990, this was the
best year, | remember, because it was full of hapd,there was this party, the CDC [UDF] and
many people were in love with the members of tlagyp... because they looked so different,
these people. They were like human beings, theg Wenest, they were pure, they were modern,

and they were Europeaf”

Where both parties’ reluctance to face the hassdities of the transition’s likely
economic and social impact can be seen most cleairytheir manifestos for the 1990 elections.
Extensive content analysis of the UDF and BSP derisnreveals that the most common
phrases for both parties were freedom, democradyrahts, while the least common were
privatization (absent from the BSP document), rasfimlity and justice. The authors of the
study conclude that “the political elites of 1990 actually use similar political language based

on abstract political values and shirking of cotereesponsibilities” (Dimitrov, Kabakchieva

“6 These were: the Federation of the IndependenegtiBocieties, the Independent Society for thegRtioin of
Human Rights in Bulgaria, the Bulgarian Social Denatic Party, the Bulgarian Agrarian People’s Urtibin
Petkov,” the Democratic Party, the Federation ef@tubs for Glasnost and Democracy, the Green Phgy
Radical Democratic Party, the Independent Laborf€@taration “Podkrepa,” the Democratic Front, thétkal
Club “Ecoglasnost,” the United Democratic Centhe, Movement “Civil Initiative,” the Committee foné
Protection of Religious Rights, Freedom of Conscéeand Spiritual Values, the Club of the lllegd®gpressed
since 1945, the Party of Freedom and Progres@\ltamative Socialist Party, and the New Social @enatic Party
(Koulov 1995, 258).

" Koulov gives the following example to demonstraist how far apart some of the UDF coalition parsrideas
were: “The Bulgarian Social Democratic Party...claihtleat the state sector should play an importdstirothe
economy and favored a ‘socially directed econortrgng trade unions and a well-developed socialtgatet. The
Democratic Party...argued that the state sector dhimeilimited...to specifically designated economitiéties”
any profitable state enterprise should be soldgettaions limited to avoid parasitism, and selfprgfould replace
the social safety net (1995, 248).

“8 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhwthe author, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.
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and Kiossev 1996, 51-53). Despite these similaitithe election campaign itself was
characterized by extreme polarization between ti& Eand UDF: “the difficult economic
conditions ... shifted the emphasis in the pre-ebecperiod towards emotions and ideological,
rather than economic, strategy differences [andglbped an atmosphere of relatively low level
of tolerance for ‘other’ opinions and further deepe the political division in Bulgarian society”
(Koulov 1995, 250). The UDF portrayed the electiarsa referendum on 45 years of communist
rule, and attacked the BSP as “murderers” and ‘ayfafvhile the BSP “presented itself as the
party of ‘responsible, conservative change,’ strgssthe experience of its leaders ... and
pledging a gradual transition to a market economyhich no one would suffer” (Bell 1990,

428).

From this point on, it becomes harder to determii® was leading whom: public
opinion polls show a lack of commitment to economéforms such as privatization, and
political actions show a lack of determination & tpart of both parties to implement such
reforms, but which came first? It seems likely ttias reflects the overall lack of consensus in
the country, across all levels, town versus countoying versus old, left versus right, over the
pace and extent of the macroeconomic policies that shift to a free market economy
demanded. The experience of socialism in Bulgagd hot created a common enemy for
politicians and citizens alike to unite againstivkov may have been unpopular, ordinary people
may have longed for greater freedoms, but no-oneéteda to give up the significant
achievements made since 1944: “while socialismejected as an inefficient and discredited
economic system, the type of social security thay cocialism can provide is not” (Koleva
1996, 42). In 1991, 62% of Bulgarians favored eiaalemocratic system similar to Sweden,

with only 12.3% preferring a US-style system (VBssi2003, 347). Socialist ideas remained
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strong among the population: 18% of respondents fooll in May 1991 agreed with the
statement “the most just way to distribute wealtld ancome is to give to everyone more
equally,” and when asked “if you reflect on youmpexence of socialism in Bulgaria, what is
your attitude to it?” 8.1% expressed full approwaldd 16.7% a high degree of approval. Around
80% “defended the need for strong state intervantiosocial policies and demanded that the
government guarantee every individual employmedtaminimum standard of living” (Gornev

and Boyadjieva 1996, 101-102).

Polls in 1990 and 1992 showed 71.2% and 62.7%eotisely did not accept a wide
income margin in society, and 71.6% and 78.8% sy approved of raising wages for all
social groups. These tendencies have endured: terSiegr 1992 poll showed that 87% wanted
the state welfare system to continue, 83% suppdutedmployment, and 76% agreed with price
controls or government subsidies for certain fooifist(Troxel 1993a, 389). In Gallup polls
taken in 1992 and 1993, more than half of respaisdapproved of insignificant property
inequality (Koleva 1996, 40). Two polls in Novemlde&94 revealed that an average of 51% of
Bulgarians disagreed with the statement “the légs dtate interferes with the economy, the
better” while only 27% agreed; and 81% agreed ‘et state should provide jobs for everyone
willing to work” (BAFECR 1994, 4). By the time ohé 1996 and 1997 Central and Eastern
Eurobarometer surveys, Bulgarians’ approval offtke market system reached only 44% and
52% respectively, while 75% in 1997 claimed to besatisfied with the way democracy is
developing in their country (European Commissio®8,32). Reflecting on this environment,
Bristow argued in 1996 that “the fundamental praobleas been the failure to create ... anything

resembling a significant constituency in favouewgén parts of a reform programme” (229).
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Political divisions: conflict and policy failure

One argument put forward for the failure of Bulg&sipolitical elite to create such a
constituency since 1989 is the lack of a unifyiigmife, such as Vaclav Havel in Czechoslovakia
or Lech Walesa in Poland, “with the charisma toitexihe public imagination for reform and the
political legitimacy to effect such reform” (Bristo1996, 228). Zheliu Zhelev had considerable
moral authority, but lacked both the constitutiopaiver and the political abilities to overcome
the bitter divisions between the BSP and UDF, aitdimthe UDF. Furthermore, there was no
indication from politicians from any party that thevere ready to accept Zhelev or anyone else
as such a unifying figure, even if any form of cemsus over the pace and direction of the
reform process had existed. The increasing polawizabetween reds (socialists) and blues
(democrats) meant there was little likelihood thgteement could be reached. Zhelev himself
made it clear that he wanted nothing to do with sbeialists: “we reject coalition with the
communists, who have changed their names and @®libut cannot get away from their

responsibility for past deeds” (Searle and Pow&O0a).

Perhaps a stronger alternative explanation folable of progress on transitional reform
lies with the nature of the UDF, and the increalsirttardline anti-communist stance it took
during the initial transition years. Internally,ettUDF showed little cohesion, with ongoing
“tempestuous quarrels and a whole series of splitd secessions of parties, groups, and
personalities” most clearly demonstrated by theigaf of 39 UDF deputies to sign the new
constitution in 1991 (Daskalov 1998, 15). This psdtwas the outcome of a struggle among
three different factions within the UDF: dissidertshe small number of intellectuals who had
been the first to organize against the BSP; therol®40s opposition — members of the old

parties defeated by the socialist regime after 1@4d Bulgarian Social-Democratic Party and
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BANU for example); and the newcomers, or “youngnéb— young professionals from law and
journalism who joined the UDF after January 1990intately, it would be the third group, also
termed the “dark blues,” who succeeded in takingtrod of the party and, in the 1991 elections,

of parliament (with the support of the MovementRights and Freedom3$).

Once in power, the UDF government, led by Philipniiov, exerted considerable
energies in seeking retribution against the foromnmunists, actively pursuing senior members
of the Zhivkov regime, including former Prime Mites Andrei Lukanov, who was arrested in
July 1992 on charges of misappropriation of stated$ (Bideleux and Jeffries 2007, 100).
Dimitrov’s regime did preside over the first priittion law, in 1992, but far more time and
energy was devoted to the issue of retribution aestitution. Laws were passed which
confiscated the property of the communist party aethted organizations such as the
Communist Youth Organization and the Fatherlandh&reanned top communists from serving
on governing bodies of banks and other financiatitutions; restricted pension payments for
paid communist party activists; introduced the ‘@eamunization of Science and Education”;
and mandated the restitution of all propertiesexklzy the socialist regime since 1944 (Kolarova
1996, 543). The fervor with which the Dimitrov reg@ pursued these measures shocked even
President Zhelev, who appealed the Panev Law @mahnring of former communists from any
top academic posts) to the Constitutional Coudnglwith the Board of Religious Affairs, a
socialist-era institution that was being used by WDF government to purge the Holy Synod of
the Bulgarian Orthodox Church (Bell 1999, 239). Tife between Zhelev and the Dimitrov

government would continue beyond the latter's dalnhs the dark blues continued to blame

9 The conflict and its outcome are detailed in Retrd998. The first two groups became disillusionsti
politics, and mostly stepped away from the natictage, while those who stayed broke into smafidrsanaller
groups, arguing over more and more insignificaffedences, which allowed the Dark Blues to taketarat the
local and national level, ensuring their voice vebloé heard as the election approached.
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Zhelev and the light blues for the return of thenawunists to power. The UDF also continued to
lose members, and became “a sect of believers adoirom political reality.” At the Party’s
fifth anniversary celebrations, not a single oraifounder was present, and “in his address,
Philip Dimitrov stated that all those who had lgfe organization, ‘were now partners of the
Communists™ (Bell 1999, 242). The scope of thetiteBon law was gradually enlarged from
houses and small businesses to include arable labdn property, and industrial buildings.
Critics argued that “the country’s two-year preqeation with this issue only served to delay
action on the more important task of privatizingtstenterprises” (Schlack 1993, 522), and that
“the restitution laws (especially in agriculture) fact delayed the privatization and basically
destroyed the existent productive assets” (Kolarb986, 543). In March 1992, the regime
passed a hastily-prepared amendment to the lawgcutural land, ruling that all agricultural
collectives be liquidated by November of that yeamong the rural population this move
proved extremely unpopular and was a significaatofain the success of the BSP at the polls in
1994°° as well as a policy that would attract action frohe next government. While the
Dimitrov government’s preoccupation with restituti@and retribution impacted its ability to
move forward with other reform measures, of greatgrort was its short time in office, which
itself owed much to the internal divisions withiretUDF that were in part caused by the lack of
consensus over the pace and direction of the refworess. Thus, the infighting and divisions
within the UDF can be seen as symptoms rather¢hases of the lack of consensus, and do not

undermine the main arguments presented in thigdateon.

A similar analysis holds for the behavior of thelg&rian Socialist Party, which had

successfully managed the shift from single partg ta multiparty democracy, but was also not

* For extensive analysis of agriculture in Bulgdrédore, during and after the transition, see Cfe¥a8, 1995,
1998; Kaneff 1996, 1998, 2004; Meurs 2001; and Meund Begg 1998.
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above the kind of in-fighting and incoherent polrogking that afflicted the UDF. The necessary
changes had not come easily: “as it slowly negediat space for its new socialist reincarnation,
the BCP walked a fine line between a willingnesg arresistance to reform” (Dimitrova 1998,
175). It engaged in an internal lustration stratehat saw older, ostracized members
rehabilitated, several members of Todor Zhivkov'slitpburo purged (and subsequently
prosecuted) for their crimes under communism, dlegvad a range of opinions to be expressed
concerning the future of the pattybut “never tolerated splits at important momests;h as
elections, and always managed to preserve its @mty keep its parliamentary group in strict
obedience” (Daskalov 1998, 13). The BSP has alem la®cused of using its access to the
intelligence apparatus to leak information on tlastdives of opposition politicians accused of
having been informers for State Security, includiRgtar Beron, one of the founders of

Ecoglasnost.

Even President Zheliu Zhelev did not escape sumpiand accusations: Beron himself,
when asked about the infiltration of State Securitp the dissident and opposition movements
before November 10, 1989, stated that “we have s&ong reasons to think that Zhelev himself
was, if not an infiltrator, ... acting in very closgreement with the Communists” (in Melone
1998, 46). Such accusations and allegations woeddrne an everyday feature of political life in
Bulgaria, perpetuated by the selective and limitgebning of the State Security archives:
evidence of the destruction of dossiers or thedr astools of blackmail continues to the present

day>® All sides benefitted: “the major parliamentary des had a common interest in not

*1 These “ideological platforms” included reformigisthe Alliance for Social Democracy, Western-otezh“Road
to Europe,” and the conservative “Marxist Platforfaskalov 1998, 13).

*2 For information on the struggle over the StateufigcArchives, see Englebrekt 1994; for information the
Security Services'’ role in the transition, see Zaalk010, particularly Chapter Seven; for inforraaton the
process of lustration in Bulgaria, see Bertschi4l39ne local politician in Rousse informed me tiathad once
been shown his dossier by a close friend with actethe archives, yet several years later, wheratbhives were
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opening them to the public: the UDF, because thwe certainly more ‘informers’ in its ranks;
the BSP wanting to hold the threat of exposure dgespponents as long as possible” (Daskalov
1998, 23). According to one democratic politicguiie of the time, “the communists pursued a
double objective. On one hand, they aimed at comjziag and thus getting rid of strong people
in the blue cohort...on the other hand, they wanteshiake the entire democratic movement by
investing it with uncertainty and suspicion, and foggmenting it into weak factions. They
achieved both objectives” (Anguelov 2002, 186). dseie of lustration further divided the BSP,

the UDF, and the country and made consensus-bgijgihmore difficult.

The limited extent of dissidence and opposition Balgaria pre-1989 has been
commented on earlier in this Chapter, and in Chapae, and it also had a negative impact on
consensus creation between and within politicatigmr First of all, since the 1960s and the
easing of openly repressive measures, the party deadpted most potential dissidents,
particularly in the academic and literary fiefisnd as a result there were few members of the
emerging political classes who were not susceptibl@accusations of being informers. Vice
President Attanas Semerjiev recalled, “Who was inoBulgaria’s nomenklatura? The whole
elite — in political life, management, science, iorthe economy — they were all on the
nomenklatura lists” (in Melone 1998, 99). Marko ©oav, a member of the Grand National
Assembly and later a minister in the Berov govemiméurther argues that Bulgaria lacked a

“brains trust” or “political elite who knew in admee what they wanted to achieve and how they

temporarily opened to certain individuals for insfi@n, he could not locate his file. When he enggijite was told
the file did not exist. To this day he is uncertidithe file was simply misplaced, destroyed, detaby someone for
the purpose dfompromabr use against him in the future (Interview witle author, Rousse, Bulgaria, July 2012).
>3 Georgi Markov, novelist and playwright, was onetsliterary figure who became closely associatetti tie
Zhivkov regime before defecting to the west in 198his bookThe Truth That Killeche describes in great detalil
the ways in which the intelligentsia were wooedlg/ regime: housing, cars, easy jobs, foreign traoeess to all
the benefits of the nomenklatura, even huntingtrith Todor Zhivkov himself, and how successfis ipproach
was in keeping dissent under wraps. For his reiegiatabout life in socialist Bulgaria, Markov wassassinated in
London in 1978 at the behest of the Bulgarian regim
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would achieve it™ and that this contributed to the delayed transitio the country. As a

participant in the earliest discussions within tHeF, Todorov observes that “we at least should
have been able to find a common language and tdotyo something together. It was not
possible.” Instead, party members discussed pdrsonarests, opportunities for career
advancement, for finding a political niche to ocgupnd not what they should have been
discussing: “the development of the country, whatdkof state do we want, what kind of

economy, taxation, financial policies, educatiome-didn’t talk about these things at aif.”

As noted earlier, the Dimitrov government spent mwd its short tenure in office
focused on retribution and restitution, and théetatvould prove to be its downfall. The UDF
government had secured only 110 of the 240 sed®sillament, and relied on the tacit support
of the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (MBFWhen the UDF passed the Restitution of
Arable Land Law, the MRF felt that its supporterstknic Turks who had owned relatively little
land before socialism — would be disadvantaged, smdjht instead to have land redistributed
according to the labor contribution of collectiverrh workers. The UDF’s insistence on their
path of restitution pushed the MRF closer to théBSosition, and in a vote of no confidence
on October 29, 1992, the MRF voted against the UDF, swinging ltlagance in favor of the
BSP. This led to the technocratic government led yayoen Berov, which ruled from December
1992 to September 1994, ostensibly with the intentf accelerating economic reforms and

restructuring.

>4 Marko Todorov, member of the GNA. Interview wittetauthor, Rousse, Bulgaria, December 2011.

%5 Marko Todorov, member of the GNA. Interview witretauthor, Rousse, Bulgaria, December 2011.

* The lack of a majority in parliament did not make Dimitrov government treat its junior partnére MRF, with
any greater respect: Minsters kissed the cross wakéng office, and Dimitrov appeared shocked wAdémed
Dogan’s MRF party voted against him in the no-cderfice vote (Bell 1999, 240).
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The Berov and Videnov regimes

Berov’'s government, like those before it, manifedtiled to construct any form of
consensus around the overall pace and extent cfdiieomic reforms and in many instances it
worked against the decisions already taken. Onmpbeais the area of price controls, which had
been radically cut to only around 18% of all good4991, but were re-introduced over time by
the Berov and Videnov governments so that by 19985 of prices were under government
regulation (Wyzan 1998, 24). With the BSP takin® b2it of 240 seats in the new parliament in
December 1994, there was some hope that the sew@jogity would allow the government to
take decisive action on economic restructuring. Elav, the scale of the BSP’s victory, along
with a short-term improvement in the overall ecoroaituation in the country, led to significant
arrogance among the younger policy makers, ancclka ¢ agreement over how radical the
measures should be. The favorable macroeconomatisih caused many in the BSP to feel they
had *“achieved the dream of the reformed communisis: communist state without
authoritarianism™ (Kolarova 1996, 543). The serafeurgency receded, and there was less
pressure on the BSP to actually move forward withgolicies of restructuring and privatization
that were promised during the election campaignahith didn't sit well with the party leaders.
Instead, the Videnov government’s “legislative atgegave priority to retrospective legislation:
amendment and revocation of restitution and retionulaws passed by the UDF government”
(Kolarova 1996, 534). The decisions made during B&#® government of 1994 to 1996 led
directly to the severe economic crisis of 1996 897. To demonstrate the lack of consensus
under the Beron and Videnov regimes, the follonsegtions look at privatization policies and
an example of foreign direct investment, followed &n examination of the state of the

Bulgarian public administration to determine itterm the slow pace of economic reforms.
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Continued privatization problems

The lack of consensus over the pace and extenteofdéform process at the national
policy making level allowed parliament to draft aapprove poorly written legislation full of
ambiguities and loopholes, helping to create aespdatere reforms were delayed or subverted,
and in which those reforms that were undertakerevpeorly and incompletely implemented.
Politicians and government officials charged withplementation of legislation, themselves
lacking consensus over the desirability of the pema reforms, found it politically,

ideologically, or economically expedient to delaylatherwise hinder the process.

The basic law on privatization of state-owned assetroduced in 1992, went through

170 amendments, deletions, additions and othergetisabetween 1992 and 199@vhich had a
detrimental effect on the privatization processm8mf the earlier amendments were necessary
due to the hurried manner in which the initial #égiion was passed (Bristow 1996, 192), but
many changes were made as a result of a signifgtafttin the ideology underlying the process.
As Crampton explains: “ideology ... persuaded theegoment to switch to the voucher system
of privatization because this in theory allowed ewahip to pass to the majority of the
population and not to a small, wealthy sectiontb{2007, 403). As result of this switch, cash
privatization slowed considerably, with just 309 tbk 584 deals planned for 1995 actually
finalized (Minassian 1998, 331). This was despithange in the payment methods that allowed
debt for equity swaps as part of the privatizagiwacess. The change was encouraged by the

London Club, Bulgaria’s major foreign creditor, apéssed into law in November 1994

" These changes include deleted sections, amendmeints word changes, and new clausesdu 3a
npeoOpa3yBaHe ¥ MPUBATU3ALMS Ha Abp)KaBHU U obwmHCKH npennpusitus (Law for the Transformation and
Privatization of State and Municipal Enterprisésdp://www.mi.government.bg/bg/library/zakon-za-
preobrazuvane-i-privatizaciya-na-darjavni-i-obssitinpredpriyatiya-zppdobp-otm-261-c25-m258-2.htad¢cessed
on February 15, 2013. The number of changes wasllatdd from a close reading of the law and itsetlgyment
over time.
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(Mladenova and Angresano 1997, 509-510). The vaugiregram ran into immediate
difficulties, as it dramatically over-estimated tthegree of interest among Bulgarians: in 1994,
79% expressed no intention of participating in pmecess (Mladenova and Angresano 1996,
505). There were also implementation delays aslishesd lists of enterprises, and the share of
enterprises offered (to meet IMF and World Bankuiemments)® were subject to various
changes (Minassian 1998, 331), and because thenariggislation lacked important details
(leaving them for the Council of Ministers to dexjd there was controversy over the

negotiability of the vouchers (Bristow 1996, 199020

Pressure from external creditors had been an fssugulgaria since 1989: the first post-
socialist government had declared a moratoriumaaidgn debt repayments in 1980which
effectively cut the economy off from further asarste until the first UDF government in 1991
renegotiated with the London Club, the IMF and Werld Bank, and rescheduled debt
payments. The World Bank and IMF both made earfystance dependent on the passage of a
privatization law, budget law, wage control amortigeo elements, demands which were met by
the first UDF government and its non-partisan sssoe (Wyzan 1993, 139). The Videnov

government would once again place the countryatiaiship with its creditors in jeopardy, due

*8 For example, the IMF agreement with Bulgaria ity 11996 stated that “Cash privatization will be elecated
while the mass privatization program will be entethso that at least 25 percent of state-ownedsagdéhave
been transferred to private ownership by end-19@bad least an additional 25 percent next yearHIM96).

%9 Lukanov’s government was not consistently antagfanfoward the west: in spring 1990 a delegatiomfthe
United States Chamber of Commerce, led by its president Richard Rahn, visited the country afteinaitation
from Lukanov himself. The group put together a §@ge plan of action which provided “precise details how to
“adopt a privatization program, begin basic mongetaform and allow free circulation of foreign cencies,
eliminate wage and price controls...and agree omafxm” (Binder 1990). Although the plan was aceebby the
Grand National Assembly in late 1990, Lukanov's gaownment had no chance to implement its provisiaast
collapsed before the end of the year. While itlwen said that “the former communist Lukanov cleesds
desperately seeking international responsibilityriging to associate himself with Mr. Rahn” (Jacksk®91, 207),
Rahn himself claimed (in 2009) that “privatizatieas a success” and a review of the plan by thedsSarvative
libertarian Independent Institute concluded thhae“Bulgarian Economic Growth and Transition Projeas the
crucial influence at just the right time in ordemhake the enormous and rapid progress possibtedqreople of
Bulgaria” (2009).
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to the sluggishness of its structural reforms, whex the IMF to withhold a tranche of lending
in 1995 (Wyzan 1998). It would not be until the @ed¢ UDF government took office in 1997

that Bulgaria’s relationship with its foreign defstavould be placed on a more even keel.

Prime Minister Videnov was a reluctant convert tie teligion of the market, and was
“doctrinally opposed to privatizing public utilisge military-industrial complexes and the major
state banks” (Bideleux and Jeffries 2007, 103). évagoes so far as to argue that Videnov
remained committed to Marxist-Leninist ideologipa¢mises and “claimed that ... their policies
represented a viable alternative to capitalism”9{@,9134). In coalition with a new breed of
entrepreneurs within the party, the old guard idgoés “turned the National Assembly into an
ideologically charged arena where debates over slfmissues and endless efforts to expurgate
existing laws eclipsed constructive policy maki{@anev 1997, 134-135). Deputies from the
BSP turned debates over the parliamentary rulegprotedure, changes in laws on the
environment, land ownership, armed fof€emnd others into “battles rather than negotiations,
imposed rather than democratic decisions,” takipghe parliamentary timetable and preventing
discussion of other, more pressing issues (Prodatoal. 2009, 256-257). The antagonism
towards market reforms was also evident in sevagdl-profile privatization cases during both
the Berov and Videnov governments, as detailedist®v (1996). Several large hotels in Sofia
were due to be privatized in 1994, but the Commifte Tourism blocked the move, with help
from the Council of Ministers, apparently on thewnds that the only interested parties were

foreign investors, and that this would be harméuthe local tourism industry. The sale of six

% Since the days of the Roundtable negotiationsUBE had expressed a desire for Bulgaria to joirT®Awhile
the BSP remained circumspect, willing only to agréh the need to reorient Bulgaria’s foreign pgland military
alliances. President Zhelev signed the Partnefshipeace agreement with NATO in February 1994yhath time
the BSP government “failed to clarify its positiand adopted a rather ambiguous stand. The issué&red@n
ideological character and became a choice betwessi®&and NATO, between East and West, betweenatatao
and non-democrats” (Giatzidis 2002, 144).

89



cement producing companies had already sufferedmélas fate, with the minister for
construction arguing “that Bulgaria still lacks gdate experience in the privatization of an
entire subsector and the State’s interests maylt@uspaired” (Bristow 1996, 208). Finally, the
sale of Balkan Airways, which began in early 19B8i8strates the lack of realism inherent in
many privatization deals: the company was massiwigrvalued (at $80 million) by the
Privatization Agency, despite having large operptosses and extensive foreign-currency debts
as it attempted to upgrade its obsolete Russiah Weh new Western aircraft. The privatization
process would drag on for many years, until thingiwas finally sold for $150,000 to an Israeli
consortium in 1999, before being wound up in 20B&sfow 1996, 209-10; Flight International

1999).

Foreign investment in the automobile industry: Roveand Daru Car

A further example of the failings of not just thevatization process but the overall
approach to foreign investment is the case of ttigsB car maker Rover and its disastrous foray
into the Bulgarian market. In 1994, seeking ovesssssembly facilities and new markets for its
Maestro and Montego range, Rover settled on Budgafier successful negotiations with the
government, who promised reduced import dutieshenGKD (complete knock down) kits and
parts, along with governmental orders for sevdralsand vehicles. The location chosen was in
Varna, on the Black Sea, for ease of access topisigp and because an existing fork-lift
manufacturing plant provided both facilities anttaaned workforce. Rover purchased the plant
for $1.4 million, and as part of a joint venturettwprivate Bulgarian consortium Daru Car,
invested a further $20 million on construction aftate-of-the-art manufacturing plant, designed

to produce 10,000 cars per annum. This was thesarfgreign investment in the country post-
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socialism, and the plant was officially opened bgdtlent Zheliu Zhelev in September 1995,
after volume production had begun in June. Frome ham, however, the project quickly
collapsed, and Rover closed the factory in May 19@&ing sold fewer than 500 vehicles. Rover
blamed the failure of the government to honor genmitments, as it had not reduced import
duties nor ordered vehicles for government agendiee import duty issue was crucial: the
Czech car manufacturer Skoda had begun importirgjmalar vehicle, the Felicia, which
benefitted from a 50% reduction in duty, makindait more attractive to buyers. In addition,
Daru Car failed to create a dealer and servicingorx, making it hard for prospective buyers to
learn about the new models or be confident in afédes care, although many Bulgarian buyers
were no doubt deterred by what was by 1995 seendaded, low-end, overpriced British cast-
off, and chose more luxurious second-hand BMWsMarttedes from Germany instead (Hotten
1996; Bitzenis 2003; Adams 2011). The Bulgarianegoment denied it was responsible for the
failure, with Deputy Prime Minister Roumen Gechdanbing Rover for the uncompetitive
vehicles and lack of clear marketing strategy (elott996). While a detailed investigation into
the failed investment was never undertaken, itais fo conclude that the project initially
appeared to have Bulgarian government support (thighplant opened by the President), but
that this support apparently did not reach all lew# the administration (hence the failure of the
Bulgarians to honor the promise of reduced impatied for Rover), further suggesting a lack of

government consensus — or at the very least, doairdn — over economic reforms.

Problems of public administration
This lack of any consensus on privatization atigeoeconomic reforms at the highest

levels of government inevitably had an impact lovdamwn the administrative scale. The
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privatization process was directly impacted by abmation of problems, each of which is
discussed in this section. First, the process wtsydd by a lack of qualified personnel to carry
out valuations — instead, international accountaficys were contracted to fulfill this task,
which led to accusations of both under- and ovédwataon, as well as undue foreign influence
(see Chapter Four for a local example of the valnatontroversy). Second, the staff at the
privatization agency faced incompatible incentivdgeir agency’'s success depended on the
timely completion of the privatization process, ffetir individual positions would cease to exist
once the agency completed its task. The processlaa®d still further when key members of
the agency left for positions in the private seckanally, the privatization agency found it hard
to act while essential laws on business practaation and financial structure were still being
written: uncertainties around bankruptcy legislatiand the treatment of existing debts, for
example, complicated the valuation, tendering aitdlibg process (Due and Schmidt 1995).
This section looks at the socialist legacy in pulsldministration, how it affected the ability of
the bureaucracy to adapt to the changes inhereattiansition to a free market economy, and
whether an argument based on administrative ineffcy helps or hinders the lack of consensus
thesis (the related issue of how this legacy imgzhalemocratization is dealt with in the

following section).

Due to the peaceful nature of the end of socialisnBulgaria, there had been little
change in the bureaucracy, and due to the natuse@élism itself, the state bureaucracy had
never been the most dynamic institution in a natbrsemi-functioning institutions. After the
end of socialism, it would take almost ten yearfotgethe first laws on public officials and

public administration were passed, for they wenerofshut out of the legislative agenda by
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seemingly more pressing issues or caught in thieapsntary backlog created by the frequent

unexpected changes in government.

Moreover, the accumulated problems of 45 yearoiatist rule would take longer still
to deal with®* The structure of socialist public administratioasanot suitable for the transition
to democracy and a free market economy. Eric RickeoWorld Bank identified five principles
to guide the rebuilding of national and local gaweent administration in order to overcome the
capacity constraints of the existing system: “stional governments and private enterprises
[should] assume many functions of central goverrnmepolicy transparency and a voice for the
public in the policy-making process...creation of @spitable business environment...concern
for public welfare and social justice... [and] eféot government at all levels” (1992, 116). The
environment within public administration, on bothcél and national levels, was hardly
conducive to the efficient implementation of polidgcisions, before taking into account the
inconsistent nature of the policy making proceks, frequent reversals, and lack of overall
vision or direction. As Mitev says, “in these camahs, social initiative from below was as

inconceivable as efficient administration from ab6{1998, 40).

An additional problem in the state administratioraswthe politicization of many
bureaucratic positions. The head of the Sociologstitute of the Bulgarian Academy of
Sciences, Georgi Fotev, states that “at the tim®taditarianism a very careful selection of the

staff in the state apparatus, especially in keytipos of power ... had been made. The people

1 An American study by Professors Richard Orman $tegphanie Hallock Johnson for the USAID Local
Government Initiative into the progress of publitranistration reforms and higher education note®da0 that
problems remained regarding “a number of key isguispensable for a modern and efficient admiatgin, such
as creating working conditions and career oppadtiesliensuring that public servants with approprkatowledge
and skills are recruited, developed and retaingdyducing a mechanism to stimulate job rotatiemedying the
generally low level of salaries; assuring open cetitipn for entering the civil service; and intrazing and
implementing clear procedures and mechanisms ¥@siigating maladministration and corruption. Asult,
administrative structures in Bulgaria remain weaé#t public institutions cannot attract and retaialtied staff”
(Hallock Johnson and Orman 2000, 14).
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most loyal to the totalitarian rule had been rdediiand professionally trained for these
positions, and they were privileged members of tleeenklatura (Fotev 1996, 22). The
situation continued after November 10, 1989, af saccessive government would bring with it
its own group of trusted worke?$,for positions well below the usual top-level piok
appointments we see in the United States and othartries, and those existing employees who
retained their jobs had to adjust accordingly. ‘fTEheere ample possibilities for governmental
control over the public administration in termsapipointment, promotion, and staying in office.
... This gave an opportunity to all governments targde common public officials and to put
political pressure on them” (Smilov 2002, 342). Hoyment could often depend on the notion
of nashi hora(our people): “Hiring and firing at top administked levels depended entirely on
whether the individuals in question were ‘ours’ if&¥ 1998, 45). For the managerial teams in
state-owned enterprises, along with the middletagld-ranking government officials overseeing
these enterprises, “the objective becomes the mzaiion of their personal gain during the
short period of the current administration. In suwah environment, the silent objection of
managers to privatization in which they take nat pgwonly natural” (Pamouktchiev, Parvulov
and Petranov 1997, 206). This tendency was ongngthened by the lack of elite circulation in
the country during the first decade of transitidformer apparatchiks together with state
socialist technocrats dominated the postsociakgfimme” (Higley and Lengyel 2000, 12).
Zankina finds that “the elite of the transitionpisedominantly communist/socialist (42.2%) with
UDF constituting 24% and MRF 3.6%...appointed [pamtisan] positions account for 22.4%

and the remaining percentage is distributed betvgmeall parties and independent candidates

62 A similar situation was to be found in Hungaryspliée the lack of such a close relationship betwhermparty and
the civil service under communist rule as existeBulgaria. Farinelli (2009) describes the somesiiméense
politicization of the civil service in Hungary, aitd impact on the transition process, includingeimto the
European Union in 2004.
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[who] were often BSP sympathizers” (2010, 234).tAgsating public administration reduced
the ability of the government to implement whatoreis were attempted, while the frequent
changes in government coupled with the wave oftipali hiring and firing that followed each

change made consistency in the reform process aimmmceivable. The lack of any consensus
or understanding across and among the politicdlgsaexacerbated this situation by removing

any sense of where reform was heading, or indeedh&hit was even desirable.

The role of values in the delayed democratic consadation

Many of the problems that were encountered durirgggassing and implementing of
economic reforms such as privatization can alswieeed from the wider perspective of the
process of democratic consolidation. By the mi@a® Bulgaria was, as Melone points out,
“well on its way to meeting the criteffaset out by Huntington (1991) for a successfulditéon
to democracy” (1996, 231), and there were “no $icgnt social and political forces, ideological
conceptions, etc. that oppose the fundamental satdienodern Western democracy” (Fotev
1996, 29). The institutional arrangements for der@og were in place at a very early stage in the
transition, but this did not mean that they necglgstunctioned in the manner intended, or that
the individuals involved in their implementationdhthe skills, understanding, or desire to ensure

their success.

% This was the two-turnover test: “by this testemcracy may be viewed as consolidated if the gargroup that
takes power in the election at the time of traosilbses a subsequent election and turns over povkose
winners, and if those election winners then pedlseturn over power to the winners of a later eieit

(Huntington 1991, 266-67). Other criteria are efalbed by O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986, 6); LinzléBtepan
(1996, 3); Dahl (1971, 3); Holmes (1997, 343-34B) Schmitter and Karl (1991, 76), who refer taoias
procedural necessities such as an elected govetnuméversal suffrage, regular elections, and antathility.
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As Fotev notes, “the democratic functioning of tiesv institutions and state agencies ...
depends to a very great extent on the people wgrikithem” (1996, 22). Zlatko Anguelov, a
journalist and political activist during the eathansition, argues that “Bulgarians seemed to be
afraid of democracy. They were so well accustonedhe modest benefits granted by the
communist state that they hardly aspired to angtmore...the mere idea of competition and
effort was resentfully interpreted as a new conditof fearful loneliness. People were scared
that the state might abandon them to their ownuress” (2002, 188). There are several issues at
stake here. First of all, common to many post-distigocieties, these people lacked any
incentives to work harder and engage in the kindl@blogical and practical adjustments that the
new realities of liberal democracy and a free maek®nomy dictated. This was a legacy of the
socialist system, which Mitev describes as “a damatract based on mutual irresponsibility: the
rulers ruled as they pleased, the ruled workeditds &s they could. Loyalty to the regime
guaranteed a job and with it the possibility, unknan the West, of turning the workplace into a
refuge from work. Social initiative from below was inconceivable as efficient administration
from above” (1988, 40). Poor worker performance ve®gnized by the socialist regime as far
back as 1983, when at a hastily-convened confen@n¢arna, Todor Zhivkov railed against the
poor quality of Bulgarian goods. The conferencantdd the “lack of incentive in management
and in the workforce, that virtually insatiable diamd at home released the producer from market
discipline, and that the Bulgarian economy lackedmpetitive ethos” (Crampton 1998, 342-3).
In September 198@Rabotnichesko Dejathe official Bulgarian Communist Party newspaper,
discussed how “the equivalent of 30,000 jobs wene being wasted by absenteeism while the
black economy, or ‘illegal organizations and wotkigroups of a semi-private nature, ...

involved as many as 10,000 people in Sofia alo@eaifhpton 1988, 348).
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The nature of work under socialism was to blameplegment was guaranteed, but
workers had little say over where they would be lerygd, and could be sent to the remotest
parts of the country far from home and family. tm® areas, the process was seen as positive - a
civil engineer fondly recalled his time at univéydhus: “After you graduate, in five years, you
should receive or be awarded a kind of deliverysfipen]. The university cared about where the
position was, it was not a free market, they woiindl you a job.** For others, it involved
moving far from school and home to a remote regiamimidwife from Rousse recalls: “I went to
medical college, in Varna, studied midwifery, watkier three years in a village, following an
obligatory distribution of students at that timesgmecific workplaces® Such centralized control
over work placements gave the population job sgcubut offered few incentives for personal
initiative — in fact, it did the opposite: a surewto bring the attention of superiors — and
potentially that of State Security — would be tondastrate any kind of independent thinking.

Workers put in the hours necessary and kept tlegidé down and their noses clean.

The alternative wasn'’t pleasant: during the Stsliperiod of regime consolidation after
1944 being declared an enemy of the state broughtre consequences: “an enemy was
everyone who dared to have thoughts different fribw@ instructions provided by the top
authority: the Central Committee of the Communiatty? This was sufficient for them to be
deprived of freedom and to land in prison” (GencB803, 34). In later years there was less risk
of imprisonment for speaking your mind, but empleyrmwas given by the state, and could be
taken away too: “I remember there was a lady harehe university who worked in the
administration when | came here in 1987. She wag#rson who was always telling the truth, a

very highly respected person. Then one day | lehthat she had been asked to leave, and there

® yavor Dimitrov, civil engineer. Interview with autr, Rousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.
% Reneta Raynova, midwife. Interview with author uBse, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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was no explanatior’® Zankina describes in detail the carrot and sticlicies adopted in the
1980s by Department Six of the Security Servicesponsible for internal observation and
control, including “repression ranging from arreatsd outright violence to blackmailing and
threats... [and] other means of persuasion...such a#igg certain privileges in exchange for
collaboration. Travel abroad, residence in the tehmity, access to academic institutions and
degrees were all used” (2010, 251). “We had a wstryng repressive apparatus. On the one
hand, the militia had always been everywhere. @nother hand, many people were informers,

many people informed even on their own, even o tiée, on their husband®®

Rueschemeyer and Evans noted that building a caghesid efficient bureaucracy is a
long-term process that cannot be undertaken omdma basis, and that newly established state
institutions lack “non-institutional sources of esiion” (1985, 59). Ganev interprets these
sources as a “commitment on the part of newly agpdi functionaries to a work ethic and
professional standards conducive to efficient, qation-free modes of running the respective
institution” (Ganev 2001, 210). Many people streghlto come to terms with the sudden
collapse of the socialist system, and with it tgainties and securities that system provided for
them. For the older generation who had experienbted dramatic improvement in living
conditions under socialism, the sudden change w#en perceived as a threat to the
achievements of the last 45 years. With price #ilheation leading to rapid inflation, the
economic crisis creating mass unemployment, andétgyoappearing to succumb to a wave of
crime and violence, many people clung onto thaitesfobs as the only form of stability in their
lives, and given the rapid changes in governmeninguhe early transition years, most were

loath to draw attention to themselves by beingtified as a political activist or strong believer

 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhwthe author, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.
87 Christo Traykof, businessman. Interview with thehar, Sofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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in any political or ideological position as thisubd easily signal their unsuitability come the next
change of regime. As Bristow notes, “workers magogmize in the abstract that past practices
cannot continue, but it takes a very considerakbratse of faith for a worker to sustain that
recognition when his or her own job is under tHréB996, 224), and the lack of a political party
or figure in which to place such faith combinedhwmihe continuous change in government and
the resulting shift in policy direction were all p@diments to action. Even ten years after the
start of the transition there remained a degreeesiStance to the kind of changes in working
practices expected — or required — by foreign itoresand agents of international organizations.
Andrew Anderson, regional head of a joint Europtamon and United Nations Development
Programme initiative begun in 1998, Beautiful Buiga describes difficulties with staff in
Varna: “we struggled to get essential staff to stigr 5pm when the Evaluation Committees ran
on — this could mean postponing the awarding oftreats for weeks, and | often had to
pressurize people to attend and stiySimilar issues are described in Hallock Johnsch an

Orman (2000).

Second, the reorientation of an entire society irequeducation, and can only be
achieved over the long-term with a commensuratg-term commitment on the part of both the
government and citizens of the society. This netaes exactly the kind of consensus on the
pace and extent of the reorientation process thatss lacking in Bulgaria for the first post-1989
decade. Changes in curricula, the revision of to#l, and the absorption of previously
discarded economic and political ideas: all wertesmely difficult to achieve without a clear

idea of what kind of society they were intendech&dp create. For 45 years, Bulgarians had

% Email communication with the author, April 201%hélBeautiful Bulgaria program was established swore
historic buildings in a number of cities and tovartsoss the country, utilizing local contractordiédp reduce
unemployment and provide on the job training. Alidg these main aims came capacity building amdagat
municipal staff, generating understanding and egpee of the EU funding process, and creating &l rapd visible
improvement in neglected urban centers. The prog@mtinues to this dayrttp://www.beautifulbulgaria.com/bg/

99




learned at school, in the workplace, in their peas@xperiences, everywhere, that socialism was
better than capitalism. “They were taught ‘capstaliis a system where men are enemies of each
other. Men are wolves to each other’. They had beemht about socialism, and about
capitalism. They had experience of socialism, heythad no experience of capitalism.” When
the system changed, all they knew of capitalism $ifzat it pays to be a wolf, to look out only

for yourself.”®®

The focus of higher education was preparing spstsdor the centrally planned
economy, via a specific understanding of Marxistoity. The system was entirely unsuitable for
the teaching of free-market economics after 1989tbboks were only available in western
foreign languages, which were not widely spokersioetthe pedagogical and tourist disciplines;
the Bulgarian language lacked equivalent terms tfe@@ concepts of capitalism such as
opportunity cost, scarcity, marginal analysis aadns; faculty were reluctant to make changes
that might undermine their influence and incomes the academic bureaucracy labored under
the same issues facing other state institutionsudged earlier. It was “a question not just of

willingness to change but of professional competegmed a lack of new theoretical knowledge”

(Koeva and Yakimova 1998, 90).

Enormous changes were made in higher education diatedy after the collapse of
socialism: the education law of 1990 gave highercation institutes far greater autonomy than
under the previous regime, and several new, privaieersities opened, including the American
University in Bulgaria (AUBG), the New Bulgarian Wersity, and the Varna Free University,
all of which were able to offer new, more dynamibjects and teaching styles. However, these
private institutions accounted for fewer than 10%@lb students (Slantcheva 2003, 429) and

faced a hostile governmental bureaucracy, pubkpision (AUBG was suspected by many of

% Christo Traykof, businessman. Interview with thehar, Sofia, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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being a CIA front), and a lack of accountabilityedislative changes by the BSP government in
1995 brought back a degree of centralized contul dd little to address the problems of

“institutional infrastructure and financial suppofaculty remuneration levels, academic legal
structure, recruitment of a new generation of smtspldemands for professional accountability,

and the legacy of socialist science and educa(8ldntcheva 2003, 425).

Had there been consensus on the educational charegeled to help guide Bulgaria
through the transition, there still would have bebe question of resources. The severe
economic crisis after 1989 meant that successigemes struggled to keep basic services
running, and education suffered a dramatic decimdunding at precisely the time major
changes were needed to provide the training a dewocratic, capitalist society demanded.
Throughout the 1990s schools and universities sedférom declining wages (often teachers
would go for months without receiving their salajie crumbling infrastructure, outdated
textbooks and curricula, and political neglect. Bhare of the national budget (itself declining)
spent on education fell from 3.2 percent in 199D.® percent in 1997 (Slantcheva 2003, 427).
A member of one of the non-partisan governmentxy worked on the issue of education and
would later become a university rector, recalls tim@mbers of the cabinet “were simply not
interested in my work. Each was looking out for bisn interests. ... | could not reach any
agreement on the question of change. Nobody wasested in my work™ The lack of real

change in the education system, along with theimech employment opportunities, would

contribute to a third problem that impacted ingitnal functioning: brain drain.

0 Marko Todorov, former minister and university @ctinterview with the author, Rousse, Bulgariac&maber
2011.
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From 1989 to 1996, some 650,000 Bulgarians leftsfuort-term or permanent stays in
another country, from a population of under 9 millin 1989 (Adnanes 2004, 797). UNDP
figures suggest that the largest single group veamg people between 20 and 35 years of age:
35% of all emigrants fell into that age group iMB2944% in 1990, and 34% in 1991 (UNDP
1996, 89), and small-scale survey and anecdotaleage suggest this trend continues to the
present day, with the highly skilled and educatésb aver-represented in the numbers of
emigrants’! With Bulgaria undergoing a demographic crisis #Meen 1990 and 1998 the birth
rate declined by 35%, the death rate increasedsBy, lnd the fertility rate declined by 37%,
well below the natural replacement level (VassiB®05, 15) — the large levels of emigration
during the 1990s are placed in even starker reHefvat has argued that “if we assume that
highly skilled persons and intellectuals are pdraolitical, diplomatic, scientific, cultural,
managerial or military elite that is an invalualdeving force of social change in transition
countries, the possibility of their emigration srde numbers [will create] severe hardships in
implementing transitional reforms” (2004, 90). Enaigon was not the only demographic factor
affecting institutional reform in the 1990s: thesas also significant internal brain drain, as
professors, schoolteachers, doctors, scientistsotrets were forced to leave their professions
and take up other occupations to make ends meetniémber one person, who was dean of the
faculty of education and sciences, and she workedime year, she had a stall [selling cheap

gifts] in the center of Rousse ... because it watedmipossible for her to survivé?

" See Adnanes 2004; Horvat 2004; and Christy 1988nFa personal perspective, having spent almogeafs
teaching at several universities across Bulgaria,dlear that a majority of students wished &vél, study, or work
abroad, either short-term or permanently. In cosatons over the years with colleagues and cuemediformer
students, many of them have managed to do justahéswhen reminiscing about what has become afdor
classmates, the most common response is “oh, tloegdrto XYZ country.”

2 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhwthe author, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.
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Each of these issues — work ethic, education, amath ldrain — contributed to the
difficulties Bulgaria faced during the first decaafetransition. Changes in employment practices
and employer expectations are not easy to achiewe short space of time, and educational
changes can take a generation to work through ybiers. Even assuming that any post-1989
government could have found the political will withts ranks to do so, attempting to introduce
such changes when society lacked a clear consensihe pace and direction of the transition as
a whole was inevitably an impossible task. Braiairdeprived Bulgaria of tens of thousands of
young and educated workers who had the potentialspt most rapidly to the changing work
environment of the free market economy, as welhasyouth, idealism and energy to build a

new democratic state.

Obstacles to judicial adaptation to democracy and arket economy

Free market democracy demands a functioning legstes), and a legal framework
designed specifically to meet the particularitiésh® capitalist system. This section examines
explanations for the delayed transition that ceatethe problems faced by the judicial system in
Bulgaria, and assesses the extent to which theswadict or complement arguments about
consensus. According to Schonfelder, “Bulgaria pssss one of the most independent
judiciaries of the post-communist world ... that hasned into an effective countervailing
power” (2005, 61-62). The Constitutional Court \emidaround 145 laws during the first ten
years of democracy, including certain elements h&f UDF-led lustration process, such as
discriminatory articles in the Banking and Lendirawv of 1992, which banned top communist
era officials from holding management positiongha banking industry, and the Pensions Law

of 1992, which restricted pension payments for camist party activists (Kolarova 1996, 543).
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However, this strong performance in one aspecatgdllactivism forms part of what Schonfelder
calls the paradox of the Bulgarian case, as “inespf this significant achievement the actual
performance of the judiciary has failed to matcpextations” (2005, 61). One example relates
to the ability of parliament to introduce and implent the substantial body of both substantive
and procedural law that the transition to a freeketaliberal democracy entailed, and for the
judicial system to uphold it in practice. Laws tethto bankruptcy, property ownership, contract
law and so on all had to be amended to suit th&keh@conomy, or introduced where they did

not previously exist.

In their discussion of the problems of contract kmforcement in Bulgaria in the mid-1990s,
Koford and Miller point out that even when busiresssvere successful in pursuing court cases about
breach of contract, the outcomes were often fanfsatisfactory: one firm was expecting to receive a
chicken farm as compensation for a broken contremjever “the chicken farm was bankrupt. The firm
did not really want a chicken farm. It could noll see farm however, since the farm was state ptype
The firm planned to take out a bank loan usingféien as collateral and then default on the loare Th
firm would obtain money this way, although lessntha would like” (2005, 33).As Schonfelder
explains in relation to debt collection, “up to TOthe dysfunctional influences of anti-market
statutes left over from communism, in conjunctioithvsome other features of the institutional
framework, were so predominant that those reforntschv were actually undertaken, for

example in civil and commercial law, could not pd&/much of an improvement” (2005, 69).

One explanation for poor performance in the judisigstem is the lack of resources,
which acts as a further hindrance to both reform ractice of the law: “judicial salaries are
low, the support staff and equipment are inadequeatd the workload is heavy. Judges share

offices and use antiquated typewriters to prepaaé dpinions and memoranda” (Melone 1996,
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237). For the privatization process, disputes aver legality and/or existence of property
documentation have to be solved through the ovek&d and under-resourced court system,
which clogs up the process and slows sales of statrprises: at the end of 1994, over 12,000
claims for restitution of industrial enterprisesrevavaiting for legal adjudication (Mladenova
and Angresano 1996, 506). There is also the wiéasibelief that the judicial system is corrupt,
and that justice is now a commodity to be bouglit sold (whereas under communism it was
just a tool of the state applied in an often aaitrmanner). From a high of 55% in 1990, levels
of public approval of the judiciary dropped stegdiuring the 1990s, bottoming out at around
10% by 1995 (Mitev 1998, 54). This is unsurprisigen viewed alongside popular conceptions
of democracy in the early 1990s, which saw it as féam of government based on
constitutionally guaranteed equal rights and freeetbpment of all citizens, on social justice and
observance of the law(Koleva 1996, 44, emphasis added). By the mid-198@s public
displays of impunity on the part of businessmetiitip@ns and criminals had shown the reality
of the law to be unequal to its democratic ideddepts by different governments to muzzle the
independence of the judiciary revealed a lack speet for the legal system at the highest levels
of state (Schoenfelder 2008and members of organized crime groupsmairi are open about
the “network of the judges, lawyers and prosecutet®se common task is to ‘settle problems
when the boys get them’... ‘we get in [prison] antkéak short while they get us out™ (Petrunov

2006, 318). Judicial reform and legislation were l@iv priority for parliament: the 1991

3 Political interference included an attempt by @wuncil of Ministers to exert control over the betigequests of
the Supreme Judicial Council (whose budget is géhé National Assembly directly); the 1994 Lawtba
Judiciary, which demanded at least five years pkeience for any judge or prosecutor (effectivedyring any non-
communist jurists) — this law was returned to @anént by President Zhelev, passed once againhand¢ferred
to the constitutional court, which struck down sav@rovisions; and in August 1995 the Council ahidters
evicted the Constitutional Court from its officetaiming the move was temporary and the space weded for the
Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission adgely stated that it did not need the space. Ttk was
resolved in September 1995 when the Supreme Qaed m favour of the Constitutional Court (Meloh@98,
229-239).
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Constitution required the establishment of a SupreGourt of Cassation and a Supreme
Administrative Court, but due to delays by governtmand opposition deputies, this was not
achieved until June 1994 (Melone 1996, 238). Idits were often perceived as misusing the
legal system to settle their own disputes, sucth@adustration laws (later to be repealed by the
Constitutional Court) passed by the first UDF goweent, which served to further undermine
public confidence: “backward-looking justice’ pred to be incompatible with the mass
expectations for ‘forward-looking’ impartiality; éhalready divided public perceived the strong
commitment to retributive legislation as a symptfamnon-democratic, authoritarian and even

‘Stalinist’ trends within the anti-communist coalit” (Kolarova 1996, 543).

All of these problems helped ensure that Bulgartzax little faith in the legal system in
their country, preferring to resolve disputes imestways (such as through the multitude of
private insurance companies that sprung up inrtiraddiate post-1989 chaos, but which were
often little more than fronts for extortion and faction rackets}? and ultimately this harmed
the creation of “a constitutional culture suppaetiof the substantive goals promised by
democratic ideology” (Melone 1996, 231). Ultimateproblems with the legal system in post-
1989 Bulgaria had a significant impact on the impatation of reform measures, in much the

same way as problems with public administration #gidwever, as analysis earlier in this study

" These companies purported to offer vehicle, bssinend home insurance, but would offer their tdidittle more
than a sticker that the client could display orirtheoperty. This sticker made clear to any potrttieves that the
property was protected by a certain group, whiah davell-known reputation for ruthlessly dealinghwany
perpetrators that were caught. In some towns, bases and vehicle owners had just one companprintied
these “insurance” services, and unprotected prigggentere the target of fire, theft, vandalism anas. In larger
towns, the insurance companies controlled certaasa while others might be more lucrative, andetfoge open to
competition, which often consisted of an escalatibmiolence only ended by negotiation and possilgjeeement
between the companies. When a vehicle was stdlennsurance company would often act as a middldreameen
the thief and owner, allowing the owner to buy ¥léicle back, for a fee of course. The methodscamdposition
of these insurance companies evolved over timespanse to sporadic and limited government reguasind their
successor companies remain extremely influentitiéncountry today: one example is the TIM Groapyarna,
who were recently linked to the self-immolationRdémen Goranov
(http://www.novinite.com/view_news.php?id=15003Bor more details on the insurance industry,Ni&elov
1997.
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has shown, the lack of consensus among politidalsehad already caused an inconsistent policy
making process, so legal delays can be understom@ @s a consequence of the lack of

consensus than as a distinct causal factor indtegyed transition.

“Preying on the state”: State capture as an explartary variable

Another school of thought regarding the delayedditson in Bulgaria argues that the
country’s failure to proceed along a consistenhmdtmarket reform after 1989 is the result not
of an absence of direction, but rather the consezpief a deliberatmidirection of the reform
process along a pathway which brought extensiveefiisnto a small sector of society. This
section will examine this approach and discuss haelates to the lack of consensus argument.
Venelin Ganev has termed this process “preying han dtate”: whereby the Bulgarian state
structures in early post-socialism became incrghgidysfunctional as those in power set about
extracting resources, both material and informatiorGovernment leaders and ministers
undertook the transfer of financial, industrial,damtangible assets from the state to a new
entrepreneurial elite, a process Ganev describéseasrsed Tillyan” (2007, 180-186). Cases
include the use of off-budget funds to move finahagiesources from the state to private
businesses; creation of an unregulated bankingsettich borrowed money from the state and
lent this money to new credit millionaires who nekapaid the loans, causing the collapse of the
banks and the swallowing of the debt by the staté;the flow of personnel and highly valuable
information from state to private sector. The datntionalization of information included the
transfer and eventual dissolution of both the tastifor Social Governance, the largest social
science library in the country with sociologicahseys, polls, and other data, and the Center for

Information Technologies and Automated Systemsciwhield data on economic infrastructure,
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exports, business contacts, and computer databasthe economy (Ganev 2008, 52-53). These
processes began under the Lukanov government anel ivest likely orchestrated from the

highest levels of government, and carried out bgted subordinates. Upon taking office, future
governments found that they lacked basic infornmatibout various economic sectors, and had
to start anew accumulating data on agriculturaldrar industry potential. As Ganev states, “it
would be naive to believe, however, that the infation was actually lost. Rather, it was

‘reappropriated’ by those who had access to itsehwho also had plans about how to use it in

future” (2007, 54).

Even here, though, we can observe a lack of conseasiong those involved (not to
mention society as a whole). As Ganev states, ddmolition of the state does not come about
as the realization of an insidious comprehensian;pktate structures are whittled away as
winners strive to perpetuate their victories” (20020). Those involved lacked a common vision
of Bulgaria’s future — instead, they were concemth their own short-term gain and any bias
against free market reforms and democratizationecaot from an ideological perspective but
from the greater opportunities for extraction thatveakened state provided. Using Hellman’s
(1998) arguments about winners and losers in pmsaunist transitions, Ganev provides a
detailed account of how one group of winners toakvaatage of the post-communist

uncertainties and became the strongest economgiaraerate in the country.

Multigroup was established by llia Pavlov, a fornverestlef> who married into the

family of the director of military counterintellipee, supported by eight former government

"5 For a detailed examination of the connection betwe sporting, state security, and police se@gshow they
became central to the growth of Multigroup, othesihess conglomerates, and organized crime in gkrsee
Tsvetkova 2008; Petrunov 2006; Nikolov 1997, ad aglmultiple Bulgarian exposes and investigatgunsh as
Petrova 2007 and Zlatkov 2007 and 2008. The linlvben sports, state security, and police is legwising when
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ministers, three former directors of state-ownetkmgmises, and a former head of Department
Six, the most powerful State Security agency (Gak@97, 102). Through international and
domestic deals concerning oil and gas imports, atemand metal production, tobacco
production and distribution, banking, and sugaron Multigroup grew rapidly to control over
120 Bulgarian companies, with operations excee8ihdillion as early as 1993, as its position
enabled it “to exploit various lucrative opportuest by raiding a logistically vulnerable public

domain” (Ganev 2007, 95-103).

Although the largest such group, Multigroup was alaine in its activities. Across the
full spectrum of state activity, both organized audhoc groups joined together in dynamic and
flexible networks or coalitions of personal andnfiat connections to identify and take advantage
of the opportunities afforded by the dislocatiorighe transition period. Theruski (ties) that
facilitated uslugi (favors) which under communism were “instrumentalriitigating the effects
of political repression and in preventing the atoation of society” (Ragaru 2003, 217) would
remain essential during the uncertainties of taedition. Ragaru argues that “because they build
upon a reading of politics as distant and alien stnelss personal trust at the expense of social
trust,uslugiindeed hamper the emergence of a clear dividirgbgtween the public and private
spheres, and encourage the development of clisti¢cgbiolitical relations” (2003, 208). A further
problem for the transition in Bulgaria was the ladla strong sense of morality when it came to
providing uslugito those with whom you had closeuski. “Many people in Bulgaria don’t look
at criminal activity as a bad thing when it is tbemselves and their circle. They identify with a
small group and what they do in the interests efghoup, they accept as good.” The author of

these words, a manager of a large state firm usalgalism and a businessman after 1989, went

one considers that the major sports schools aris elere established by the army and the militiadK €8y the
army, and Levski by the militia (Petrunov 2006, BOFor a similar story from the former USSR, sa#kdv 2002.
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on to relate a post-socialist story of how the ngamaf a building owned by the state offered to
rent space in the building to the businessmanmatieh lower rate than normal (and without the
usual unofficial surcharge that he levied on otfeeters), explaining that this was because he

knew the father of the businessman, and respeatetbh being an honest mah.

The result was the proliferation of “spontaneousi€gjand illegal) privatization ... [as]
former authorities sought to transfer ownershigtate-owned property to themselves or friends
at a low price without a public auction” (Mladenoaad Angresano 1997, 507). Ganev gives the
example of the Orion group, formed immediately ati®@89 by a small group of personal friends
who “trusted one another and shared the ambitiontuofing themselves into big-time
capitalists,” which they achieved through closermmtions with the Videnov regime after 1994,
before losing political favor after the bankingsisi of 1996 (2007, 78-80). Table 5 shows the
degree of connectivity between the government ant Blultigroup and Orion. Changes in the
government did affect the fortunes of the two gsyuput both managed to continue their
operations, albeit at a reduced level, while tledosest political patrons were out of power.
Kostadinova recounts how “ideologically, Videnowharevailed over his intraparty rivals at the
1994 election, but failed to completely defeat Mutiup, whose resources were sufficient to
weaken the prime minister’s favorites [Orion]” (Z)1103), and goes on to describe how the
connections between the government and such bssgresips were constantly evolving and
highly responsive to changes in the political emwiment. She argues that “the groups also
survived because the Bulgarian political partiesewe constant need of financial resources” and

that it was precisely “the politics of partial refo of the early 1990s [that] enhanced the

’® Christo Traykof, businessman and former managarsiate firm. Interview with the author, July 2012
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formation and sustained the existence of spectiisirtess circles around each elite group in

power” (Kostadinova 2012, 116, 96).

Table 5. Connections between the government and the two meiness groups, Multigroup and
Orion, 1989-1998

Years Group Government(s) Connections
1989-95 | Multigroup Lukanov (89-90) | Veselin Blagoev, chairman of Privatization Agency
Berov (92-94) Ivan Kolev, deputy minister of trade

Spas Gelemezov, director of Bulgartabak

Ljubomir Filipov, chairman Bulgarian National Bank
Dimiter Sokolov, chairman of National Energy Contenit
Andrey Lukanov, Prime Minister

1994-98 | Orion Videnov (94-96) Krassimir Raidovskirector of press center, Council of
Ministers

Ljubomir Kolarov, Chairman of Mail and Long Distanc
Communication Committee

Mikhail Danov, Director Bulgarian Telephone Company
Zlatimir Orsov, BSP Deputy, member of parliamentary
committee on agriculture

Connections refer to people employed by or pathefbusiness group and their former or subsequasitigns in
government or national administration. Multigroygpears to have operated as an employer of formesrgment
administrators, while members of Orion became eygde of the government (Ganev 2007).

The lack of consensus as an ongoing process

Bulgarian society as a whole was not slow to dranctusions from these and other
examples of the wild capitalism that dominatedehdy years of the transition. Politicians spoke
loudly about their plans for reforming the counsryconomy, including privatization of state-
owned enterprises and price liberalization, buir thetions failed to match their rhetoric, and the
reform process lurched from one direction to anotA¢ the same time, it was obvious to the
public that ownership of the industrial and commarinfrastructure of the country was shifting
from the state to newly emerged business conglde®ran the private sector, through

uncoordinated, ad-hoc privatization: “this ‘wild*guiet’ or ‘spontaneous privatizatioff’

""“This kind of ownership transfer is consideredi&jlif the information concerning the sale is meade public, or
‘illegal’ if working rules are violated” (Bitzeni2003, 78).
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included the sale of portions of state owned asaetheir listed book value [which] due to
accounting practices under the previous system. littedrelationship to any probable market
valuation” (Jones and Rock 1994, 313). Many of ehesterprises were sold for nominal sums of
one dollar, and subsequently broken up or subjecteatensive asset stripping, regardless of the
impact on the local or national economy. An exanvpdes the heavy machine building plant in
Radomir, into which the communist regime had inedsnillions, purchasing high technology
machinery, “including a huge industrial loom, whislas just one of two in the world. One in
Japan and one in Bulgaria. Expensive technology..adlnaf this eventually was discarded, and

sold as scrap’®

Conclusion
While missing many of the achievements of socialisuch as full employment,

healthcare, education and stability, Bulgariansewksss attached to the system of central
planning, having witnessed its shortcomings fiahdhin the latter years of socialism, but they
had little knowledge of what free market capitalikroked like elsewhere, or was supposed to
look like according to the textbooks, and drew ttheipressions solely from what they saw
occurring in front of their eyes. In the past, Géeel notes, “communist ideologues had warned
that capitalism was an immoral system, and priasitn seemed to provide empirical evidence
that those who were the least scrupulous were nies that benefited the most from the sudden
dismantling of the socialist system.” A common egsion said that “everything they told us
about socialism was wrong, but everything they wmdabout capitalism was right” (Ghodsee

2011, 184-5). The corrupt and immoral strippinghedf country’s industrial base through insider

"8 Christo Traykof, businessman and former managarsiate firm. Interview with the author, July 2012
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privatization “made things very difficult here, atdok away the hopes for serious change
among people, who were intelligent, literate, krexlgeable and not connected to the
government.” Had there been an opportunity in the early ddythe changes when public
opinion, led by the political elite, could have tEsred around a coherent program of swift,
targeted and extensive reform of all sectors ofgBuén society, the time had clearly passed.
“Political cynicism grew and the word ‘reform’ iléevoked only mockery in public opinion”

(Daskalov 1998, 29).

This chapter has shown how between 1989 and 19®7oeudc reforms were promised
but only partly implemented, state assets were palyially privatized, sales often took place
behind closed doors without political or legal aight, and extensive obstacles to liberalization
remained both in law and in practice. The contentiere is that these problems were the result
of the lack of consensus on the political and eognochanges in Bulgaria, reflected in the
inconsistent behavior of the main political parti@s the resulting legislative behavior of
consecutive governments on issues relating to éice pnd extent of reforms (reversal of policy
decisions, amendment and/or repeal of previouslegn, failure to pass legislation), and in a
clear pattern of obstruction and delay of thoserrat that were passed. Even where these delays
can be attributed to other motives, such as divgmesources from the state for personal gain or
the lack of resources, the lack of consensus hetpedreate a conducive, or at the least
permissive, environment for political and econoragents to act. The next chapter will take
these themes and investigate their impact at d lecel, in the town of Rousse, in northeastern

Bulgaria.

9 Christo Traykof, businessman and former managarsiate firm. Interview with the author, July 2012
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Chapter Four: A case study of Rousse and the trarnsin process

Introduction

This chapter will investigate how the lack of comses in Bulgaria over the pace and
extent of the reform process manifested itself docal level, by using as a case study the town
of Rousse, situated in the north east of Bulgarathe Danube river. An examination of the
debates over de-communization measures (remohtfes, street renaming, etc.); the struggle
between the mayor and municipal council over the samunicipal housing; and the slow and
patchy privatization of state and municipal entisgs will reveal the ways in which the
transition process was delayed in one importanhtand region, with implications for how this

scenario was repeated across the country.

History

Rouss& is an ancient settlement, on the banks of the Banwith neo-lithic and
Thracian inhabitants pre-dating the Roman presemicen the town became a major military and
economic center known &exaginta Pristaor the Port of Sixty Ships, in the first centuxip.
During the Ottoman occupation, the town was namRedtchuk(Little Rousse) and was the
administrative center of the Danub@ayet and seat of the liberal Ottoman governor Midhat
Pasha from 1864 to 1868. Under his rule, the firstting office in Bulgaria was opened (1864),

beginning a series of “firsts” for the town: thesfi railway line (which when completed led to

8 The name Rousse is transliterated from the Bulgdice in at least two different ways: Rousse and Rusa¢mo
rarely as Russe). Throughout this dissertation/elehosen to use the longer form Rousse for two megisons:
first, it is the form | was first introduced to uparrival in the town in 1998; second, as the grddrm Ruse
usually omits the accent on the final vowel, itfdo inform the reader that the correct pronumaiaof the town is
[Drusd].
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Varna on the Black Sea coast, 1867); first steig gfoduced (1881); first privately owned bank
(1881); first technical school (1881); first modeneteorological station (1883); first chamber of
commerce (1890); first insurance company (18913t elevator (1896); first movie projection
(1897); first oil refinery (1933). Rousse played immportant role in the National Revival from
the mid-1800s on, became a center of the revolatiomovement of the 1860s, and was one of
the main entry points for the liberating Russiaoops in 1877. In 1880 the town had a
population of 26,156 compared to the new capitahefKingdom of Bulgaria, Sofia, which had
20,501 citizens. Around the turn of the centuryréehwere 14 foreign consulates in Rousse,
including those of Great Britain, France, Austrorgary, Germany, and Russia, along with over
4,000 resident expatriates. Although the town saffea decline in importance between the first
and second world wars, with a population of jusd4Z in 1934 (Sofia had reached 287,000 by
then), the socialist period returned the town t® @osition as an important economic,
transportation, cultural and educational hub, basecew port facilities, the Danube Bridge
built between 1952 and 1954, rapid industrializaiio the heavy machinery, chemical and light
industrial sectors, a technical university, opeéh@atre, and cinema facilities, and an influx of
new residents from the surrounding rural areas 1885, the population peaked at close to
200,000)%* Outside Sofia, Rousse ranks alongside Plovdivn¥and Burgas in terms of its size
and significance, and, as shown here, the towroftas found itself at the forefront of changes

in modern Bulgarian history, a situation that wob&repeated at the end of the socialist era.

8 Details of Rousse’s history are taken from théci@f homepage of the towhitp://www.ruse-bg.eu/index.php
the regional libraryhttp://www.libruse.bg/the regional history museutmttp://www.museumruse.conend the
tourist information centehttp://tic.rousse.bgSofia’s history is taken from the official homejeaat
http://www.sofia.bg/index.as@nd the city’s cultural homepagehtitp://sofiaculture.bg/130/index.php
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Rousse and the end of socialism
Chapter Two discussed the events surrounding thewal of Todor Zhivkov from

power in 1989, and the limited role played by masgests at that time. Throughout the years of
socialism, Bulgaria had experienced notably fewanses of protest, rebellion, or dissidence. In
such a docile, non-contentious environment, eveallssnale instances of dissent stand out and
take on greater significance in terms of the pmditiopportunities which they exploit. The 1987-
88 protests in Rousse over pollution caused byelalgemical plants across the river in Giurgiu,
Romania, are an example of such small-scale instan&s described in Chapter Two, the
protests originated with six ordinary women, mosh&ho were afraid for their children’s health,
and would provide the impetus for the formationtlod environmental movement (and future
political party) Ecoglasnost in April 1989 and largrotests in Sofia in October 1989. These six
women led an informal movement that grew from thwl§ initial gathering on September 28,
1987, of around 500 protesters to the 2,000 to®Bgifbng crowd who joined the “mothers with
prams” demonstration on February 10, 1988. Oncendgausse found itself at the forefront of

new developments across Bulgaria.

The fact that so many Rousse citizens were wiltmgxpress their dissatisfaction with
the socialist government over the ecological cfistsng the town, and to do so in a manner that
had not been seen in the country before, demoastjast how strongly they felt about the
problems caused by the Romanian chemical plantst fhle protests would ultimately prove to
have little impact on the internal maneuverings braught down Zhivkov (except so far as they
may have provided impetus to the planned coup¥ Iess importance here than the light they
shed on the hearts and minds of the people involveaim the previous two chapters, it is clear

that the bulk of the Bulgarian population was n@pgared for the end of socialism, being caught
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by surprise with little or no idea of what demogramnd (in particular) capitalism would mean
for their country. What the protests in Rousse &afia show, as do the post-coup mass meetings
across the country, is that despite their lackooggight or knowledge, the Bulgarian people were
willing, and capable, of expressing their hopessirds, and even demands in an open and
democratic manner. The immediate post-November m@ranment was ripe for rapid and
extensive political, social and economic changesd, there been agreement on what shape these
changes should take. A close study of developman®ousse provides us with an opportunity
to understand how this potentially fertile enviramwh turned sterile and unproductive and the

transition from socialism to free market capitatistnocracy was delayed.

Decline of the environmental movement

Almost immediately following the ouster of Zhivkowand certainly by early 1990,
Ecoglasnost began to fragment. The conditions tied helped raise the environmental
movement to the forefront of protest in Bulgariafted, from a brief situation of political
pluralism as interest groups and parties emerged &cross the political spectrum, to a bi-polar
system as opposition forces consolidated undeurthigrella of the Union of Democratic Forces
in order to take on the still-powerful CommunisttgaAs Mitsuda and Pashev point out, “the
structure of Ecoglasnost was horizontal, rathen thertical. The post-Zhivkov bipolar political
structure did not leave much space for a movemeiti® kind” (1995, 99). The Green Party
split itself off from Ecoglasnost in early 1990,daalthough together the two groups won 32
seats in the new 400-seat Grand National Assentftdy @ine June 1990 elections, this was the
high point of their political success: divisionstite UDF; the switching of public concern from

the environment to economic survival in the haraHyedays of transition; and the continued
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success of the Socialist party all served to undexnthe initially significant position of the
environmental movement in Bulgaria after 1990. dladily, “the partisan, political bickering
that broke out in the environmental movement aft®89 in many ways soured the general
public on environmental organizations” (Desai andav&ly 1998, 41) and one of the
movement's founders admitted as much at tPfeaRniversary of the Rousse Committee on
March 8, 1991, when he stated: “we do no longekvior Ruse, neither for ecology; we became

egoists §ic]” (Baumgartl 1993, 171).

This was also the case in Rousse, partly becdassix women responsible for the first
organized demonstrations had been clear from tlggnbieg that their aim was to stop the
noxious emissions from the Romanian chemical plaotder to protect the health of the town’s
children: they wanted to spur the government imtiboa, not to overthrow it. Once the political
changes began in Rousse after November 10, 1989witdmen returned to their jobs and
families, and allowed others to take up the reinf® nascent civil society organizations that the
demonstrations had given birth %.Many of those who came forward to lead these
organizations had similarly idealistic views on fa&ure direction of the town and of Bulgaria.
One of these organizations, the Movement for Cvitiative (MCI), declared at the end of
November 1989 that it was not a political party &ad no pretentions to hold office. Instead, it
called for electoral reform, free democratic elets, a new constitution to be approved by
national referendum, the dismantling of all aspectthe totalitarian state, freedom for political
prisoners, and legal proceedings against thos@msgye for the economic, political, ecological

and national crimes committed during socialism (MC389). The local environmental

8 The women have been the feature of a BulgariaioNalt Television documentadylecm JKenu (Six Women)
and a boollemonmaoic: Eona Bankancka Ucmopus om Kpas na XX Bex (Demontage: A Balkan Story from the End
of the 20" Century) Details of their aims and intentions are drawmrfithis book (Antonova and Kamenova 2008).

118



movement, many of whose members also participatede MCI, formed its own branch of the
Ecoglasnost organization, and removed itself fratitips, preferring to concentrate on issues

such as monitoring Danube pollution levels (Desai navely 1998, 41).

That the initially promising resurgence of civibcsety in Rousse from 1987 did not
continue at the same pace or with the same impetthe early days of the transition deserves
closer attention. One factor may well be economicich of the population would soon be
preoccupied with finding food, surviving power afgkel shortages, and clinging onto the
dwindling number of jobs — they simply did not hahe time, money or energy to expend on
civic participation. Linz and Stepan’s (1996) wak democratic transition and consolidation
suggests another explanation, focused on theae#dtip of civil and political society. Political
society is the “arena in which the polity speciligaarranges itself to exercise control over
public power and state apparatus” while civil stcieefers “to that arena of the polity where
self-organizing groups, movements, and individuaidatively autonomous from the state,
attempt to articulate values, create associationssalidarities, and advance their interests” (7-
8). Both arenas are essential to a successful cfatimotransition and consolidation, but all too
often leaders from each fail to acknowledge theshmportance, with political society leaders
arguing that once the old system has been overthrowil society should take a back seat and

allow the political leaders to move forward witletbonstruction of democracy, and vice versa.

The fact that so many of those involved in thebatdt of civil society activity from 1987
until 1989 would soon voluntarily step back frone itivic stage and either return to their private
lives or focus their actions on smaller scale migjeloes seem to legitimize Linz and Stepan’s
arguments. Despite early positive signs, civil sycin Rousse — and across the country — failed
to develop the “capacity to generate political ralégives and to monitor government and state”
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and was therefore unable to “help resist reversalp push transitions to their completion, help
consolidate, and help deepen democracy” (1996C&pnecting Linz and Stepan’s work to the
central concern of this dissertation — the laclcafisensus about the pace and direction of the
transitional reform process — begs the questiony2¥iWhy did civil society not emerge in the
early post-1989 period as a worthy counterbalaageotitical society? One answer may be that
the population of Rousse (and beyond) lacked causeon what the role of civil society should
be — under socialism, much attention was paid tantary civic engagement (which in reality
was mandatory) through such organizations as thedémol (Young communist leaders), the
Young Pioneers, and the multitude of work brigadesjt is not surprising that citizens were
suspicious of the new groups emerging after 19&8ioNally, the speed with which the leaders
of these organizations — such as Podkrepa, thepemdient trade union, or Ecoglasnost — began
acting in the same self-serving manner as the for@@mnmmunist nomenklatura shocked the
country, and left many disillusioned and skeptialbut civil society. Further damage was
caused by a decision of the Council of Ministersl#90 which exempted foundations from
certain taxes, including import duties. People egsko register non-profit organizations and,
“under the guise of foundation status ... began tparncigarettes, alcohol, oil and consumer

products, purely for the purpose of making mon&yrigvely and Desai 1995, 35).

Socio-economic costs in Rousse after socialism

The dire situation facing Bulgaria from the end 1889 has been described in detail
earlier in this study, and all of the national gesbs of inflation, rising unemployment,
collapsing industrial and agricultural productiehortages of food and fuel were to be found in

Rousse. On many levels, however, the town and gndiog areas were more severely hit by the
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transitional crises than almost any other regionBwigaria. Table 6 gives a number of
comparisons among the Rousse region, Sofia, ancbilngry as a whole over the period 1989 to
1991, while Table 7 shows unemployment rates fdg&ia, Sofia, and Rousse from 1990 to
1993, which reveal that the country as a wholeesalf a significant increase in unemployment
from 1990 to 1992, after which the growth of uneoyphent in Rousse began to outstrip the rest

of the country, and the city of Sofia in particular

Table 6. Relative regional indicators 1989 and 1991

Indicator Bulgaria Sofia Rousse

Relative internal immigration 1989 100 117.5 83.4
1991 100 104.6 34.9

Net material income per employed 1989 100 136.4 74.3
1991 100 117.7 88.3

Average salary 1989 100 111.4 95.5
1991 100 109.5 93.5

Source: Minassian and Totev 1996, 73-74.

Table 7: Unemployment rates in Bulgaria, Sofia and Rous8801o0 1993

1990 1991 1992 1993a 1993b

Bulgaria 1.7 11.1 15.3 15.6 15.7

Sofia (city) 14 8.1 8.9 9.0 8.8

Rousse 1.5 11.3 17.7 20.2 20.7

Source: Minassian and Totev 1996, 64. a — endsifduarter; b — end of second quarter.

In Table 6, for each category, not only did Rougsgorm poorly compared to Sofia and the
national average, it was also either last or sedondst (above Haskovo) in comparison to all
other regions. The net external migration from Beusse region was a particular problem:
central planning sought to maintain population lewe ensure sufficient workforce numbers,
and the severe pollution from the Romanian chenptait had already caused many to flee the
city. Research suggests that the number of eca@bgifugees may have reached as many as
20,000 by 1989 (Mitsuda and Pashev 1995, 91). Toievation was obvious — the health of the
population, particularly the children, was undetaeit: 3,500 people suffered from “Rousse
Lung,” an unidentified lung disease; the overalleleof lung diseases increased from 969 per
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hundred thousand residents in 1975 (before the ica¢émpiant was built) to 17,386 in 1985; and
skin diseases and allergies rose too — 86,000rehildnd 62,000 adults (almost three quarters of
the city’s population) were outpatients of the necatisystem in 1986 (Baumgartl 1993, 163-
164). While under socialism the authorities couhp down on the exodus, after 1989 there
were no such controls, and the continued pollutigre Romanian plant would not cease
production until late 1991) combined with the oWleegonomic decline meant that many people
— especially the young and educated — sought etrmaoy elsewhere, either in Bulgaria or
abroad (see Chapter Three for a discussion ointipidations of this “brain drain”). The Rousse
region lost the second-highest number of citizeihany region in Bulgaria between 1989 and
1992, dropping from 848,800 to 767,600 (Haskovd tbe highest, almost 150,000 people)

(Minassian and Totev 1996, 54).

In an economic analysis of Rousse prepared for Wmited States Agency for
International Development (USAID) in January 19@hemployment was recorded as 16%
overall, but as high as 33% for those with jushhsghool diplomas, and was “especially high in
skilled jobs in manufacturing, trade and constaugti contributing to the fact that “over the last
three years about one-third of the City’s populatltas been jobless for a month or more”
(Finley 1994, 3). The report goes on to note tbae of the primary strengths of Rousse is its
location. As a port city on the Danube, it offeesy access to the nations along the river as well
as to the Black Sea” (Finley 1994, 6). Howevercaly at the time that Rousse’s industries
were looking for new markets in Western Europegasdo these markets was proscribed by the
UN sanctions regime on the former Yugoslavia, whaokailed a partial blockade of shipping on
the Danube River. The cost to the Bulgarian econamy considerable: up to $3 billion in lost

trade in 1992 and 1993 (Due and Schmidt 1995, B79. country had already seen $1.2 billion
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wiped from its accounts following the Gulf War imetform of Iraq’s debts to Bulgaria for construntio
medical and other developmental assistance ancethsal of the UN and US to indemnify the foreign
debts of Saddam’s regime (Pishev 1991, 10%)e sanctions also had the unintended but easily
anticipated effect of boosting the illicit economyBulgaria, with sanctions-busting boosting the
wealth of the new “business groups” (see Chapteed)hwho kept Yugoslavia supplied with oil
and other essentials. The sanctions regime playethjar role in the reduction of shipping
tonnage on the Danube, which dropped from 100 onillinetric tons in 1987 to 19 million in
1994 (Schlacter 1999). For Rousse, it was a dobldes — the restricted access to foreign
markets affected the local industries, and the ipgetf along with the region’s largest employee,

the state-owned shipyard, lost traffic and orders.

Almost all the employers in the region — with theeption of the shipyard, which added
workers during the early 1990s — were sufferingrfra loss of export markets and serious

overcapacity. Table 8 shows the composition of caamgs by economic sector:

Table 8¢ Composition of Rousse companies by economic secd94

Sector % of Total

Trade, Tourism and Services 20

Construction 4
Financial 0

B

Agriculture and Food

Mechanical Engineering

Service

~|00|00|©

Transport

(o2}

Industrial, Office Electronics and Software

)]

Textiles, Garments and Shoes

Applied Engineering and Chemistry 5

Commodities and Brokers 4

Furniture 3

Source: Finley 1994, 1%

8 Accurate and accessible data for the economiatiituin the early 1990s in Bulgaria are hard mal fiand this is
particularly the case for regions and towns sucR@ssse. The data from 1994, while not ideal, mgresome of
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The construction sector, dominated by several latgee and municipal firms, had around 50%
overcapacity in 1994; the mechanical engineeringose suffering from lost export markets
(most of the production had previously gone to CANIEN countries), had overcapacity of up to
80%; the transport sector included the port ante shipping company as well as the airport,
which would soon be closed to commercial flighte do unprofitability; and the industrial and
office electronics sector found itself in seriotmuble, with up to 90% overcapacity, due more to
uncompetitive products than difficulties in gainiagcess to new export markets. The USAID
economic report clearly states that many firms wWowted to downsize and diversify if they
wished to stay competitive, but that business feduand increased unemployment were both
likely (Finley 1994, 9-15). For those out of woud; struggling on their existing salaries, the
nascent free market offered the chance to go iosinless for themselves, and national figures
show nearly 163,000 new firms were registered updbruary 1993. Surveys found, however,
that the new private sector “accounts for onlylatneely small proportion of economic activity
in contrast to the situation in other transitio@onomies,” with many of the new firms
employing only family members, or existig jure and notde facto(Bartlett and Rangelova
1997, 236-239}" In Rousse, an estimated 10% of the labor forcedtaded or tried to start a
business of their own, although USAID warned thabst are probably looking at restaurants
and retail outlets, where the risk is high and plogential for market saturation great” (Finley

1994, 4).

the clearer and more reliable data from this pettiad | have managed to source to date, even takiog
consideration the ideological bias of the sourc8AlD.

8 Other post-transition changes also impacted tieben of private businesses established: until afidir Bulgaria
had joined the European Union in 2007, foreignvithials were prohibited from owning land, or prdypehat
came with land. They could, however, perfectly Isgawn a Bulgarian company, which would then owue tand —
one more reason why statistics connecting the nuof@rivate companies to the economic prospedisishbe
viewed with caution.
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For many of the citizens of Rousse, the early 4889 years were a constant struggle.
Educational levels were notably higher than théonat average, with 20% having a university
education and 40% having a specialist educationg¥i1994, 2), but this was no guarantee of
protection from the damage wrought by the introauncof market forces. Those in the education
sector were particularly badly affected, with temshand lecturers going months without
salaries: “Many of my colleagues who were univgrigtturers decided to change their jobs ... |
remember a colleague of mine who taught Germanbshame a secretary to someone because
she could no longer survive on this saldyThe nationwide economic crisis led to factoried an
enterprises failing, no money for salaries andilikrrshortages: “absolutely every type of
household good and foodstuffs disappeared from stmelves and we started to see huge
queues.®® People’s lives revolved around the shortages: Hae to wake up at four o’clock in
the morning to go and queue to buy bread. We hadatofor three or four hours to buy bread.
Some people who kept their sense of humor saidBbkgaria was like a discotheque, because

there were two or three hours with electricityethhours without®

During this period, crime became an importantédsoth in people’s consciousn&sand
statistically. While the new business organizatiarese extracting millions of dollars through
bank fraud, fixed privatization deals, or sanctisting, the full extent of which would not
come to light for many years, ordinary people werere immediately concerned with the
increase in common and petty crimes in Rousselandurrounding villages, and the connection
to the economic crisis. At a meeting of mayors freen such villages in December 1990,

discussion centered on the problem of securityhm riegion, with a succession of speakers

8 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhsthe author, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.

% |rina Kovacheva, teacher. Interview with the autfiRousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.

87 Reneta Raynova, midwife. Interview with the auftiRousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.

8 Nationwide, four out of five citizens consistenthnked crime as a “very serious” problem: 81.9%982, 78%
in 1993, 86.3% in 1994, and 83.8% in 1995 (Gend¥12@73).
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bemoaning the lack afhilitzioneri or militiamen (as the police were known under Ssng) to
patrol the villages, as well as the lack of tramspend supplies of and money for fuel (National
Archives — Rousse 1990a). In a report submittethéoMunicipal Council in early 1991, the
Director of the Rousse Police Department provided following statistics: in 1988 there were
470 criminal offences; in 1989 1,073, and in 1997, with the largest number involving theft
from private and municipal property, including nades, food, and fuel. Several “worrying”
tendencies are noted, including an increase inhyaiftending; a three-fold increase in re-
offending; a doubling of crimes committed by theemnployed; and the emergence of organized
groups of criminals (National Archives — Rousse Il)9 Under socialism, a teacher recalls, “we
were afraid of being monitored, of freely speakouwy opinions. Now there is another fear. That

they don’t break into your house and beat or lathy?°

Removing the symbols of socialism

After the fall of the Berlin wall, among the mdetceful images to emerge from Eastern
Europe were those showing the removal of commustistues, plaques, slogans and other
symbols from public spaces and buildings. The destn of the Berlin Wall itself was soon
followed by the pulling down of statues of Lenirr@ss the Eastern Bloc, many of these cathartic
feats accomplished by ordinary citizens, and ac@omga by celebrations. In Bulgaria, too, the
large statue of Lenin in the center of Sofia wanaeed® as were the hammer and sickle reliefs

on the former Communist Party headquarters andedtiestar on the top of the same building,

8 |rina Kovacheva, teacher. Interview with the autfiRousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.

% This statue recently reappeared at the Museunoaflist Art, opened in 2011, alongside a multitadether
statues, sculptures, paintings and artworks crehiedg the socialist period and depicting, amotigers, Lenin,
Stalin, Georgi Dimitrov, Todor Zhivkov and his ddugr, Ludmilla Zhivkova.
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and a multitude of other statues and artworks.réstengly, one of the major symbols of
socialism, the Dimitrov Mausoleum, would not be oemd until 1999, and even then with great
difficulty. ®* However, “for certain communist-era monuments, ¢vents or personages they
were intended to commemorate failed to offend mostaunist sensibilities sufficiently to
necessitate their removal, public memory regardhmese monuments was ambivalent or, in
some cases, relatively positive” (Kelleher 2009). 40or much of its history, socialism in
Bulgaria brought positive economic, social and walt developments to the country, which
helps explain the population’s reluctance to teawm monuments to this period. To the present
day, the country remains well populated by Russsml Soviet Army memorials, and
monuments to the anti-fascist communist forcesh wite latter often incorporated into (or
located near) more sweeping homages to Bulgariz0® Jyear history and its glorious socialist
future, such as the Shipka and Buzludzha memaaiathe top of the Shipka Pass in the Stara
Planina mountain range in the center of the couousse is no exception to this trend — and in
fact the last remaining Bulgarian statue of Lertit is its original location can be found in the
Rousse region, in the town of Novgrad on the r@a8wishtov (See Figure 3 for photos of these

and other monuments mentioned in this chapter).

%1 Maria Todorova describes how the mausoleum wastaarted in six days in 1949, yet took two failed
detonations and seven days to be demolished in; B9@Prelates in detail the controversy surroundiegy
demolition: many important figures of the Bulgartaansition, from all political persuasions, “spalkewrote
against the destruction as an uncivilized act, éalsing antihistoricism” (2010, 415).
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Figure 3: Socialist statues and monuments in Bulgaria

Statues of Lenin, Georgi Dimitrov, and other Comistl
figures, now displayed together in the Museum dfi8lcst
Art in Sofia, Bulgaria (Author’s collection)

h Socialist-era memorial “Buzludzha.” Shipka Passy&
Planina mountains, Bulgaria. (Author’s collection)

t

The Shipka Memorial, Stara Planina mountains. Bl
commemorate the crucial battles that took placahat
Shipka Pass during the Russo-Turkish war of 187it-
was opened in 1934. The Buzludzha socialist montin
was built about 12km away by road (Photo: pul

Statue of Lenin in the town of Novgrad, Rous
Province, 60km east of Rousse. The statue has meth
3in the town square since the fall of the sociaksfime,
nand is well kept, with no graffiti or other defacem
nliduthor’s collection, July 2012).

domain).

se
ai
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Monuments and statues in Rousse. Clockwise fronketitpl. The Statue of Liberty, located in FreedSquare in the
heart of Rousse, is dedicated to the Russian afghBan heroes of the Liberation. Built in 1901jsitcentral to the

historical and cultural identity of the town and ditizens, and is the site of numerous ceremamigscelebrations,.

The statue’s hand points towards Russia. 2. ThéeSBdvmy Memorial, at the entrance to the largesthe town'’s
parks, has been subject to graffiti at differentets, but is generally accepted by the citizensrd& hee occasionall
wreaths and flowers placed here on historical d&8e§he statue of Georgi Dimitrov that stood algsthe Operg
from 1982 to 1990, and which was often confusedafounknown composer. 4. The statue of Lenin, wktobd at a
roundabout at one of the entrances to the citysthiie was removed after socialism, but the pabiessnained until
the late 2000s. 5. The Memorial of the Heroes Raltethe Struggle against Fascism is located atrifegsection of
Alexandrovska Street (the central pedestrianizextotiighfare that stretches from the Soviet Army Mgaiato
Freedom Square and beyond) and Tsar Osvoboditdetma opposite the Central Hali, or market halbwers and
wreaths are also laid here on important dateshé.Pantheon of the Heroes of the Bulgarian NatiBweafival and the

|

Liberation. (Photosvww.bulgarian-monuments.cqomww.ruselive.com
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The question of socialist-era statues and monwsnevds, however, subjected to
considerable scrutiny after 1989, and a closer labkow these discussions played out in the
Rousse Municipal Council reveals a lack of consemsuthe way the new Bulgaria should deal
with its communist past. At a meeting in mid-198Iproposal was made for the formation of a
work group to dismantle and remove the statue oirLéhat stood at one of the entrances to the
town, and the statue of Georgi Dimitrov, the oradiCommunist leader after 1944, which stood
outside the opera house. Mention was made of theeraus offers of free labor or financial
assistance to the council to remove the statudssdweral council members raised objections
based on historical and political grounds. Vesé&layakov urged the council not to repeat the
mistakes of 1944, when many monuments relatededBtiigarian monarchy were defaced or
destroyed, and Ivan Ivanov stated that “we accefd@rge moral responsibility in making a
decision on this matter.” The councilors appeacedgree on one point — that the removal of the
Lenin statue was more straightforward than the rehof the one of Dimitrov (although even
here one councilor raised the diplomatic questibreations with the Soviet consulate in the
town, which he felt needed to be informed of theiglen regarding Lenin in advance — this was
accepted by the council in a vote). Several coorgihoted that Lenin was not a Bulgarian hero,
but that Dimitrov was a significant figure in Bulgen history, and that even though there were
many who did not want to remember this period, gpsithe statue should be left as a monument
for future generations. All seemed to agree, howethat the right place for the statue of
Dimitrov was not in front of the Opera House (whdre was frequently mistaken for an
unknown composer) but in the town park, or Histblyseum. One unorthodox suggestion (yet

not entirely unrealistic: a bronze statue of Leinom Czechoslovakia that now sits in Seattle in
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the United States was purchased for $13,000 in )i99&s “to sell it to the West for a huge
sum. There are millionaires there, who don’t knolatvmoney is” (National Archives — Rousse

1991a).

Socialist governments across Eastern Europe hpdsed their ideological control over
society in all manner of ways, from the re-writinf school textbooks and the prescribing of
acceptable topics for literature, art, and scientiésearch, to the physical manifestation of the
socialist ideal in new cities (like Dimitrovgrad Bulgaria), large-scale public works, statues and
monuments. They also sought to engrain socialestlayy into the urban landscape through the
renaming of buildings, roads, parks, schools aherabuildings. Concluding their investigation
into the toponymy of communist Bucharest, Lightcdae and Suditu argue that “street names
have much to tell the geographer about both there@aif the Communist city and about wider
issues concerning the ways in which ideology wasifest and reproduced in Communist
states” (2002, 143). Similarly, the changes in ghgsical environment such as the removal of
statues (discussed above) and the renaming otsstimeldings and parks that occurred after the
fall of communism in Bulgaria surely have somethiogtell us about the degree to which
communist ideology was rejected after 1989. Underadism, Bulgaria was so committed to the
renaming process that from 1949 to 1956 the Blak @ty of Varna, one of the largest cities in
Bulgaria, was renamed Stalin. In Sofia, streetsewasmed after not just international and
national socialist heroes such as Stalin, Lenirgr@ieDimitrov and Vasil Kolarov, but also after
socialist attributes and symbols: Bulgarian-SofAe¢ndship, The Great Turning Point, Hammer

and Sickle, and so on. Stadiums, universities, italsp parks and schools were also given

2 Having only been unveiled in the town of Popradechoslovakia in 1988, it was removed in 1989, and
purchased by an American teacher, Lewis Carpeinté§92, and then shipped to Seattle
(http://arfarfarf.com/fremont/lenin_statue.php
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similar treatment (Popdimitrov 2007). After 198Bese were changed once again, meaning that
some people had lived at three different addresstdsn the space of 50 years, while living in

the same house.

In Rousse too, many street, park and building sain@el been changed under socialism,
and there were some notable reversions of namesLp89, such as thé"df September square
reverting to Alexander Battenburg square; th® 6f September street reverting to
Alexandrovska; Georgi Dimitrov street renamed Bwregs and Boulevard Lenin reverting to
Tsar Osvoboditel Boulevard. The process was ndtowit controversy, however, as another visit
to the records of the municipal council reveals. rAgetings of the Provisional Executive
Committee during the summer of 1991, numerous metigere proposed, discussions held, and
votes taken on the matter of renaming streets, dshsquares and other public spaces and
buildings. A commission had been established tovdrpa lists of objects to be renamed, along
with suggested names, and their recommendationg wWiscussed and voted upon by the
committee. While the renaming of objects such asléigartens proceeded smoothly, many of
the proposed changes to streets and squares inviekeel arguments, with outspoken support
from some in favor of keeping the socialist-era sanVoting was often split evenly across the
committee (at a time when members were appointghsirthan elected on party affiliation, and
so decisions could not be said to reflect partytipal polarization), and many decisions were
sent back to the renaming commission for review alteration (National Archives — Rousse
1991b). As with the removal of the statues of Leauna Dimitrov, it is clear that there was no
consensus within the local community regarding mia¢ure and extent of the post-socialist
renaming process. A Sofia University survey inte tlames and usage of Rousse squares found

that for many citizens the names themselves hekliteological significance than the role and
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usage of the spaces concerned. Thus, Freedom Swemereferred to by many survey
respondents as simply “the square” or “the centehile other squares were known for current
or former institutions that lay nearby: “the squbsethe old post office,” “the square in front of
1001 Goods [shop]” (Toncheva 2006). There was s to wipe the socialist names from the
streets and spaces of Rousse: indeed, in 1998ahest Information Office was still handing

out maps of the town featuring the socialist nanaegl to this day taxi drivers will refer to

various locations by their socialist names, suclhasformer cinema Maxim Gorky instead of

the current structure, the Royal shopping mall.

Local government and the reform process

Having been at the forefront of the emerging disst movement in Bulgaria in the late
1980s, citizens of Rousse were eager participantthe first democratic elections in 1990.
Although the Bulgarian Socialist Party (the forn@mmunist Party) won the elections, with
53% of the seats in the 400 member Grand Natiosakmbly, which shocked many observers
(see Chapter Two for an examination of the resoHtonally), in cities and towns with
populations of around 200,000 or more, the UnioB@inocratic Forces was dominant. This was
the case for Rousse, where the UDF won four ofitleemajoritarian seats in the smaller single
mandate district (mostly urban), and three of #nes seats from the larger proportional district
(the urban area along with large rural areas) (Bwul995, 244-5). The first opportunity the
people of the city would have to choose their Iggalernment was not until the following year,
1991, when the UDF took both the mayoral electiom @ large majority of seats on the
municipal council (in the national elections, theuRse district returned four UDF, three BSP,

and one Movement for Rights and Freedoms (MRF) ilepto the National Assembly).
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At this point, in a city with the recent historf Rousse and that voted decisively for the
UDF in both the 1990 and 1991 elections, we migipeet to observe a strong commitment to
reform measures designed to speed up the tranditton socialism. However, rather than
becoming a force for change, the local council bexéogged down in a series of conflicts with
the mayor that demonstrate just how little agredntieere was even between members of the
same political organization over the pace and eéxbérthe post-socialist reform process. The
following sections detail how these conflicts pldyaut in two particular areas of reform: the

sale of municipal housing and the privatizatiommiicipally owned enterprises.

Municipal housing

Following the Second World War, housing was a migiofor Bulgaria as for other
socialist countries, and extensive new residemiséhtes were constructed in all urban areas to
accommodate the massive influx of new workers franal areas. In the 1950s and 1960s, the
style was Socialist Realism, while by the 1970s thad moved on to Modernism, as cost
concerns drove greater use of poured concrete egfdbpicated panel apartments (Kelleher
2009, 69). Bulgaria differed from other socialisgimes, however, in the share of housing that
remained in private hands: at the time of the 188%sus, 84.4 per cent of the national housing
stock was privately owned, by far the highest lameEastern Europe (World Bank 1991, 12).
This was a reflection of the lack of a landownihgss and longstanding egalitarian traditions in
the country, which even under Ottoman rule enstiat Bulgarians owned their own land and
properties. In the newly growing urban areas, nenmstruction was financed by requiring
residents to put their names on long waiting listkjle still paying well in advance for their

apartments. Access to housing was at the discrefionunicipal housing authorities, who also
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maintained a stock of public housing that was m@rite those most in need, or key workers
whose assignments to different cities and towngsscthe country necessitated shorter term
rental accommodation rather than long-term ownprshhese municipally owned apartments
would become the battleground for a lengthy stregpgitween the mayor of Rousse, Asen Tasev,

and the municipal council, headed by Yavor Dimitrov

After taking office in October 1991, Mayor Tasewroduced a moratorium on the sale of
municipal housing to their occupants, except fmalids and for those who had made advance
payments for many years. This was intended to lengorary measure to allow time for
adequate valuations to take place. However, whemtlnicipal council moved to begin the sale
process, in order to gain funds to build new, mnebaded public housing, the mayor continued
to block the passage of the necessary decisionsrXaimitrov, chair of the municipal council,
described how “the mayor filed a suit, to court,ewthe didn’t agree with our decisions” and,
due to the lack of clear laws defining what was oipal property and what was state, “the court
did not accept any decisions from the municipalnoilubecause as there wasn’t anything that

was officially municipal property, what were thegailing about anyway?®

The council continued to press the issue througtimir mandate, several times passing
decisions that required the mayor to “make a readgroposal to the Council of Ministers to
update the regulations on the sale of municipalsimguor to give the right to the municipal

council to sell at market prices” (National Archéve Rousse 1993a); or “to urgently accept the

% Yavor Dimitrov, Chairman of Rousse Municipal Coiii®91-1995. Interview with the author, Rousselduia,
June 2012. It is not clear from interviews or avehiesearch whether the court acted upon the oi&ins of the
mayor or on their own initiative. However, the bist of the legal system in Bulgaria since 1944 waitongly
suggest that the mayor would have exercised sirafigect, if not direct, influence over the courtiscisions.
Under socialism, courts mostly served to furthgitimize decisions taken by the Communist Partsqouigh
national or local government, and the membershid (aost likely the political perspective) of theuRse court in
the early 1990s remained the same as before 1989.
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submitted request for the purchase of apartmematignal Archives — Rousse 1993b); or to
remove the power of the mayor to continue the nooi@n introduced in 1991. Discussions over
several council meetings raised the following argaota: “the municipal budget has no money
for building new, urgently needed social housingtl @elling existing apartments is necessary in
order to raise money for new construction, evetwi have to sell 700 properties in order to
build 180, but how else will we be able to buildose opposed to the sale pointed out that “the
cost of building a new apartment was about 400tb@disand leva, and to sell apartments for
20-30 thousand leva was unacceptable” and thatdg necessary to establish a commission to
sell the properties, so as to protect municipareggts.” The deputy mayor reminded the council
that “Bulgaria has no document which permits mypatties to sell their properties” (National
Archive — Rousse 1993b). On another occasion i 189 which time no sales had been made,
opponents argued that selling municipal housingldveeduce the ability of the town to retain
decent, well-trained jurists, as they are amongelreliant on public housing in the town: “If the
municipality doesn’t do everything possible to netthese specialists, we run the risk of only

working with young, ill-prepared jurists” (NationAfrchives — Rousse 1994a).

Such concerns were not limited to the judicial eyst The socialist housing system was
“understandably imbedded in the overall politicaldaeconomic system” and “units were
allocated through a socialist administrative metlddlistribution in accordance with housing
need” (Tsenkova 2009, 27-28). Central planningrofiectated rapid changes in the economic
activities of certain regions, which in turn digdtthe movement of workers who needed to be
housed. House building could not occur swiftly egitoio meet such planning changes, and so
“public rental was essential for the socialist hngssystem ... mostly apartments owned and

managed by state enterprises [or] municipal congsdrfir senkova 2009, 42). The defense of the
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public rental sector that was undertaken by sommiees of the Rousse Municipal Council
demonstrates that the principles of socialist hmypiolicy had become strongly embedded in the
consciousness of the local population, and coeflictharply with the ideas of the free market

and privatization promoted by other local polititsa

In September 1995, just two weeks before the fnakting of the municipal council’s
term, Mayor Asen Tasev submitted two official olj@as to earlier Council decisions on the
sale of municipal housing. In them, he outlinesesalv administrative reasons why the sales
could not go ahead, including that the propertregjuestion first need to be submitted to the
Ministry of Finance in order to be “de-activated state properties before being activated as
municipal property, and that although such applicet had been made, there had not yet been a
response from the ministry (National Archives — Bs®11995a). Although such objections did
have a basis in the confused legal situation oftithe (the first Municipal Law would not be
passed until 1996), in reality they were little mahan delaying tactics, as other municipalities
facing the same legal situation had moved aheald housing sale¥ The municipal council
voted on both objections, and rejected them bya38etro. The inactivity of the mayor was a
problem not just on this issue, but (as will bevehadn the next section) on the question of
privatization as well. The council chair recallsaththe mayor “was a very strange guy. He
actually wanted nothing, except for having two lestiof whisky every day. He was not caring
about financial motives. He just wanted to live his.”®® The underlying motives behind the
mayor’s actions — or lack thereof — are of coursknowable (he died in the late 1990s), but

their results clearly show that the delay in thie & municipal properties was not primarily due

 Yavor Dimitrov, Chairman of Rousse Municipal Coiii®91-1995. Interview with the author, Rousselduia,
June 2012.
% Yavor Dimitrov, Chairman of Rousse Municipal Coiii®91-1995. Interview with the author, Rousseldgauia,
June 2012.
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to a lack of consensus among local politicians,rather the result of bureaucratic inefficiency

and inertia.

Privatization of municipal enterprises

As discussed in Chapter Three, the process oftmrateon in Bulgaria after 1989 was far
from straightforward, with significant delays, ohsitions, and problems continuing throughout
the 1990s. The records of municipal council mestisiged considerable light on how the process
played out in Rousse. The question of the saletaiE sand municipal-owned enterprises was
raised at a meeting of the Rousse Provisional BExecommittee (PEC) in February 1991,
where it was announced that the national CouncMimiisters had instructed the PEC to begin
the privatization process for three Rousse firmBledvy Machinery Constructors,” the
shipbuilding and repair company “lvan Dimitrov,” cathe plastics manufacturing firm “Peter
Karaminchev,” which were to be offered to foreigivestors. However, the PEC immediately
raised objections, with members arguing that “weehto be competent to engage with this
problem,” “my opinion is that it is risky to rushto taking a debatable decision,” “we are not
specialists,” and “I'm not convinced that thesentr should be given to foreign investors.” The
meeting ended with a decision that “The provisiametcutive committee is not in a position to
determine which firms on the territory of Rouss®wdtd be privatized. We believe that this
guestion is within the competence of the PrivaimmatAgency according to the Law of
Privatization” (National Archives — Rousse 199M\)hen the issue returned to the PEC in July
1991, it was first subjected to a discussion ashether it should be included in the agenda for
the meeting, and then postponed to the next medhiegeason being a lack of consensus among

the committee as to the timetable and even therabely of privatization. One comment,
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referring to the proposed sale of several sho@s mewly developed region of the city, showed
continuity with socialist central planning prinagst “what is the guarantee that after these stores
are auctioned off that they will fulfill the needs the region? | suggest they remain municipal
property.” Another deputy took a more capitaliseli giving his opinion “that it would be better
to rent out these objects, because after ten yibargrice will be much higher” (National

Archives — Rousse 1991d).

No decisions on moving forward with privatizatioene taken during the mandate of the
provisional executive committee, but there was hibyae¢ with the coming into office of a new
UDF mayor and UDF-led municipal council in Octold®&91, progress could be made. As with
the sale of municipal housing discussed earliewyewver, this was not to be the case. One
obstacle was the lack of legal and administratreenework within which privatization should
take place. The national government would passfitee privatization law in the summer of
1992, which laid out the main framework, but lefbghof the detail to the ministries and state
agencies to work out. This, along with the obstadiscussed in Chapter Three, helped to delay
the process of privatization of state-owned enteegr Before the municipalities could embark
on any privatization programs themselves, they fivatl to determine ownership rights. This
entailed submitting an application to request thiaperty be removed from the list of state-
owned property and placed on the list of municpahership. Once this was achieved, which
took over a year, “the concrete rules and termsrjohicipal privatization] depended entirely on
the initiatives of the different municipality coulurs, the local political powers, the mayors and
their subordinates — clerks in the city administrag” (Dimitrov and Kotsev 2000). Under
socialism, enterprises within the same sphere wigcwere generally grouped together under

one large company or conglomerate — for exampleswgermarkets and food stores were
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combined under theranitelni Stokicompany. These larger bodies had to be brokentagheir
constituent parts, which were then offered for atization depending on circumstances. In
Rousse there was clear disagreement between the rod@fr and the UDF-led municipal
council over the need for privatization, and despite best efforts of the council to move the

process forward, by 1995 few enterprises had beleh s

Once again, municipal council records reveal how pinocess was obstructed by the
mayor and a small number of councilors. At meetiingsr 1993 until the end of the mandate in
1995, a range of objections and obstacles weredagainst the privatization process: questions
over who should oversee the process, the municpahcil or the municipal administration;
referral to a special commission to determine thesrof the privatization process; the halting of
privatization proceedings for enterprises that waretemporary buildings, or subject to
unresolved restitution claims; arguments that rentvould produce more revenue than selling,
particularly at a time of high inflation and economncertainty; accusations that those in favor
of selling were playing a game of base populisnihie town’s population; and a refusal by the
mayor to consider additional compensation for tkieaework to be undertaken by the municipal
administration in carrying out the privatizationopess (National Archives — Rousse 1994b,
1994c, 1995a; Dimitrov and Kotsev 2000). Figure hbves the relationships between the
different offices involved in the privatization mess in Rousse: the dotted lines represent the
eventual low-profile role that the mayor adoptedthe second half of his mandate, passing
responsibility for coordination between the mayamfce and the council to his deputy mayor
for privatization, who worked directly with the patization commission, which in turned

worked directly with the municipal council.
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Figure 4. Structure of Rousse Municipality PrivatizationrAishistration

(Dimitrov and Kotsev 2000)

Table 9 shows a list of the 23 municipally ownedeeprises, their areas of activity,
whether they were offered for privatization, angaf, the date of sale. The information covers
the period 1992 to 1997, and demonstrates thetedfethe delayed privatization process — the
first sale is recorded as July 1995. The overahemic situation of the municipal firms was far
from positive — 12 out of the 23 entities were @pi@g at a loss (Finley 1994, 28). The sale of
municipal property was not the only way in whichni@r state-run enterprises entered private
hands: in Rousse as across the rest of the codatge numbers of small businesses, shops,
restaurants, small manufacturing concerns and o#meerprises were returned to private
ownership through the restitution process begub9@l. What can be seen from the figures for
municipal sales in Rousse is that the earliestditm be sold were relatively small, often
consisting of just one or two stores, while theérmunicipal concerns, such as construction
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firms, were not privatized until 1997. In Polandsimilar situation existed in the immediate post-
1989 period, with 60,000 mostly small scale retanterprises privatized by mid-1991,
constituting around 70 per cent of the sector (Sdd@91, 2-3). According to the World Bank,
“by the end of 1992, small privatization in Polamds almost complete, with the privatization of
194,000 units, i.e., 82 percent of the units exgsin 1989” (Nellis 2002, 8). Controversy over
the sale of medium and large scale enterprises,iradekd over economic reform in general,
would subsequently slow the pace of the privatmaprocess, but “the willingness to abandon
shock therapy when it lost the support of parliatreamd allow democratic policy alternation”

(Orenstein 2001, 26) proved to be of greater ingom¢ for Poland’s economic transformation.

It is also possible to discern a trend of retainimgnicipal ownership over certain areas
considered central to a socialist outlook on ecansnand society: the parks department,
educational facilities, street cleaning, and calt@and artistic enterprises. This is consistenhwit
the attitudes of local politicians that are revdalkrough the municipal council minutes, and
what we might expect to find under conditions daek of consensus in the wider society over

the pace and extent of the economic liberalizgpiatess.

Table 9 List of municipal enterprises 1992-1997 and exi@s\pf privatization.

Area of Name of object Activity Sold | Earliest example of Date of
activity privatized elements privatization
Industrial Hzxycmeso Furniture and children’s Yes
goods
Xna6 u Xneonu Uzoenus | Bakeries Yes | Bakery 25/06/1997
Trade and Tpomuwinenu u Bumosu | Industrial and domestic N/A
Services Yenyeu services
Cusnue Domestic chemical Yes | Four component parts, in¢l.16/06/1997
products warehouse and stores
Cmpemn Trade N/A
Cseacecm Dry cleaning, laundry No
Hapmaz General stores Yes| Furniture and domestic | 31/07/1995
goods store
DIY Store 31/01/1996
Xpanumennu Cmoxku Food stores Food store 31/07/1995
Food store 01/08/1995
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Construction IHpomuwineno u Industrial and city Yes | Single entity 02/04/1997
I'pasicoancko buildings
Cmpoumencmeo
Hneecmpoti N/A
Kyamypno, Bumoso u Cultural, domestic and | Yes | Single Entity 02/04/1997
JKunuwmo housing construction
Cmpoumencmeso
CmpoumoHmasxcnpoexm N/A
Moumadgic u Electrical and water Yes | Single entity 02/04/1997
Hucmanayus na system installation
Cucmemu
Daxen Street and building N/A
repairs
CPII Jlozen Building and repair N/A
services
Community Iapxcempoti Parks and gardens No
and Household
Activities
Hemop Road maintenance Yes
Yucmoma Street cleaning No
Ob6peonu [lomose Ritual houses No
Other Obwuncka Cobcsenocm | Municipal property No
u Umomu Yenyeu services
Pezuonanen Yueben Regional learning No
L]enmvp center
3naxoseo Cmonancmeo Street sighage N/A
Kynmypen Omoux u Cultural and artistic No

Xyooorcecmeena Yxpaca

services

Source: National Archives — Rousse 1995c, 1995d.

National problems — local manifestations

We have already seen in Chapter Three how the taten process at the national

level, via the Privatization Agency and various istines, was delayed, obstructed and diverted,

the consequences of which were felt across thetgguRousse included. As mentioned earlier

in this chapter, the town was an important indakttransport, and trade center, and its economy

suffered more than most in the immediate post-3@&9s, with high unemployment, outflow of

working-age population, and the effects of the Yslgo blockade. Many of the largest

employers in the town were state-owned enterprisi®r than municipal ones, and the delayed

privatization process meant a lack of the investnibat was vital if the companies were to

143



modernize and access new markets in Western Eufaide 10 lists some of the largest state-
owned companies in Rousse, along with the yednef privatization. For comparison, the table
also lists the only three companies privatized rurihe period under consideration in this
dissertation, 1989 to 1997 (two companies wereapiged between 1998 and 2001, and then 57

have been privatized since 2002).

Table 10: Major state companies in Rousse and date$ privatization

Company name Area of activity Date of privatization
Opraxum— Orgachim Paint, lacquer, glue manufacturer 2002
Kaomua — Kaolin Construction aggregates 2003
Tpyn— Trud Manufacturer of fire-retardant materialg 020
Pycencka Kopaboctpourenuuna — Rousse | Shipbuilding and repair 2004
Shipyards

3axap-buo — Sugar-Bio Sugar and sugar products 2004
Ennpom Haunen Kupos — Elprom Naiden | Electrical fixtures and fittings 2004
Kirov

[ersp Kapamunues - Peter Karaminchev Plastics manufacturing 2009
Jyuapur — Dunarit Military and industrial manufacturer (09)
Arpomatnmnaa/Criapku — Agricultural machinery 1997
Agromachina/Sparky

Iyuas Ilpec — Danube Press Printing 1996
XunaponpobusHa Texunka/JIupTeH Hydraulic equipment manufacturer 1994
bwirapus — Hydraulic Lifting

Equipment/Lifton Bulgaria

Source: compiled from the Bulgarian Agency for Btization online privatization deal database; amd at
http://www.priv.government.bg/public_register/pravrol.

Another national problem that had a local impattRousse was the lack of personnel
experienced in the principles of a market econoamy in particular the valuation and sale of
state property. As seen in Chapter Three, conditionBulgaria caused internal and external
brain drain, and a lack of education and trainiaghpered the effectiveness of the government
agencies tasked with the most urgent economic mefoiLocal councils in particular found
themselves in a difficult situation when assesshmg value of municipally owned properties,

both housing (as seen earlier in this chapter) emgrprises. In January 1996, the issue of
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tendering the valuation process to an outside copipavas raised at the Rousse Municipal
Council meeting, and a lengthy discussion ensuéé. douncil learned that the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) hadtraduced a program whereby
international accounting firms, such as KPMG-Peairwick, were invited to assist Bulgarian
municipalities with their restructuring and privattion programs. KPMG’s work in Plovdiv and
Kurdjali had proven to be highly successful, andl lput Plovdiv at the forefront of the
privatization process in Bulgaria, while Roussegkd) far behind. The mayor (by this time
Dimitar Kalchev of the Bulgarian Socialist PartySB) told the Council that Barentz Group, a
KPMG subsidiary, was ready to extend their contsaith the municipality for privatization
evaluation and advice. The head of the privatibaiommission, Mr. Genov, argued that “the
help of the Barentz Group will be exceptionally mnant for privatization in the municipality.”
Others in the council disagreed. They argued they did not believe that legal analysis and
valuations should be carried out by the same fang that the prices determined so far were too
low, which meant that the municipality would ben@fiore from continued rents (levied also on
municipal enterprises such as shops and restajthats from immediate sale. Furthermore, the
process of valuation called for more than one fionsubmit its findings, thereby introducing an
element of competition. The counter-argument frbm mayor’s side was that the current firm,
Barentz Group, had already provided satisfactolyateons, and to insist on a competing firm to
repeat the work would only waste significant amsurftmoney, and could lay the council open
to legal action. The contract with Barentz was pteg by the council after a vote, but the issue

did not disappear from future council discussidsational Archive — Rousse 1996a).

% A common practice in the former socialist courstrighich all suffered from a lack of trained penselrin these
areas, and which sought greater credibility wittefign investors through the use of world-renownexbanting
firms.
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The frequent change of government in Sofia, amrdpiteoccupation with parliamentary
battles both across and within parties, not to roarthe multitude of incentives for personal or
family enrichment or advancement that nationaltidins faced, meant that relations between
the central and local government were rarely atdpeof the national agenda. Local government
was heavily dependent on grants from the state @etnts responsibilities, and at a time of
general economic shortage, resources for local rgavent were especially stretched.
Furthermore, as the Council of Europe noted in @81@port on the situation of regional and
local self-government, “the ubiquitous tension kesw centralisation and decentralisation takes
on a particular form in Bulgaria, which was for rgayears a state managed directly from the
‘centre’.” There were particular problems during tbrisis years of Berov’'s government: “In
1995 and 1996, the development of municipal selfegoment was completely blocked.
Municipalities in particular suffered greatly frothe isolation imposed on them by the central
authorities, which occasionally left them in an eptonally difficult situation” (De Sabbata and
Cuatrecases 1998, 9-11). This isolation meantttfemunicipalities received little guidance or
help from the center. Marko Todorov, member of Reusse Municipal Council from 1995 to
1999, recalls “when | worked in the municipality Wwad no contact with the center. We never
had any guidance or any advice from Sofia. We nea@gived any information from Sofia. And

they never asked for our opinioM.”

In Rousse as in Sofia, the early years of thesttiam were marked by a lack of any
charismatic and trusted political figures who cortddoncile people’s hopes for the future with
their desire to retain the gains of socialism ara/igle a vision of how the country could move

forward to democracy and a free market economymaAstioned earlier, the first democratically

9 Marko Todorov, Rousse Municipal Council member3.891999. Interview with author, Rousse, Bulgaria,
December 2011.
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elected mayor proved to be rather less than dynavhien it came to introducing reforms,
particularly in the areas of housing sales andapmation. Despite the fact that the mayor was
from the same party (Union of Democratic Forces,RYBs the majority party in the council,
relations between them quickly soured, and remaisidined throughout their four year
mandate. In his final report to the municipal cauat the end of September 1995, Chairman
Yavor Dimitrov declared that “not infrequently tmeunicipal council and the mayor of the
municipality found themselves at odds with one hadt over such problems as the lack of
information sharing between the two bodies; thetinomg moratorium on the sale of municipal
housing; failure by the mayor to implement the diecis of the municipal council; the blocking
of the privatization process by the administratiamd the failure to conclude construction,
business, and investment agreements with Bulgamanforeign investors (National Archives —

Rousse 1995b).

The mayor may not have had the same concentratipoveer over the reform process as
the commune mayors did in Romania over the lanttwgen process, but the outcome was
similar — lengthy delays that helped underminel¢géimacy of new capitalist property relations
and the new democratic state (Verdery 2002). @dytave could apply Verdery’s claim to the
situation in Rousse in the early 1990s: “we understpost-socialist transformation better if we
see less like a state and more like a mayor” (2@)2,As described earlier, Mayor Tasev
appeared to have little interest in introducing $ing sales or privatization, even if his motives
were not so transparently economic and influensethaas those of “Mayor Lupu” in Vlaicu,

Romania (Verdery 2002).

Many of the problems bequeathed by the first deatmcmayor and municipal council

began to be addressed by the new mayor — Dimitéchida of the Bulgarian Socialist Party
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(BSP) — and the UDF-led municipal council who welected in November 1995. The previous
leader of the council recalled that “when Kalchemme during his first mandate he did
everything that we wanted to, just with a wavetef hand, in a couple of month$,and this is
evidenced by the council minutes from early 1996cwishow several proposals, originating
with the mayor’s office, for privatization of mumpal enterprises and properties (National
Archives — Rousse 1996a; 1996b; 1996¢). By thi® tihowever, the image in Rousse of local
government had already been damaged by the infiglgnd lack of achievements, and, as in
Sofia, by suggestions of impropriety and self-agdrzement. Incoming mayor Kalchev used his
maiden speech before the Municipal Council to artha# within Rousse’s local government
there were “many narrow-minded, philistine, cargegpssipers who had no place in the running
of a large municipality” (National Archives — Roes4995¢), while the outgoing council
chairman, Yavor Dimitrov, admitted that at manytloé early meetings of the UDF and at the
council sessions there was a lack of discipline anderstanding about the kind of behavior
expected of the party and its memb&rMarko Todorov, Dimitrov's replacement as headhsf t
council recalled that “here, unfortunately, at thenicipal level through the electoral system
came a lot of people who had their own personatrasts. They had no interest in the
municipality; they wanted to use the municipality &dvance specific business and other
interests.**® Such behavior was in line with national tendencigsthe time, where the
emergence of business conglomerates such as tlen @roup and Multigroup were “a
manifestation of the capacity of strategically kechelites to engage in self-seeking pursuits

under specific structural conditions” (Ganev 2082),.

% Yavor Dimitrov, Chairman of Rousse Municipal Coiii®91-1995. Interview with the author, Rousselduia,
June 2012.

% Yavor Dimitrov, Chairman of Rousse Municipal Coiii®91-1995. Interview with the author, Rousselduia,
June 2012.

1% Marko Todorov, Rousse Municipal Council member3.891999. Interview with author, Rousse, Bulgaria,
December 2011.
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Some of these self-seeking pursuits were illegalen existing socialist-era laws (and
would remain so under the new privatization laws)yolving corruption, the fixing of
privatization deals, using insider information taceessfully bid for state and municipal
contracts, and the growing trade in contraband goBdusse’s border location, the site of the
only (until 2012) bridge across the Danube eaSarbia, meant that it has long been a target for
smuggling activity, and reports of seizures ane@sis at border points are commonplace in the
Bulgarian pres$™ Like the rest of the country, Rousse also expegdnan increase in other
forms of crime after 1989, and the local governniead not been exempt from accusations of
corruption. There have been allegations, albeith wimited evidence and therefore often
unverifiable, that support Ganev’s argument (seep®r Three) about criminal and business
conglomerates such as Multigroup and Orion takithgaatage of the privatization program in
the town. Within Rousse it is common knowledge tatyor Kalchev was a very wealthy man
who at his death owned twelve properties in andirmiahe town (Blitz 2010), but rarely is it
recalled that he came from a wealthy industrialifaand benefitted from restitution after 1989.
What is less easily explained is his close conoactd the business conglomerate Multigroup
and its infamous head, llia Pavlov, during the gedalchev served as head of Credit Bank, a
Multigroup subsidiary, after 1989. Boiko Borisoweater of the Citizens for the European
Development of Bulgaria (GERB) party and futurenpi minister, referred to this period of
Kalchev’'s career when refusing his application ¢injGERB in 2006. Borisov’'s deputy
explained that “he does not want to be identifiedhwsomeone with such a questionable
reputation. Kalchev has previous connections wéttatn economic structures [Multigroup] and

has not cleared his name” (Aneva 2006).

191 For details see Center for the Study of Democ(&SD). 2004 Transportation, Smuggling, and Organized
Crime Sofia: CSD.
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Despite the lack of published research on theabterganized crime and business groups
in the reform process in Rousse, it is fair to sggangiven the documented extent of such
involvement on a national scale, that the town @awdt have escaped the “preying on the state”
that Ganev describes. Certainly, by the mid-199%9s,people of Rousse felt that politics and
economics had become tainted with corruption amaicality, and that this had reduced the
possibility for real change: “if only we had hadj@avernment that imposed some law that is the
same for everybody, absolutely the same, no pgesde But we continued with the nepotism, we
continued with the privileges, it was exactly tlaenge as before. Some people began thinking, do
we need this democracy when there is so much ¢rifiédnother citizen of Rousse recalled:
“until 1997 it was a mess, horrible, chaos. A peraf bandits,**® while her husband added,
“The politicians had no interest in reform. No mest. They were the same people behind the
coup, and they had no interest in doing what wasle@. It was precisely during this period that

the biggest theft took place, multimillionaires awlon.***

Conclusion

This close examination of the transition processRousse, via the issues of de-
communization, municipal housing sales, and praaidbn of municipal enterprises, has shown
how, despite an environment that initially appeareceptive to innovation and change, little
progress was made during the early post-1989 y€arsncil records and the recollections of
individuals closely involved in the process revaalack of consensus on what reforms were

needed, how they should be implemented, and what ki society they were intended to

192 Rumiana Petrova, university lecturer. Interviewhwhe author, Rousse, Bulgaria, June 2012.
193 |rina Kovacheva, teacher. Interview with the auttiRousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.
194 valentin Kovachev, schoolteacher, Rousse. Intervigth the author, Rousse, Bulgaria, July 2012.
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produce. National problems also had an impact enldbal situation, with the lack of national
leadership and direction (for reasons examinedhap@er Three) leaving the local politicians ill-
prepared and alone as they struggled with a des¢ing economic situation and regional
manifestations of the national emergence of segiiiheate business groupings and dubious

privatization practices.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

This study posed the question of why Bulgaria fasedh a troubled and hesitant
transitional pathway from socialism, and has argined the lack of societal consensus on the
pace and extent of political and economic reformsBulgaria offers the most convincing
explanation. The Bulgarian experience of socialisfiered in important ways from that of other
Eastern European states. The five century longn@tio occupation had instilled a habit of
stoicism amongst the population that helped themisei the harsher elements of socialist rule,
kept internal dissent and opposition to a minimamg also influenced the predominance of an
egalitarian outlook on life that provided a receptenvironment for communist ideology in the
20" century. Russia’s role in the liberation of Bulgafrom the Turkish yoke, along with the
Slavic brotherhood of shared cultural and linguaigtaits, meant that Soviet occupation after
1945 was not necessary for the imposition and dmtamn of communist rule. Rapid
industrialization and economic growth ensured thatstandard of living rose considerably for
almost all Bulgarians, and the provision of jobgalthcare, education, cultural and leisure
activities helped the population to at least tgc#itcept the negative attributes of an initially
repressive and always oppressive regime. Unlikpdttners in the Warsaw Pact, Bulgaria never
experienced civil unrest, never faced Soviet octiapaor intervention, and saw economic
growth continue well into the middle of the 1980¢he country had the highest levels of GDP

growth in Eastern Europe from 1960 until 1990.

The end of socialism was similarly a unique exgreere in Bulgaria, coming by elite coup
rather than public uprising (the first mass dem@tisins in Bulgaria did not take place until

after Todor Zhivkov had been removed), and the mmth Communist Party retained
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considerable control throughout the early yeansasfsition. The Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP)
took the lead in framing the Roundtable Talks i@@ @nd the first democratic elections later that
same year, and through redefining its public imidngeparty dominated politics in the first eight
years of the changes, outpolling the Union of Dematbc Forces (UDF) in all but the larger
cities and towns. Both the nature of socialism ulg@ria and its demise would have a profound

impact on the manner and pace of economic andgadlitansformation to follow.

The situation facing the immediate post-1989 gonemnts was dire: the country had a
foreign debt of $9.2 billion in 1990, 154% of itgperts; industry was struggling to market
uncompetitive goods to the West now that the seSorget market had disappeared; agriculture
was collapsing due to the forced exodus of some0BO0Turks during 1989 along with the
uncertainties created by land restitution and iemdntling of collective farms; and the political
environment became increasingly polarized and leogficonomic reform was urgently needed,
but despite the rapid introduction of the instias of parliamentary democracy, legislation to
transform the economy from central planning to fresrket principles was slow, poorly drafted,
and often contradictory or impossible to implemeiithough all governments claimed to be
proponents of privatization, Chapter Three showad little progress was made: by 1996, “less

than 6 per cent of state enterprise assets weratized” (Bideleux and Jeffries 2007, 100).

Successive political leaders made little effortriarture agreement or understanding
among the elite or the people regarding the diffiand painful reforms that, given the post-cold
war predominance of neo-liberal orthodoxy, appealtdoo unavoidable. Orenstein (2001)
showed how in Poland and Czechoslovakia politiciamt®gnized the need for popular support
for the economic reform program, but this did notwr in Bulgaria. The population expressed

strong support for democratic ideals, but hadelittr no idea of what to expect from the
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transition, and many felt that the removal of the guard socialist leaders was separate from the
end of socialism — they felt euphoria at Zhivkovesmoval while still holding dear the
achievements of the system over which he presifeellack of public commitment to economic
reforms, along with the continued belief in soakldeals of equality and social security, grew
into a lack of satisfaction with democracy itse#f @ansition brought only increased poverty,
unemployment, rising crime, and cultural and sodisintegration. No unifying leader emerged
in Bulgaria, unlike Havel in Czechoslovakia or Wsglein Poland: instead, Bulgaria had the
Dimitrov government, which focused on retributi@threr than reform; the Berov regime, which
brought back many communist policies such as pm#rols; and the Videnov government,
who through inexperience, arrogance and the fatioim of state capture by powerful business

groups brought the country to its knees with thietjpank and currency crises of 1996/1997.

The lack of agreement and consensus at higherslewslant democratization and
economic liberalization delays were all too commanstitutions were in place, but did not
function as intended; workers lacked incentivegxercise initiative or work harder; the older
generation saw the changes as a threat to thevachémts of socialism; a lack of education in
the ways of democracy and market economics caugeainbeducation system unsuitable to
teaching such principles; resources were lackidggret was extensive brain drain both
internationally and internally; all of which causeélays and obstruction at all levels. The
judicial system suffered its own problems — it peried well as the guardian of the new
constitution but not at protecting citizens fronmw and insecurity. The implementation of new
laws (such as those concerning bankruptcy, costramtl accounting) was slow and ineffective.
A chronic lack of resources, widespread corruptigrgwing impunity among the business

groupings and politicians, and government inteneentin the independence of the judicial
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system all led to a precipitate drop in public trarsd an exodus from the court system as people

sought alternative methods of resolving disputes.

In Preying on the Staté2007), Ganev argued persuasively that the del&ddarian
transition was a result of increasingly dysfuncéibstate structures being misused by political
and business interests, who used material andniafitonal resources to extract the industrial
and financial wealth of the country via spontaneousjuiet privatization. This process was
facilitated by the ongoing lack of consensus amitregpublic and ruling elite, as the lack of a
vision for a common future for Bulgaria allowedfdrent groups to seek their own opportunities
for wealth, assisted by weak and ineffective leguadtitutional, and political structures. Through
the increasingly public activities of business dongerates such as Orion and Multigroup, the
public could only watch as corruption, nepotismg anld capitalism demonstrated that 45 years
of propaganda had been correct: “everything thdg ts about socialism was wrong, but

everything they told us about capitalism was rigidhodsee 2011, 184-5).

Through a case study of the town of Rousse, Chdpter showed how the lack of
consensus was reflected in inconsistent politiedavior, legislative reversals and delays, clear
patterns of obstruction and delay, and the creatf@n environment conducive for the misuse of
legal and economic reforms. As the site of th&t farotests against the socialist regime, Rousse
is an ideal place to look for signs as to whetl@rsensus on the direction the country should
take was possible, or existent, after 1989. Proteked light on the hearts and minds of the
people involved, and in Rousse, the people werkngibnd capable of expressing their hopes
and desires for the future of their country in anderatic and open manner. Over time, this

potentially fertile environment became sterile angroductive.
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The town was hit hard by the post-socialist ecomarnisis, more so than nearly all other
regions. Employers shed jobs in the 1990s, or ¢operat overcapacity. Crime became an
important problem. Despite both a UDF mayor and W& municipal council, little progress
was made on economic reform: instead, the firshcibunandate from 1991 to 1995 was marked
by ongoing conflict over the sale of municipal himgsand the privatization of municipally
owned enterprises. Little consensus was to be famnde-communization measures such as the
removal of socialist symbols and the renaming otett and public spaces. A lack of
communication, advice and support from the cergmalernment and UDF party isolated the
inexperienced yet pro-reform council, and allowdkeo local politicians to use the council as a
means to advance their own personal interestsrrétha those of the town. As nationally, the
lack of consensus meant a lack of consistent afettefe reform measures, which created an

environment conducive to quiet privatization, cptran, and crime.

Since 1997, Bulgaria’s transitional pathway becaomewhat smoother and faster: in
short order a currency board was established tagggu the leva to the Deutschmark (and
subsequently the Euro), which helped bring findnsiability; entrance into the European free
trade zone in 1998 helped boost foreign trade; tegans began for entry into both NATO and
the European Union; and the privatization proceas accelerated. The Union of Democratic
Forces government, led by Ivan Kostov, elected9871lwas the first to complete its four-year
mandate, a trend that was continued by the govertsrad the National Movement of Simeon
the Second (NDSV) from 2001 to 2005; the BSP-ledliton from 2005 to 2009, and the
Citizens for the European Development of Bulga@&RB) regime led by Boiko Borisov from
2009 to 2013 (although the latter government reigsome four months shy of the scheduled

election date in response to widespread publiceptstagainst energy prices and allegations of

156



corruption). On the surface, it may seem that thesensus that was so elusive during the early
years of transition had finally been forthcomingdahat both the public and the elite were in
agreement over the pace and extent of the reforeesled to complete the transition from

socialist centrally planned economy to democrate inarket capitalism.

An alternative explanation — and one that theifigd of this dissertation support — would
see the changes that occurred in quick successitan 4997 as inevitable given the
dysfunctionality of the economy during the previaight years. What appeared as consensus
after 1997 was in reality just resignation to theckl of alternatives resulting from the
inconsistent, incomplete, and often incompetentabien of all governments up to that point.
Consensus existed more as a negative than astag@oie unavoidable recognition of the harsh
realities facing the country required acquiescetmethe demands forthcoming from the
international community (represented by the EuropBaion, the IMF, and the World Bank
among others) and an emerging political elite begastructure both party and government
policies that took the country down the path todpaan Union membership. This became the
panacea that would cure the country’s ills, andnfrt®97 until accession in 2007, the political
agenda was dominated by the changes necessitat&llggria’s “return to Europe.” As in
1989/1990, however, there was no concerted eftoihfiorm and educate the public on what
these changes would entail, let alone to defengugiify them in anything other than broad

national destiny terms.

Bulgarian expectations of what EU membership wooitthg were so great, and so
unrealistic, that disillusionment and disappointinegre inevitable. The first signs of a shift in
the overwhelmingly positive image of the EU in Badigg came in 2007, when turnout for the

European Parliamentary elections was just 28% (®mR008, 26). Since the European

157



Commission heavily criticized Bulgaria in 2008 ftailing to stem rampant corruption and
misuse of EU funds, party political and public apmhas started to shift, with accusations of
double standards and hypocrisy being leveled atEl@e Finally, the unrealistic expectations
have meant a failure to consider what EU membensilipeally mean for Bulgaria, beyond the
obvious influx of funds. “Bulgarian leaders, intgdtuals, journalists, and analysts did not answer
the most important question: What next? What isrtéet vision, dream, purpose? How do we
imagine the nation tomorrow?” (Vassilev 2008). Ttimtinued failure helps explain a recurrent
phenomenon in recent Bulgarian history, the ememgeas if from nowhere, of a new political
movement that promises to transform the county,eitonomy, and political system. This
tendency was first evident in 2001 with the emecgeof the National Movement of Simeon the
Second (NDSV), led by the former Tsar, Simeon Selergotski, who promised to radically
change political life and deliver a marked improesmin Bulgarian’'s lives within 800 days.
When these changes were not delivered, voters digllusioned once again, and from 2005 to
2009 a three-way coalition of the NDSV, the BSR] #re Movement for Rights and Freedoms
(MRF) ruled. By 2009, Boiko Borisov, the highly pdar — and populist — Mayor of Sofia, had
created the Citizens for the European DevelopméBudgaria (GERB), which won European,
local and parliamentary elections. Why Bulgariares so willing to switch political allegiances
to new, inexperienced and untried parties can hb#ypaxplained by reference to the continued
low levels of public trust in much of the establigmt: in 2006, 84% mistrusted political parties;
75% mistrusted parliament; 66% government; 64%etradions; and 80% non-governmental
organizations (NGOs). The Orthodox Church was mss$éd by 65% of the population (Smilov

2008, 22-24).
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This dissertation has shown how the lack of consems Bulgaria over the pace and
extent of the post-socialist reform process coatall to the inconsistent, incomplete, and often
incoherent policies that were introduced by a rasfggovernments after 1989. An understanding
of the role of societal consensus both before amthgd transition to and consolidation of free
market liberal democracy contributes to a widerrapiation of the journey from socialism to
post-socialism across Europe and Eurasia, andsraisestions about the theoretical and
empirical assumptions of the literature on the obdation of post-socialist transitions. The lack
of consensus is a result of the way in which Busger experienced the latter years of socialism
economically, politically, and socially. Socialisnas successful in raising the standard of living
for much of the Bulgarian population. Przeworskjuas that by the 1970s socialism had become
nothing more than “an implicit social pact in whielites offered the prospect of material
welfare in exchange for silence” (1991, 2), and thavas the failure of the elites to keep their
side of the bargain that precipitated the collapisthe socialist system in Eastern Europe. This
dissertation has shown that this social pact reedhimtact in Bulgaria through the end of
communist authoritarianism and that as a result gbpulation was not prepared for the
inevitable pain of the structural economic andtpal changes necessitated by the transition to a
free market liberal democracy. Lack of consensubiwihe elite, caused by diverging views on
the future direction of the country, in turn, ctis¢m the trust and confidence of the public as

some of them attempted to move forward with therrafprocess.

The findings of this dissertation also help to mien the arguments that those in Bulgaria
— and elsewhere — who express regret at some afhtieges brought about by the transition
from socialism are merely expressing misplacedatgist that does not deserve our attention as

social scientists. As Maria Todorova argues,
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Lamenting the losses that came with the collapsatatie socialism does not imply
wishing it back. Not all aspects are missed. Magash ideological treatment, however,
would like us to believe that it was all one packaghat one cannot have full
employment without shortages, inter-ethnic pead¢bowit forced homogenisation, or free
healthcare without totalitarianism. And since adlély you cannot wish for a part without
wishing for the whole, any positive mention of gmcialist past is seen as ideologically
suspect (2009b).

By demonstrating that the lack of consensus in &udgover the pace and extent of transitional

reforms is the result of the manner in which thentoy experienced the latter years of socialism,

this dissertation helps keep discussions of nastagacademic perspective.

Focusing on the role of consensus adds a furtyer lof complexity to the study of
transitions, and complements the study of the it@pae of elites (Schmitter and Karl 1994;
Karl 1993; Wiarda 2001; and Linz and Stepan 1996)vall as the role of the people in the end
of socialism, and that of institutions (Bunce 199989b; Kalyvas 1999). In linking the issue of
consensus to theories of state capture (Hellmar8;1@&nev 2007) and those concerning
resistance from constituencies negatively affedigdhe transition (Przeworski 1991; Allina-
Pisano 2004; Verdery 2002; Creed 1998), this disen highlights the points of convergence
among a range of theoretical approaches, potgniglening the door for greater pooling of
knowledge and research findings in future. The ostalist transitions are qualitatively and
guantitatively different from any such previousndions, combining as they do both economic
and political restructuring, and as a result offpra vast matrix of interacting causes and effects
that can surely best be studied using the most oeimepsive and powerful analytical tools at our
disposal. The hope here is that by suggestingigimfisance of consensus as one element in the
transition process, and by pursing this elemenuipn the dual case study of Bulgaria as a
country and Rousse as a town and region within ¢bantry, future studies of transition will

have one more string to their bow.
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Appendix 1: Timeline - Bulgaria 1989-1997

Economic indicators
1080 1090 1991 1892 1093 1094 1095 1896 1007
GDP Growth £1 -11.7 13 -15 18 18 04 ]
Bate %
Inflation % 263 3335 a2 3 963 a2 113 1082
Unemployment 18 105 153 164 128 118 12.5 137
%
Governments
Andrey Dimitar Popov  Philip Dimitrov Lyuben Berov Reneta Zhan Videnov (BSF) Stefan Ivan
Prime Lukanov (Mon party) (UDF) (Mom party) Indzhova 1250521397 Sefiamski  Kostov
Ministers (BSF) 127/90-11/801 11/E81-12/30/92 1230/92-10/17/04 {Non (UDE) {UDF)
1300-12/790 party) 11397-  52187-
101794 52107 724401
12595
Petar Peter
Presidents  Mladenow Ihelyn Zhelev (UDF) 8190 - 12297 Stovanov
(BSF) (UDF)
43/90- 12207
TG00 122402
Significant events
1039 1990 1991 1092 1993 1994 1995 1096 1097
11/10 Todor 1/3-5/14: Jammary: land 1/18: Zhebm April: IMF 41: VAT March: Voucher  March: start of 1/7: start of mass
Thivkov restimrtion law Zhalev elected standby facility  inmroduced privatization financial crisis protests against
removed meefing President expired program beging ECvernment
2/1: Price &0 New May: exchange
1118 First Aprl: BCP liberalization 4/23: First Angust: Hew privatization law  July: First rate crashes Eeb: monthly
opposition becomes BSP privatization law  privatization passed by mmmicipal inflation hits
meeting Febrary. first pazzed PIOETam Parliament privatization deal July: First major  240%
@10+ 17:First  DMF azresment ammonnced in Rousme bankruptcy
1277 UDF elections 10v28: Dimitrov Tuly: first procedures 24:BEP
formed Wi loses no- Price comirols bankruptcy law September: overnment falls
B1: GNAelecs  Constitution confidence vote  bepin to reappear  passed Precident Thelev 1002 Andrey
Zhelev president  ratified by GHA opens Rover Lukanowv 31T IMF
12/30: Lyuban 11/18: B5Pwin:  factoryin Vams  assassimated stabilization
B/26: BSP HQ Angust: First Berov becomes election DIOETam
burned World Bank loan  Prime Mindster 1221: M announced
Videnowv resigns
11/20: Luksnov  10/13: UDF wins 4/1%; UDF wins
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Appendix 2: List of interviewees

1. Professor Marko Todorov, member of the Grand Nali&«ssembly, former Minister of
Education, former Rector of Rousse University. Bey®ecember 2011.
Professor Rumiana Petrova, lecturer, Rousse UriiyeRousse, May 2012.

Dora Zabunova, Accountant. Sofia, July 2012.

Professor Kristina Petkova, Sociologist, Sofia @nsity. Sofia, July 2012.

Christo Traykoff, Businessman, former manager afiestirm. Sofia, July 2012.
Yavor Dimitrov, Civil engineer and former chairmd&wusse Municipal Council.
Rousse, July 2012.

7. Irina Kovacheva, Teacher. Rousse, July 2012.

8. Valentin Kovachev, Teacher. Rousse, July 2012.

9. Reneta Raynova, Midwife. Rousse, July 2012.

10. Professor Vasil Penchev, Chairman, Rousse Muni€ipaicil. Rousse, July 2012.
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