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Summary: The article deals with the problem of Russia’s aspirations to revise
the geopolitical system created in Soviet times using Crimea as an example.
It shows the activities of both local political circles and the central authorities
of the Russian SFSR, and later the Russian Federation, aimed at revising the ex-
isting borders and integrating the Crimean peninsula into Russia. The article
covers the years from the collapse of the Soviet Union to the 1997 agreement
between Russia and Ukraine.

Keywords: Crimea, Ukraine, Russia, conflict

Streszczenie: Artykut porusza problem dazer Rosji do rewizji wytworzonego
w czasach radzieckich uktadu geopolitycznego na przyktadzie Krymu. Uka-
zane zostaly dziafania zaréwno lokalnych srodowisk politycznych, jak i wiadz
centralnych Rosyjskiej SFRR, a poZniej Federacji Rosyjskiej, majace na celu
rewizje dotychczasowych granic i wiaczenie Potwyspu Krymskiego do Rosji.
Przedziat czasowy artykutu obejmuje lata od upadku Zwigzku Radzieckiego
do ukfadu miedzy Rosja i Ukraing z 1997 roku.
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The emergence of a tendency to revise existing borders between some
of the Soviet Union’s administrative units was one of the manifesta-
tions of the crisis that swept across that country in the second half of
the 1980s. This concerned both individual Union Republics (such as
the conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Kara-
bakh) and their constituent elements (the centrifugal tendencies of
some North Caucasus republics vis-a-vis the Moscow centre)'. Many
of the tensions and conflicts that existed in the USSR in the late 1980s
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and early 1990s led to the creation of so-called para-states, such as
the Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic (Transnistria), South Ossetia
and Abkhazia, which not only posed a problem for the states (former
Soviet Union republics) from which they were separated but were also
an effective means of pressure on these states on the part of the Russian
Federation. From the perspective of just a few decades, however, it can
be concluded that the key problem with the greatest current negative
consequences, not only for the post-Soviet space but also for Eurasia
and even, in some respects, the entire globe, was the tendency to re-
vise the borders between — first, the Russian Soviet Federative Social-
ist Republic (SFSR) and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic (SSR),
and after 1991, now-independent Russia and Ukraine. Undoubtedly,
the fundamental source of those tendencies was both greater Russian
nationalism (the “pycckuit mup” concept) and post-Soviet nostalgia,
expressed by the Russian political elite.

Twice, the issue of revising the borders between the two constituent
elements of the Soviet state — Russia and Ukraine — has become ap-
parent in Soviet history. The first time was in the period immediately
following the formal establishment of the USSR, when as a result of
adjustment processes resulting from the need to reconcile the aspira-
tions of the republican political elite with the ideological requirements
of the Moscow centre (acting not as a party but as a peacemaker),
a new boundary line was drawn in 1924, which was less favourable to
the Ukrainian SSR (it lost the eastern part of the Donbass)* The sec-
ond time, the borders of Soviet Ukraine at the section with the Russian
SESR were contested during the period of the Soviet Union’s collapse,
when the Crimean question came to the fore®.

The axis of the dispute, engulfing wide social circles in both repub-
lics, was the consequences of Nikita Khrushchev’s decision. The First
Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, on the occa-
sion of the 300th anniversary of the decisions of the Pereiaslav Council

2 A.Gil, Granica miedzy Ukrairiskq SRR a Rosyjskq FSRR w latach dwudziestych XX wieku. Przyczynek
do realizacji bolszewickiej polityki narodowosciowej, “Limes. Studia i Materiaty z Dziejéw Europy
Srodkowo-Wschodniej” 2018, vol. 9, pp. 129-139; A. Gil, Granice Ukrainy w latach 1917-1940, [in:]
Sojusz Pitsudski - Petlura w kontekscie politycznej i militarnej walki o ksztaft Europy Srodkowej
iWschodniej, T. Stepniewski, A. Gorak, M. Kruszynski (eds.), Lublin-Warsaw 2020, pp. 203-209.

3 A.Gil, Kwestia krymska w relacjach ukrairisko-rosyjskich przed 2014 rokiem. Uwarunkowania i kon-
teksty, "Rocznik Instytutu Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej” 2019, vol. 17, issue 2, pp. 240-241.
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(1654), celebrated as the unification of Ukraine with Russia, exclud-
ed Crimea from the Russian SFSR and transferred it to the Ukrainian
SSR (formally, the transfer was carried out by the Presidium of the Su-
preme Soviet of the USSR by its decree of 19 February 1954, signed
by its chairman Kliment Voroshilov and secretary Nikolai Pegov)*.
In the situation at the time, this act had only formal meaning because
the policy of Sovietization and Russification was being implemented
throughout the Soviet Union, hence the Ukrainian-ness of Crimea was
expressed almost exclusively through its administrative affiliation®.
The political thaw, symbolised by Gorbachev’s “perestroika” and
“glasnost’;, provided communities dissatisfied with the previous sta-
tus quo with an opportunity to articulate their own aspirations, man-
ifested also through actions for fundamental political and territorial
changes. Crimea’s numerically dominant Russian and Russian-speak-
ing population demonstrated its concern both for the prospect of
possible real Ukrainian autonomy (not yet independence) and for
the ethnic changes associated with the ongoing return to the penin-
sula of the Crimean Tatars who were deported in 1944°. The local so-
cial elites, which previously existed under the conditions of a specific
Soviet and Great Russian culture and practically ignored the fact that
Crimea belonged to Soviet Ukraine (they treated Moscow, not Kyiv,
as their centre), began discussing the future of Crimea in the late

4 UkazPrezidyuma Verkhovnogo Soveta SSSR, 0 peredache Krimskoii oblastiiz sostava RSFSR v sostav
USRR”, “Vedomosti Verkhownogo Soveta Soiuza Sovetskikh Sotsialistycheskikh Respublik”
1954 [Ykas3 lpe3uduyma BepxosHozo Cosema CCCP,, 0 nepedaye Kpeimckoli o6nacmu u3 cocmasa
PCOCP 6 cocmas YCCP”,"BegomocTi BepxosHoro Coeta Cotoza CoseTckux CoLmanmcTnyeckimnx
Pecny6nuk” 1954], no. 4, p. 1. The text of the decree was as follows: ,YunTbiBas 06wHOCTb KO-
HOMVIKI, TEPPUTOPMaNbHYI0 6NIN30CTb U TECHbIE XO3ACTBEHHbIE U KYILTYPHbIE CBA3N MEXAY
Kpbimckoin obnactbio n Ykpaurckoit CCP, Mpesuanym BepxosHoro Coseta Coto3a CoBeTCKiX
Coumannctnyecknx Pecnybnmk noctaHoBnAeT: YTBepAUTb COBMECTHOE npefcTasneHue Mpe-
3upmnyma Bepxosroro Coseta PCOCP u Mpe3ngmyma BepxosHoro Coseta YCCP o nepepave
Kpbimckoit obnacti u3 coctasa Poccuiickoit Coetckoi OepepatnsHoil CoLManucTYecKoit
Pecnybnuku B cocTas YkpanHckoi CoBetckoin Coupanuctiyeckoit Pecnybnuki'

5  0.G. Shevchuk, Transformatsiia administrativno-teritorialnogo pristroiiu Krimu v drugii polovini
XX - pochatku XXl stolittia, [in:] Etnokulturniie i mezhkonfessionalniie otnosheniia v Krimu: sbornik
nauchnikh trudov, V.G. Tur (ed.), Simferopol 2012 [O.. LLleBuyk, TpaHcchopmayii admiricmpamus-
Ho-mepumopianebHo2o npucmpoto Kpumy 8 dpyeiti nonoguHi XX - nowamky XXI cmonimms, [81]
IMHOKyMIbMypPHble U MEXKOH(eCCUOHAbHbIe OMHOWEHUSA 8 KpbiMy: COOPHUK HAy4HbIX mpyoos,
B.I. Typ (ed.), Cumdepononb 2012], pp. 182-183.

6  R. Wisniewski, Przemiany etniczne na Krymie - od inkorporacji do Rosji carskiej po aneksje przez
Federacje Rosyjskq (1783-2014), "Przeglad Wschodnioeuropejski” 2016, no. Vll/2, p. 81.
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1980s. Depending on the degree of determination and political imag-
ination, the following solutions were advocated: gaining far-reaching
autonomy within the Ukrainian SSR, incorporation into the Russian
SESR (two options were envisioned: Crimea as a simple administra-
tive oblast or a unit with some autonomy), the establishment of a new
union republic or, in the most radical approach, the establishment of
an independent state’.

* %%

In the autumn of 1989, meetings of several local party committees,
during which the future of the peninsula was debated, took place in
anumber of Crimean cities (Sevastopol, Simferopol, Kerch). This trend
of events culminated in the resolution of the Regional Council of Dep-
uties in Simferopol of 12 November 1989 on the right of local nations
to establish the Crimean Autonomous Socialist Soviet Republic as an
entity within the Soviet Union. The legal basis for the decision was to
be a referendum in which the population of the peninsula was sup-
posed to express its opinion?®.

During that time, the situation on the Crimean Peninsula was
the subject of consideration at the level of the decision-making cen-
tre in Moscow. In view of the growing national issues in the USSR,
the highest authorities sought to pacify them by meeting at least
some of the demands of ethnicities (including Crimean Tatars) de-
ported during the Stalinist period. On 28 November 1989, the con-
clusions of a special committee for Volga Germans and Crimean
Tatars were published. As for the future of Crimea, it was postulat-
ed that it should be given an autonomous status, but within the bor-
ders of Ukraine’ (it is interesting that the chairman of this committee,

7 AA.Formanchuk, A.V. Maligin, Krim v period sotsialno-politicheskikh izmenieniiv SSSR. 1985-1989,
[in:] Istoriia Krima, A.V.Yurasov (ed.) [A.A. DopmaHuyk, A.B. ManbruH, Kpeim 8 nepuod coyuaneHo-
nonumuyeckux usmeHeHuu 8 CCCP. 1985-1989, [B:] icmopus Kpeima, A.B. HOpacos], in two volu-
mens, vol. 2, Moscow 2019, pp. 688-693.

8  W.kysek, Krymw polityce mocarstw: pogranicze - konflikt - destabilizacja,"Przeglad Geopolityczny”
2015, vol. 11, p. 49.

9 Postanovleniie Verkhovnogo Soveta SSSR ot 28 noyabria 1989 g. N° 845-1,0 vyvodakh i predlozheniakh
kommisii po problemam sovetskikh nemtsev i krimsko-tatarskogo naroda”, “Vedomosti
Verkhovnogo Soveta SSSR" 1989 [[TocmaHosneHue BepxosHozo Cosema CCCP om 28 Hoa6pa
1989 2. N° 845-1 ,0 8b1800ax U NPeANIOXeHUAX KOMUCCUL N0 NpobIeMam coBemckux Hemyes
U KpbIMCKO-mamapcko2o Hapoda”, “BegomocTti BepxosHoro Coseta CCCP"1989], no. 25, p. 495.
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who signed the above-mentioned resolution, was later the leader of
the August 1991 putsch — Gennady Yanayev). Undoubtedly, howev-
er, neither the committee nor, even more so, the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR, envisioned any other option than keeping the republic as
part of the Soviet state.

A few months later, on 16 July 1990, the Verkhovna Rada of
the Ukrainian SSR adopted the “Declaration of State Sovereignty of
the Russian SFSR™. The declaration was met with a negative reac-
tion in Crimea, where local advocates of the political Soviet status quo
coupled with efforts to formally link the peninsula with Russia not
only did not lose their previous prominence but also gained their ob-
vious representative in the person of the new chairman of the Crimea
Regional Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine (as part of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union) — Nikolai Bagrov. This cir-
cle of events led to the all-Crimean referendum conducted on 20 Jan-
uary 1991. The following question was subject to voting: “Do you
support re-establishing the Crimean Autonomous Soviet Socialist
Republic as a subject of the Union SSR and a participant of the Un-
ion Treaty?” The referendum was attended by 1,441,019 voters (81.37%
of the total eligible population), of which 1,343,255 (92.26% of voters)
provided a “yes” answer'. In response to the January referendum,
the Verkhovna Rada of the Ukrainian SSR passed the decision “ITpo
BiaAHOBAeHHsT Kpumcpkoi ABToHOMHOI PapstHcpkoi CouiaaicTuaHol
Pecrry6aixu” on 12 February 1991, under which local legislative and ex-

The text of the resolution: ,BoccTaHoBneHMe NpaB KPbIMCKO-TaTapCkoro Hapoda He MOXET ObiTb
OCyLLecTBNEHO 6e3 BOCCTaHOBNEHMA aBTOHOMIW Kpbima nyTém obpa3zosaHus Kpbimckorn ACCP
B cocTaBe YkpanHckomn CCP. 370 co0TBETCTBOBaNO Obl MHTEPECaM KaK KPbIMCKMX TaTap, Tak
1 NpepcTaBuTenei APYriX HaLMOHANbHOCTEN, TPOXMBAIOLMX HbiHe B Kpbimy”

10 [Deklaratsia o gosudarstvennom suverenitete Ukrainy ot 16 iulya 1990 g., [in:] S.M. Shahray (ed.),
Raspad SSSR. Dokumenty i fakty (1986-1992 gg.), in two volumens, vol. 2: Arkhivnye dokumenty
imaterialy, Moskva 2016 [[Jeknapayus o 20cydapcmeeHHOM cygepeHumeme YKpauHs om 16 utona
1990 2., [B:] Pacnad CCCP: JokymeHmel u hakmel (1986-1992 22.), in two volumens, ApxugHeie 0o-
KkymeHmeol u mamepuansl, C.M. Waxpati (ed.), vol. 2, Mocksa 2016], pp. 589-593. This declaration,
in section 5, devoted to preserving the territorial uniformity of Ukraine, stated the following:
JYkpanHckaa CCP ocyliecTBnAeT BepXOBEHCTBO Ha BCeil CBOeil Tepputopumn. Tepputopus
YkpauHckoi CCP B cyLyecTByIOLMX rpaHuLiax ABNAETCA HEMPUKOCHOBEHHOW 11 He MOXeT ObiTb
M3MeHeHa 1 MCronb3oBaHa 6e3 ee cornacus. YkpauHckaa CCP camocToATenbHO onpegenaer
AAMVHNCTPATUBHO-TEPPUTOPMATbHOE YCTPOICTBO Pecnybanku 1 nopagok 0bpa3oBaHus Ha-
Li'OHaNbHO-aAMUHNCTPATUBHBIX €AMHULY'.

11 P. Andrusieczko, J. Prokopiuk, Flota Czarnomorska i Krym w kontekscie bezpieczeristwa Ukrainy,
“Przeglad Naukowo-Metodyczny. Edukacja dla Bezpieczefstwa" 2010, no. 3, pp. 68-69.
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ecutive bodies were to be established in the future'?. The decision con-
sisted of two clauses, and it read as follows: “1. BianoButu Kprmcoeky
AptonomHy PapsiHebky Couiaaictiuny Pecriy6aiky B Mexxax Tepuropii
Kpumcbkoi obaacTi B ckaaai Ykpaincbkoi PCP. 2. Kpumcbky o6aacHy
PaAy HapOAHMX AENyTaTiB TMMYacoBO, A0 NpUIHATTS KoHcTuTywil
Kpumcbkoi APCP i cTtBopeHHs Ha Il OCHOBI KOHCTUTYLIIIHUX OPTaHiB
A€pXaBHOI BAaAY, BU3HATY HAVBUILVM OPTaHOM A€pP)KaBHOI BAAAU
Ha Teputopii Kpumcpkoi APCP i Hapartu i1 craryc BepxoBHoi Papn
Kpumcbkoi ABroHoMmHOI PapsiHcbkoi CouiaaicTuunol Pecriy6aixn’
The decision was signed by the then Chairman of the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR, Leonid Kravchuk. The Supreme Council of the Crime-
an Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic was headed by the afore-
mentioned Nikolai Bagrov, and the post of chairman of the Council of
Ministers was held by Vitaly Kurashyk (he came from Belarus, but for
many years he had been professionally connected — first with the Don-
bass and later with Crimea)'.

The awareness that the balance of power within the Soviet Union
itself had come to an end led some high-level Russian party activists
to be willing to revise existing borders. This stood in stark contrast
to the agreement between the Russian SFSR and the Ukrainian SSR,
adopted on 19 November 1990. Clause 6 of that agreement guaranteed
the territorial consistency of both parties, with the reservation, how-
ever, that they remain within the USSR'. This was clearly highlight-
ed by the then foreign minister of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian
Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR), Andrei Kozyrev, dur-
ing the ratification of that agreement by the RSFSR on 23 November
1990. Andrei Kozyrev stated that if the dissolution of the Soviet Union
and the establishment of an independent Ukrainian statehood were

12 Zakon Ukraiinskoi radianskoii sotsialistichnoii respubliki, Pro vidnovlenia Krimskoii Avtonomnoii Ra-
dianskoii Sotsialistichnoii Respubliki” [3akoH Ykpaikcbkoi padaHcekoi couianicmuyroi pecny6niku
,[Tpo 8ioHo8neHHA Kpumcokoi AemoHomHoi PadaHcekoi Coyianicmuyroi Pecnybniku”], https://
zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/712-12 [30.06.2022].

13 A.A.Formanchuk, A.V. Maligin, op. cit., pp. 693-695.

14 Dogovor mezhdu Rossiyskoysovetskoy Federativnoy Sotsialisticheskoy Respublikoy i Ukrainskoy
Sovetskoy Sotsialisticheskoy Respublikoy, "Vedomosti s'yezda narodnykh deputatov RSFSR
i Verkhovnogo Soveta RSFSR” 1990 [fJozosop mexdy Poccutickoti Cosemckoli DedepamusHol
Coyuanucmuyeckot Pecny6nukoli u YkpauHckoti Cosemckot Coyuanucmudyeckol Pecnybnukod,
“BepgomocTu cbesna HapoaHbix genytatoB PCOCP n BepxosHoro Coeta PCOCP” 1990], no.
27,p.353.
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to occur, the question of the boundary line would be posed anew. In
this way, the Russian government signalled its claim to those areas of
Ukraine that it considered illegally incorporated during the formation
of the Soviet state in the early 1920s".

* % %

The dissolution of the USSR in December 1991 gave the Russian Feder-
ation a pretext to make demands, for example with regard to Crimea.
On 23 January 1992, the Supreme Soviet of Russia passed a resolution to
investigate the legal basis for the 1954 transfer of the peninsula. It was
no surprise that after several months, on 21 May 1992, the legislative
body of the Russian Federation decided that the decision to transfer
the Crimean region from the RSFSR to the USSR was invalid from
the moment it was taken. At the same time, deputies of the Supreme
Soviet of the Russian Federation called on the Ukrainian authorities
to hold talks on the further status of the region with the participation
of the region’s residents, whose representative — according to Moscow
— was the Republican Movement of Crimea, which openly sought its
incorporation into Russia'.

Another source of tension was the question of the status of the for-
mer Soviet Black Sea Fleet. Despite objections from Ukraine, which
wanted to work on the issue in a bilateral format, the Russians invited
representatives of local Crimean authorities to the talks, which led to
a crisis over the issue”. In the absence of an agreement, the two coun-
tries made unilateral decisions on the issue. On 5 April 1992, President
Leonid Kravchuk issued the relevant decree. Just two days later, Presi-
dent Boris Yeltsin issued his decree on jurisdiction over the Black Sea
Fleet. This peculiar “war of decrees” ended with a preliminary agree-
ment, signed by the two leaders on 23 June 1992 in Dagomys, Krasno-

15 0. Liubovets, Ukraiinsko-rosiiski superechnosti shchodo viznachennia statusu Krimu ta m. Sev-
astopol (1990-ti roki), [in:] Krim vid antichnosti do siokhodenniia. Istorichni studii, V. Smolii (ed.),
Kyiv 2014 [O. Jlio6oBeLb, Ykpaitceko-pocilicbki cynepeyHocmi wjo0o 8U3HAa4YeHHA cmamycy
Kpumy ma m. Cesacmonons (1990-mi poku), [B] Kpum 8id aHmuyuHocmi 00 cbo200eHHS. lcmopuyHi
cmyoii, B. Cmonit (ed.), Kwi 2014], pp. 624-625.

16  E. Mironowicz, Rosja - Ukraina. 25 lat miedzy ograniczonq wspéfpracq a ograniczong konfrontac-
jq","Studia z Dziejéw Rosji i Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej” 2014, issue 2, pp. 202-203.

17 Z.Btazewicz, P Krzykowski, M. Zyta, Pétwysep Krymski - strategiczny element relacji rosyjsko-ukrains-
kich, Warsaw 2018, p. 97.
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dar Krai. The deal provided for further negotiations, which dragged
on for another five years'.

The irredentist part of the political spectrum in Crimea was find-
ing support among the Russian establishment. In the spring of 1992,
the peninsula was visited by a delegation from the parliament of
the Russian Federation headed by the then vice president, Alex-
ander Rutskoy, who expressed support for the idea of the annexa-
tion of Crimea by the Russian Federation. In response to such calls,
the Ukrainian authorities started to limit the political independence
of the Crimean peninsula’s regional authorities. This was reflected in
the adoption of the resolution “Ilpo craryc aBToOHOMHOI Pecry6aiku
Kpum” by the Verkhovna Rada in Kyiv on 29 April, under which Crimea
became an autonomous constituent element of Ukraine. In doing so,
the central authorities reserved the right to fill positions within the lo-
cal Prosecutor’s office and the Security Service®.

The law received a critical opinion from pro-Russian forces gath-
ered in the Coordinating Council of the All-Crimean Movement of
Electors for a Crimean Republic. The relevant objections of the Coordi-
nating Council were brought to the Supreme Council of Crimea (Ver-
khovna Rada of Crimea), which at its meeting on 5 May 1992 passed
the “AKT 0 mpoBoO3rAalIeHNI TOCYAAAPCTBEHHOI CAMOCTOSTEABHOCTH
Pecniyoauxu Kppim” with a huge majority (79% of its membership).
The above-mentioned Act was accompanied by the decision “On
holding the all-Crimean referendum” of 2 August 1992%°, in which
two questions were to be posed: 1. Bol 3a HezaBucumyo Pecriy6Auky
KpbiM B cow3se ¢ Apyrumu rocypapcrsamu?; 2. Bol yrBepxpaere
AKT 0 HmpOBO3rAQIIEHUN T'OCYAAPCTBEHHON CaMOCTOSTEABHOCTHU

18  Rossiia-Ukraina 1990-2000. Dokumenti i materiali, in two volumens, vol. 1: 1990-1995, Moskva
2001 [Poccusa-YkpauHa 1990-2000. [JokymeHmel u mamepuarsi, in two volumens, vol. 1: 1990-1995,
MockBa 2001], pp. 18-24.

19 Zakon Ukraiini ,Pro status avtonomnoii Respubliki Krim’; “Vidomosti Verkhovnoii Radi Ukraiini”
1992 [3akoH Ykpaiuu ,llpo cmamyc asmoHomHoi Pecny6niku Kpum”, “BigomocTi BepxosHoi Pagu
YKpaiHn"1992], no. 30, pp. 1013-1015.

20 Postanovlenie Verkhovnogo Soveta Krima ,0b. Akte O provozglashenii gosudarstvennoii
samostoiatelnosti Respubliki Krim”, “Vedomosti Verkhovnogo Soveta Krima” 1991-1992 [[Tocma-
HogneHue BepxosHozo Cosema Kpbima ,06 Akme O nposo3sanawieHuu 20cyoapcmeerHol ca-
mocmoamesnsHocmu Pecny6nuku Kpeim”, “Begomocti BepxosHoro Coseta Kpbima” 1991-1992],
no. 6, p. 243.
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Pecniyoaukn Kpsim?* A day later, the Verkhovna Rada of Crimea
adopted the text of a constitution that clearly emphasised the peninsu-
la’s connection to Ukraine. However, it was based on separate treaties
and agreements. This provoked huge opposition from supporters of
the region’s union with Russia. Nonetheless, the Chairman of the Ver-
khovna Rada of Crimea Nikolai Bagrov stood against the diktat and
entered into a dialogue with Kyiv. This attitude brought a compromise
in the form of a new law: “Ilpo po3aMe)XyBaHHS NOBHOBa)KE€Hb MiX
opraHaMu Aep>kaBHOI Baaau Ykpainu i Pecriybaixu Kpum” (30 June
1992)*%. The agreement was an unqualified success for the Crimean
government. The peninsula gained great independence from the po-
litical centre in Kyiv. At the same time, relations between the penin-
sula’s authorities and the Tatar minority were normalised. Crimean
Tatars were promised greater influence over the staffing of the local
Verkhovna Rada®.

The year 1993 passed in the shadow of the conflict over the Black
Sea Fleet. The Russian government linked this issue to the Crimean
question, seeking a convenient solution for itself. Moscow unilater-
ally announced that it was taking over all the Fleet vessels of the for-
mer USSR, which naturally was not recognised by Ukraine. On g July
1993, the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation passed a resolu-
tion on the federal (Russian) status of the city of Sevastopol and at
the same time it identified it as the main base of the entire Black Sea
Fleet. A day later, Ukraine’s Verkhovna Rada rejected the claims as
completely unjustified**.

21 Postanovlenie Verkhovnogo Soveta Krima ,0 provedenii obshchekrimskogo referenduma’”,
“Vedomosti Verkhovnogo Soveta Krima”1991-1992 [[TocmaHosneHue BepxogHozo Cosema Kpei-
ma 0 nposedeHuu obekpbiMcko20 pegpepeHdyma”, “Begomoctn BepxosHoro Coseta Kpbima”
1991-1992], N0. 6, p. 244.

22 Zakon Ukraiini «Pro rozmezhuvannia povnowazhen mizh orkhanami derzhavnoi viadi Ukraiini
iRespublikiKrim”[3akoH Ykpaitu,[Tpo po3mexysaHHs NOBHOBAXeHb MiX Op2aHamu depxagHoisnaou
Ykpainu i Pecny6niku Kpum”] https://ips.ligazakon.net/document/view/t2299007an=1[04.07.2022].

23 D. Riabushkhin, Poloticheskaia istoriia Krima (1989-2007), [in:] Regioni Ukraini. Khronika i ruk-
ovoditieli, 3: Krim i Nikolaievskaia oblast’, K. Matsuzato [[. PabywkuH, [Torumuyeckas ucmopus
Kpeima (1989-2007), [B:] PeauoHsl YkpauHel. XpoHuka u pykosodumenu, 3: Kpuim u Hukonaesckas
obnacme, K. Mauysarto (ed.)], Sapporo 2009, pp. 40-45.

24 S.Padalka,Krimske pitannia”v politichnikh realiakh nezalezhnoii Ukraiini (I polovina 9o-kh rokiv XX
stolittia), [in:] Krim vistorichnikh realiakh Ukrainii: Materiali naukovoii konferentsii, Krim v istorichnikh
reliakh Ukraini: Do 50-richchia vkhodzhennia Krimu do sktadu URSR” (Kyiv, 19 liutokho 2004 1.), V.A.
Smolii (ed.), Kyiv 2004 [C. MMaganka, , Kpumcoke numarHa" 8 nonimuyHux peanisx He3anexHoi Ykpa-
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In January 1994, a strongly pro-Russian politician Yuriy Meshkov
became the first president of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea.
His political backbone was the “Poccust” bloc, which consisted of two
groups: the “Pecniybankanckas naprusa Kpeima” and the “Hapoanas
naptust Kpeima” The new president wanted to return to the variant
of the local constitution containing the text from before the agree-
ment with the Ukrainian government, which would definitely bring
Crimea closer to Moscow. However, his opponent turned out to be
the new chairman of the Verkhovna Rada of Crimea, Sergei Tsekov.
Tsekov began his own political game aimed at rapprochement with
Kyiv, where, in turn, Leonid Kuchma built his position as president of
Ukraine®. Kuchma was strongly determined to break Crimean sepa-
ratism. At Kuchma’s request, on 17 March 1995, Ukraine’s Verkhovna
Rada passed two laws: the Act on the Abolition of the Constitution
and Certain Laws of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the Act
on the Autonomous Republic of Crimea. The most major changes
primarily concerned the status of Crimea, which was increasingly
becoming an autonomous administrative and territorial unit with-
in Ukraine. Furthermore, the Constitution of the Autonomous Re-
public of Crimea was subject to approval by the Verkhovna Rada of
Ukraine, and the prerogatives of the local Verkhovna Rada could be
limited under certain specified conditions. In the process, the status
of Sevastopol was also clarified — a separate city that is directly sub-
ordinate to Kyiv. Faced with these developments, and finding no sup-
port in Crimea itself, President Yuriy Meshkov abandoned his office
and went to Russia?.

iHu (InonoguHa 9o-x pokie XX cmonimma), [B:] Kpum 8 icmopuyHux peanisix Ykpainu: Mamepianu
Haykosoi KoHpeperuii ,Kpum 8 icmopuyrux peanisx Ykpaitu: [Jo 50-piyus exooxeHHs Kpumy 0o
cknady YPCP” (Kuis, 19 momo2o 2004 p.), B.A. Cmoniit (ed.), Kuis 2004], pp. 342-343.

25 D. Akselrod, ,Ya sdalsa. Ya ne stal voievat”. Vzlet i padeniie pervogo prezidenta Krima Meshkova
(1. Akcenbpog, ,A coancs. Al He cman eoegams”. Banem u nadeHue nepgo2o npesudeHma Kpbima
Mewkosal), https://ru.krymr.com/a/vzlet-i-padenie-pervogo-prezidenta-kryma/30864983.html
[04.07.2022].

26 A.V.Malgin, Krim posle raspada SSSR: mezhdu Rossiiei i Ukrainoii. 1991-2004 gg., [in:] Istoriia Krima,
A.V.Yurasov (ed.) [A.B. ManbruH, Kpeim nocne pacnada CCCP: mexdy Poccueli u Ykpaurod. 1991-
2004 22.,[B:] Vikmopus Kpeima, A.B. FOpacos (ed.)], in two volumens, vol. 2, Moscow 2019, pp. 709-
714.
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After consolidating his power, Leonid Kuchma brought about the adop-
tion of Ukraine’s new constitution on 28 June 1996. Under the Basic
Law adopted at the time, the issue of Crimean autonomy found its
place in line with the course taken the year before. Crimea was devot-
ed to the tenth chapter of the Constitution (articles 134-139), which
discussed both its political issues and the powers of local authorities
— the Supreme Council (Verkhovna Rada) and the Council of Minis-
ters (the judiciary remained unitary)*. According to this Law, the Au-
tonomous Republic of Crimea was to be fully controlled by central
authorities. From such a perspective, any centrifugal tendencies as-
sociated with the pro-Moscow resentments of local Russian/Soviet
elites seemed to be overcome, and it seemed that these elites would
slowly find a place for themselves in the Ukrainian political and eco-
nomic space, especially as the process of its oligarchization intensi-
fied in Ukraine. The agreement (commonly referred to as the “grand
agreement”) concluded between Russia and Ukraine on 31 May 1997,
and signed by Boris Yeltsin and Leonid Kuchma, was to become a sort
of culmination of the completion of this process®. After nearly a dec-
ade, the Crimean question was to be completely resolved, and the two
countries — Russia and Ukraine — were to develop slowly but effectively
in the spirit of democracy, as flawed, oligarchic and corrupt as it was.

This apparent consensus, however, lasted only three years. Yeltsin’s
resignation and the election of Vladimir Putin as Russian president
reopened not only the question of Crimea’s belonging or, more broad-

27 Konstytucja Ukrainy, http:/libr.sejm.gov.pl/tekot/txt/konst/ukraina.html [04.07.2022]; M. Got-
da-Sobczak, Krym jako przedmiot sporu ukrairisko-rosyjskiego, Poznan 2016, pp. 160-161.

28 Dogovor o druzhbe, sotrudnichestve i partnerstve mezhdu Rossiiskoi Federatsiei i Ukrainoi [[o-
2080p 0 Opyxbe, compyoHudecmee u napmHepcmae mexdy Poccutickot Gedepayueli u Ykpau-
Ho], http://docs.cntd.ru/document/1902220 [04.07.2022]; Dogovir pro druzhbu, spivrobitnitstvo
i partnerstvo mizh Ukrainoyu i Rosiys'koyu Federatsieyu [[Jozosip npo dpyx6y, cnispobimHuymeo
i napmnepcmeo mix Ykpairoto i Pociticokoto ®edepauiero], https://zakons.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/643_006 [04.07.2022]. Section 3. of this Agreement read as follows: ,Bbicokue [lorosa-
priBaiowmecs CTOPOHbI CTPOAT OTHOLUEHNS APYT C APYTOM Ha OCHOBE MPUHLMMOB B3aMMHOTO
YBAXEHWs, CyBEPEHHOTO PAaBEHCTBA, TEPPUTOPUANbHOI LIENOCTHOCTI, HEPYLIMMOCTIA FPaHiL,
MUPHOTO YPErynmpoBaHiA CNIOPOB, HEMPUMEHEHUA CUMbI WK YTPO3bl CUON, BKIIOYAs IKOHO-
MUYECKME 1 NHblE CNOCOBbI JaBNeHNs, NPaBa HapoJ0B CBOOOAHO PacnopsKaTbCs CBOEN Cyab-
60i1, HeBMeELLATENbCTBA BO BHYTPEHHNE fiena, COONI0AEHIA NPaB YenoBeKa M OCHOBHbIX CBO6OS,
COTPYAHMYECTBA MEXY roCyAapCTBaMi, JOOPOCOBECTHOTO BbINONHEHNA B3ATHIX MEXAYHAPOS-
HbX 00A3aTeNbCTB, @ TaKXe APYriX 06OLLENPU3HAHHBIX HOPM MEXYHAPOLJHOTO NpaBa’.
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ly, the permanence of the Russian-Ukrainian border but, as it turned
out after 24 February 2022, the existence of Ukraine as such. From
this perspective, the attempts to change Crimea’s statehood in the late
1980s and early 1990s appear not as one-off incidents but as a well-
thought-out strategy whose goal was and is to fundamentally revise
the post-Soviet geopolitical system and create a new map of Eurasia
with a dominant role for the Russian Federation.
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