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ELECTIONS AND POWER

ON THE RESULTS OF
THE SPECIAL PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS
IN KAZAKHSTAN

Timur SHAYMERGENOV

Coworker at the Secretariat of the Majilis of
the Kazakhstan Parliament
(Astana, Kazakhstan)

history. It isno exaggeration to say that the political reform going on in the country isasym-

bolic event that has significantly changed the political arena and configuration of forcesin the
republic. This process was launched in May when amendments to the country’s Constitution called
upon to bring the economic and political development processes in Kazakhstan into harmony with
each other were adopted. They were primarily aimed at introducing a presidential-parliamentary form
of rulein the country. The president’ s deliberate transfer of some powersto the political parties and
the parliament was not only a sign of the constructive development of the political system, but also a
strategically tested step that greatly accelerated political modernization in Kazakhstan.

The change in the parliament’s status and possibilities led to disbandment of the lower house
and the decision to hold special electionsto the Mgjilison 18 August, 2007.> Analysts give avariety
of reasonswhy the deputy corps of the third convocation became athing of the past, but this step seems
very logical, since it was dictated by the amendments to the Constitution, and they, in turn, were a
demand of thetimes. There are no other clear reasonsfor the disbandment, sincethe Mgjilis’ activity
was not criticized in the government or society, and the house operated quite efficiently. This step

T he current political season will certainly occupy a special place in Kazakhstan’s most recent

! See: Decree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan N. Nazarbaev No. 350 “About Dissolution of the Ma-
jilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan of the Third Convocation and Appointment of Extraordinary Elections
of the Deputies of Majilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan,” Akorda, Astana, 20 June, 2007, available at
[http://election.kz/portal/page?_pageid=153,1& dad=portal& schema=PORTAL].
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also meetstheinterests of Kazakhstan’ s democratic devel opment and the tasks of the country’ saccel-
erated modernization.

Elections according to the proportional system held for the first time in Kazakhstan’s history
were not only an innovation for all the political forces and society as awhole, but were also atest of
the party system’s maturity. Few had any ideawhat a political party’ stactics, or itsrelations with the
republic’selite, should bein the new situation. For thefirst time, alist of leaders had to be compiled,
which was offered to the voters asthe party’ s overall image. Public opinion pollsacquired an entirely
different nature, and the fervor aroused by the party ratings on a national scale was one of the most
entertaining elements of the past election marathon.?

In so doing, many experts christened them “no-intrigue elections” even before the actual cam-
paign began, sincethefavorite and the resultswere known in advance. Theresults surprised everyone
and gave rise to all kinds of different assessments. But all the same, despite all the ambiguity and
unexpectedness of the election results, political reform in Kazakhstan is an important and long-term
step, for the country hasin fact transferred from one system to another—from the ex-Soviet Kazakh
S.S.R. and apost-Soviet new formation with unclear legitimacy to asystemic national state.®* The past
election campaign was a logical continuation of this reform. The government gave society another
clear signal that it was steering a steady course toward democratization of the country and that polit-
ical modernization would not be halted or conserved.

It should be noted that certain merging and transformation processes preceded the elections on
therepublic’ s party field, which were mainly triggered by the party nature of the electoral procedure.
Seven political structures took part in the 2007 parliamentary elections: the National Social-Demo-
cratic Party (NSDP), the Nur Otan People's Democratic Party, the Party of Patriots of Kazakhstan
(PPK), the Auyl Social-Democratic Party of Kazakhstan, the Ak Zhol Democratic Party of Kazakhstan,
the Rukhaniiat Party, and the Communist People's Party of Kazakhstan (CPPK).*

One of the favorites in the election campaign was the leading party—the Nur Otan People's
Democratic Party—which poses as the party in power. Its program focuses on support of the presi-
dent’ s political-economic policy.

Another favorite was the National Social-Democratic Party, which wasjoined alittle earlier by
the Real Ak Zhol Party. The NSDP posed as the main opponent of Nur Otan and the government asa
whole. It presented its goals as promoting a cardinal change in the republic’s political and socioeco-
nomic policy, as well as dismantling the current system of staterule.

The leaders also included the Ak Zhol Democratic Party of Kazakhstan, to which representa-
tives of the Adilet Democratic Party of Kazakhstan belonged. Ak Zhol, being a representative of the
so-called “moderate” opposition, generally steered a constructive course, offering in so doing their
own vision of the change in the country’ s devel opment vector. Objectively, the Communist People’s
Party of Kazakhstan, the Party of Patriots of Kazakhstan, Auyl, and Rukhaniiat were labeled as out-
siders. The popularity ratings of these parties are not high in society, and their activity isineffective
and barely tangible (this particularly concernswork in the regions). For these reasons, experts did not
regard these players as potential victors.

2 See: S. Akimbekov, “Goriachee leto?” Kontinent, No. 13 (198), 4-17 July, 2007.

3 See: lu. Solozobov, “Kazakhstan—vazhneyshiy interfeys Rossii,” RIA Novosti, 3 August, 2007, available at
[www.rian.ru].

4 Parties were listed in keeping with their position in the voting bulletins.
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A distinguishing feature of the proportional election system is the emphasis not on specific
personalities, but on the competition of ideas and proposals, that is, on election platforms.® In the
election race, Nur Otan, Ak Zhol, and the NSDP can be singled out as the leaders in the election
platform ratings. The program documents of the CPK, CPPK, Auyl, and Rukhaniiat were not very
well developed, and it stands to reason that in order to gain the most votes, a party’s program
should primarily meet the interests of the electorate and encompass all the vitally important social
problems.

Nur Otan, Ak Zhol, and the NSDP can be singled out from among all the political partiesin
terms of how systemically and comprehensively they presented urgent questionsin their election
platforms. For example, the election platforms of Auyl, Rukhaniiat, the PPK, and the CPPK are
characterized by brevity and an emphasis on specific problems. In so doing, the CPPK and PPK did
not develop a systems approach in presenting the main provisions of their programs.® Another se-
rious shortcoming of these partiesisthe absence of original ideasand proposal s capabl e of arousing
the electorate’ sinterest.

If we look at the distinguishing features of the election platforms, we can ascertain significant
differences between them. Nur Otan’s program is extensive and encompasses the comprehensive
development plans of the entire country.” The NSDP's platform is distinguished by a high degree of
radicality and is counterposed to Nur Otan’s platform. The Ak Zhol Party put forward a program
characterized by an unusual form of delivery, aswell as by acreative approach.®

The platform of the Auyl Party concentrates exclusively on the agricultural problem, whereby
other groups of votersand their problems are beyond the field of vision of thisstructure.® A similar
situation also developed in the Rukhaniiat Party. Whereas Auyl decided to focuson alimited elec-
torate, Rukhaniiat concentrated in its platform on humanitarian issues. As for the CPPK and the
Party of Patriots, their election platforms are reminiscent in form and content of pre-election leaf-
lets. The platforms of these parties are presented in extremely condensed form and consist of sep-
arate theses.*?

Nor can we ignore the fact that the elections were scheduled early, there was not much time to
prepare for them, but they made it possible to distinguish between actually functioning party organ-
izations and those parties that only lived “from election to election.”

The 2007 campaign also had specific characteristics:

(a) forthefirsttimeinKazakhstan'spalitical history, parliamentary electionswere held according
to party lists;

(b) members of the Kazakhstan National Assembly were delegated to the country’ s represent-
ative body.

In so doing, parallel to the parliamentary elections, elections to the local representative bodies,
maslikhats, were also held, but they simply went unnoti ced against the background of theintenseinter-
party struggle.

Today, the foundations of power are undergoing activetransformation in Kazakhstan, and par-
ties are becoming the key actors in the political process. Participation of political parties alonein
the political process is giving rise to de-personification of the electoral procedure and presumes

5 See: A. Tastenov, “Semero smelykh. S chem idut kazakhstanskie partii na vybory?” available at [http://
www.centrasia.ru/newsA.php4?st=1186126800] .

5 |bidem.

" Ibidem.

8 |bidem.

9 Ibidem.

10 | bidem.
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competition of the programs and ideas contained in the election platforms. It is also generally ac-
cepted that the proportional system makesit possible to take into account all the political interests
and help to ensure social stability where ethnic and other groups need to have representation in the
legislative bodies.

Asfor the second specific aspect, it should be noted that thisis Kazakhstani know-how, which
does not have any analoguesin world political practice. Thefact that the Assembly acquired a consti-
tutional status and the right to be represented in parliament is something new. The Assembly, which
was created 12 years ago as an advisory body for harmonizing ethnic relations, has become a full-
fledged institution of the political system.

It isimportant that the 2007 electoral process occurred peacefully, without any outrages or pub-
lic unrest. This says that the government ensured equality and all the necessary conditions were cre-
ated for honest and open competition. During the election campaign, al the participantsin the elec-
tion procedure strove to carry out their activity within the law, on the basis of mutual respect and
objectivity. It isworth pointing out a certain illusion was created that the radical opposition had also
been incorporated into the civilized political struggle.

And of course, Kazakhstan citizens have become more politically mature, competent, and dis-
criminating in their partialities. It isalso important to note that Kazakh society does not accept rad-
ical ideas. Therefore, as Russian political scientistsbelieve, partieslikethe LDPR with Zhirinovskiy
at the helm cannot expect support of the electorate.’? During the many years of stability, society is
steadily oriented toward positive initiatives and this, experts believe, is the key to understanding
the electoral moodsin Kazakhstan. The so-called “ conservatism” factor isalso present here, which,
incidentally, existsin essentially every country with ablossoming economy. Psychologically, peo-
ple do not want sudden changes capable of causing instability. Under these conditions, the opposi-
tion parties have to reject their old orientation toward extreme assessments and absol ute criticism.
Asaresult, the scenarios of aradical development of the electoral process have not justified them-
selves.

What is more, the 2007 election campaign was distinguished by unprecedented information
openness and broad access of all the partiesto agitation possibilities and resources. It must be admit-
ted that thisisindeed a great breakthrough in democratization compared with the previous election
procedures. In order to ensure the equal access of political parties to the mass mediaand provide the
voters with as much information as possible about their election programs, the format of open polit-
ical debates was expanded.

In particular, subsidies from the republic’s Central Elections Commission provided political
partieswith live air time on the Khabar state television station during the popul ar Betpe-bet program,
aswell aswith air time on Kazakh radio. In addition, the country’ s two central newspapers, Kazakh-
stanskaia pravda and Egemen Kazakstan, provided print space at the CEC’s expense for publishing
interviews with the leaders or representatives of political parties. And finally, many television chan-
nels set up “discussion courts’ on their own initiative, where television debates were held with the
participation of activists from al the political partiesinvolved in the election procedure. During the
campaign, party leaders held various Internet conferences. Incidentally, the use of various forms of
Internet communication for agitation is another innovation of the past election race. In compliance
with the Law on Elections, on 10 August, 2007, debates between political parties were also held on
the Khabar TV channel .:®

1 See: “Glava gosudarstva prinial uchastie v zasedanii Soveta Assamblei naroda Kazakhstana,” available at [http://
www.nomad.su/?a=3-200708070333].

12 According to the information of the RIA Novosti Information Agency, available at [www.rian.ru].

13 According to the data of the Kazakhstan Central Elections Commission, available at [www.election.kz].
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At the sametime, as the CEC notes, there was not one sufficiently justified complaint during
the campaign about restricted access to the mass media. If certain partieswererestricted in some
way, this was done within the framework of the law and the interrelations between owner and
client.

Theresults of the mediamonitoring on how often they featured parties during the el ection cam-
pai gn show that the number of mentions of aparticular party depended on the activity of the structures
themselves.** According to the monitoring results, the conclusions are unequivocal: the mass media
did not give special attention to any one party and any complaints by the members of individual party
organizations about “unequal” coverage of their activity were unfounded.®® Nur Otan, Ak Zhol, and
the NSDP were the record-holders with respect to the number of times they were mentioned in the
mass media. But thisdid not mean the mass mediawere loyal to these parties, just these three leaders
held the largest number of image-making and propaganda functions.*®

Society reacted quite calmly to the agitation-propaganda activity of the parties and possibly the
population’ sreticence, aswell asits conscious views and moods, helped to minimizethelevel of black
PR and political mud-slinging in the mass media. Although certain negative incidents did take place,
they should beregarded asthe attempts of individual playersto draw society’ sattention to themselves
and somehow liven up the election process. For example, certain members of the CPPK, who accused
the NSDP of “destabilizing the political situation,” tried to do this. In particular, E. Abylkasymov noted
in his statementsin the mass mediathat “the NSDPisfully carrying out its plan, which was most like-
ly hatched in the bowel s of the Western special services. All of their latest actions were aimed at car-
rying out a strategy ultimately aimed at bringing people out into the streets and organizing mass un-
rest.”” Mutual accusations followed, which generally remained unnoticed and did not have an effect
on the campaign. The same E. Abylkasymov was later involved in another conflict, when he unex-
pectedly wished the Nur Otan Party victory, for which hewastaken off the CPPK’ slist. Onthewhole,
acute wing-dings, arguments, and debates among the parties, aswell aswith the el ectorate occurredin
virtual space, on popular web forums, rather than in the streets. Neverthel ess, one important conclu-
sion can aready be made: the new (proportional) system of elections has significantly raised the cul-
ture of public discussions and the responsibility of the party |eaders.

Asaresult, 377 candidates from the seven aforementioned parties ran for 98 seatsin the lower
house of parliament. Another nine candidates were nominated by the Kazakhstan National Assembly
(they participated in a separate voting).

On the whole, several weeks before the voting, both the leaders and the outsidersin the el ec-
tion procedure had been determined. It must be noted that according to all the sociological polls
conducted, the Nur Otan Party should have received the greatest public support. The main intrigue
was the fuss around which parties would gather the seven percent required to get into the M gjilis of
the country’s parliament. In so doing, according to experts’ preliminary estimates, the Nur Otan
Party was supposed to receive up to 80% of the seats in parliament, and at least another two oppo-

14 See the weekly monitoring reports at [www.zonakz.net].

15 Seer Vybory: monitoring SMI, available at [http://ndp-nurotan.kz/?f=show& ft=27& type=11& id=29084504659] .

16 The third session of a permanent round table organized by the CEC was held in Astana with the participation of
representatives of political parties on the topic “On the Course of the Election Campaign and its Coverage in the Mass
Media,” available at [www.nomad.su/?a=3-2007081002].

17 *Chlen KNPK obviniaet OSDP v ‘destabilizatsii politicheskoi obstanovki,”” available at [www.nomad.su/?a=
3-200708100329].
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On 18 August, at 7:00 local time, 9,728 polling stations opened in every region of the country,
Percentage Ratio of the Voting Results?®

in 1,512 of which the Saylau electronic voting system operated as planned. By 21:00, the voting
wasover, and at 22:00, the final information was avail able about how many Kazakhstanis had vot-

ed at the special election of deputiesto the Mgjilis of the parliament and at the regular elections of
deputiesto the maslikhats of all levels: 5,726,544 voters (or 64.56 percent of the electorate) carried

Zhol and the NSDP, which could have livened up the political process in the republic, but these
out their right to vote.

sition parties were to obtain proportional representation.’® |t was presumed that they would be Ak
forecasts were not justified.

\\

Nur Otan PDP 88.41%

PPK 0.78%

N
~
™
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©
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©
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Auyl SDPK 1.51%
CPPK 1.29%

Ak Zhol DPK 3.09%

QLKKIIIIIIHIKIKIRA

NSDP 4.54%

[20202288XEHIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIEIIIH
&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&
PLEIIIIHIIIIIIIIIEIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIN
EG558KRHIIIAHIIHIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIHIHXIAIAHH X

ru).

In addition to the unexpected el ection results, specialists al so noted the unprecedented activ-

Theresultsof therecent elections shattered all theforecastsof political scientists: only onepolitical
18 According to the data of the Institute of Comparative Social Studies “CESSI-Kazakhstan,” available at
19 Appendix to the resolution of the Kazakhstan Central Elections Commission of 22 August, 2007, No. 113/242,
2 See: L. Tusupbekova, “Tolko vmeste! Tolko vpered!” Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 22 August, 2007.

2 Seer |. Nevolin, “Rezultaty golosovaniia prevzoshli vse ozhidaniia,” Liter, 20 August, 2007.

//

eveof theelections, no onein Kazakhstan or beyond the republic doubted that the party in power would
win, but the fact that not only third, but also second place were not filled came as acomplete surprise

to everyone. No one objectively expected thiskind of result, neither the government, nor the opposi-

tion, nor the experts, nor the observers.
citizens to be involved in the changes going on in the state.?* Throughout the entire republic,

organization—Nur Otan—obtained seatsin the Mgjilis of the fourth convocation. The other six par-
tiesthat participated in the parliamentary elections could not overcome the 7-percent barrier. On the
ity of the Kazakhstan electorate at elections of this level, which shows the desire of the country’s

[www.e.gov.kz/sailau2007?1an
available at [www.election.kz].
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8,891,561 citizensfeatured on the voter lists, 6,082,430 of whom participated in the voting, or 68.4 per-
cent. Outsidethe polling stations, 185,979 voters cast their votes. According to the Kazakhstan CEC,
the largest number of voters came to the polling stations in the Almaty (90.12%) and North Kaza-
khstan (75.03%) regions. The lowest turnout was registered in the country’s two main cities, As-
tanaand Almaty.

Distribution of Electorate’s Votes??

/ Political Parties Number of Votes \

National Social-Democratic Party 269,310
Nur Otan People’s Democratic Party 5,247,720
Party of Patriots of Kazakhstan 46,436
Auyl Social-Democratic Party of Kazakhstan 89,855
Ak Zhol Democratic Party of Kazakhstan 183,346
Rukhaniiat Party 22,159
\\ Communist People’s Party of Kazakhstan 76,799 //

According to some data, CEC employees note that thistime the el ectorate was so organization-
ally consolidated that the leaders of the NSDP could only obtain seats in the Mgjilis if the election
resultswerefalsified. The CEC simply would not permit such violations of thelaw in favor of falsely
understood plurality of the parliament.? On the whole, the voter turnout at the current el ections was
higher than theindex for previousyears. In 2003, 56.4 percent participated in the elections of deputies
tothe maslikhats, in 2004, 56.8 percent of the voters participated in the el ections of M gjilis deputies.*
Today, we can point to the main reasons for the electorate’ s high activity.

m First, there was a very powerful information background accompanying the elections. The
current election campai gn was much more extensive than the 2004 parliamentary electionsin
technological and emotional scope. What is more, the republic’s CEC, in turn, took awhole
series of systemic stepsin order to help the political parties bring their election programsto
the voters.

m Second, those political partiesfor which each vote wasimportant in order to overcome the
7-percent barrier made numerous addresses to the voters. This is another plus of the pro-
portional election system. If, in the past, the fate of deputy mandates was resolved in cer-
tain districts where, dueto local specific features, the candidates were not always interest-
ed in voter activity, now a high turnout was a determining factor in the success of all the
election participants.

m Andthird, the parliamentary electionsreceived significant support from nongovernmental or-
ganizations, which set themselves the task of drawing as many people as possible into the
voting process. The widespread campaign “Y our Vote—Y our Future” and the multitude of

22 According to the Kazakhstan CEC, available at [www.election.kz].
2 See: S. Mekebaev, “Togo, kto vyshel iz naroda, obratno ne zamanish,” Vremia, 23 August, 2007.
2 According to the data of the Kazakhstan CEC, available at [www.election.kz].
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billboardsand postersnaturally played their role.® In so doing, the el ections also gave astrong
boost to the devel opment of acivil society assuch in Kazakhstan, which was particul arly seen
in the active interaction between the parties and nongovernmental organizations.

On 20 August, elections of candidates to the Magjilis from the Kazakhstan National Assembly
were held at one national polling station. The voter list featured 364 citizens—members of the KNA
Council—of whom 337 participated in the voting, or 92.58 percent. What is more, 9 candidates for
deputy to the Majilis of the parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan participated in the elections,
who were representatives of the German, Ukrainian, Russian, Belorussian, Kazakh, Uzbek, Bulgari-
an, Uighur, and Korean ethnic groups.?

Voting Results of
the Kazakhstan National Assembly Council?

C D
M. Akhmadiev 312 93.13
V. Vishnichenko 310 92.54
E. Kappel 300 89.55
L. Pitalenko 314 93.73
R. Polishchuk 295 88.06
K. Sadvakasov 297 88.66
R. Khalmuradov 314 93.73
L. Khochieva 310 92.54
\\ V. Tsoi 304 90.75 //

Deputiesfrom the Assembly will be called upon to be“friendship envoys,” the activity of whom
will be aimed at further improving government policy in the interests of the people of Kazakhstan. It
should be emphasized that this practice has no analogues, and so it is still too early to talk about how
effective this step will be and forecast its prospects. Asfor the rest, the idea of ethnic representation
inthe parliament isaimed at further devel oping the Kazakhstani model of ethnic and confessional peace
and consent in the country.

The election campaign was held with a previously unprecedented number of international ob-
servers from among international organizations and some states of the Near and Far Abroad. On the
whole, the number of accredited international observers was estimated at 1,129. There were 448 ob-
serversin the CIS Mission from six Commonweal th member states, 13 observersfrom the SCO Mis-
sion, 137 from seven foreign states, and 71 from international organizations.?® The ODIHR/OSCE
Mission had 460 accredited observersfrom 28 OSCE member states. In so doing, the latter appoint-
ed Canadian senator Consiglio Di Nino asits Special Coordinator and Head of the OSCE Election

2 According to the information of the Khabar Information Agency, available at [www.khabar.kz].
% See: “Upolnomochennye etnosom,” available at [www.nomad.su/?a=3-200708070332].

27 Appendix to the resolution of the Kazakhstan CEC of 22 August, 2007, No. 113/242.

2 According to the data of the Kazakhstan CEC, available at [www.election.kz].
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Observation Mission at parliamentary elections in Kazakhstan, which indicates the high interest in
the republic.

After the election results were announced, the OSCE Observer Mission published itsfirst pre-
liminary assessments. The document noted “ progress worthy of approval,” but it was also said that
“several international standards were not observed—in particular, certain elements of the new legis-
lation and vote-counting process.” in 40% of the polling stations visited by observers, the latter was
evaluated “ negatively dueto insufficient transparency.”?® An evaluation of the elections by the above-
mentioned Mission might add to the doubts about the possibility of the OSCE’s positive decision at
the end of this year of Astana’s application for the right to chair in this organization in 2009.

According to observers from the Russian Federation, PRC, the U.S., Turkey, Israel, the CIS,
PACE, and the SCO, all the necessary conditionswere created in Kazakhstan for holding an honest
and transparent election campaign.®* According to their evaluations, organization of the elections
met all the requirements of democracy. The observers noted that the political parties ran a correct
election campaign, were given equal accessto the mass media, and that acalm political atmosphere
reigned in the country. The measures undertaken in the republic aimed at ensuring equal conditions
for all the political partiesin the el ection campaign were also positively assessed. In particular, the
observers are sure that all the measures undertaken should give rise to frameworks and rules for
freer and more honest elections. In their opinion, the current political changesare astepintheright
direction.®

To be objective, it should be noted that no one in fact needed thislandslide victory of one party,
sinceit did not fit into the framework of the political reforms that have begun. Why was it necessary
then to dishand the parliament and make amendmentsto thelegislation if the opposition memberswere
unableto gain asingle seat in the new composition of the Mgjilis? Thisis never talked about openly,
but everyone understandsvery well that the special electionswere held to acertain extent to pleasethe
government’ s opponents, who have been insisting for the past two yearsthat they “are not allowed to
sitinthedriver’ sseat anywhere,” whilethey consider themselves|ong grown up. Akorda, by making
concessions to the opposition, made preparations to integrate the latter into the state management
mechanism. It created various structures, such as the Permanent Assembly on Democratization, the
National Democratization Commission, and State Commission for Specification of the Democratic
Reforms, which sooner or later were to lead to real political modernization. In this respect, the argu-
ments of the leaders of most of the political organizations that they were not ready for the elections
sound rather absurd today.*

On the whole, the election race took such an unexpected turn due to the combination of sev-
eral circumstances. These circumstancesinclude the main reasonsfor Nur Otan’ s success: there can
be no doubt that the personality of the party leader, Nursultan Nazarbaev, was the most important
factor in the victory. Nur Otan’s sensational spurt ahead of all the others was due to Nursultan
Nazarbaev’ simage, which was projected onto the image of the party. In so doing, the party largely
repeated the result of the 2005 campaign.* The party is distinguished by awell-devel oped and broad
ideological base, which can briefly be characterized as reformist, since it suggests that the voters
preserve al the achievements reached during the years of independence and their determination to
continue the policy of comprehensive reform. In the election campaign, Nur Otan placed the em-

2 A. Dubnov, “Kazakhskaia SSR,” available at [www.vremya.ru].

%0 See: D. Popazov, “Proverka reform proshla uspeshno,” Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 21 August, 2007.

31 See: “Politiki SShA o vyborakh v Kazakhstane.” According to the information of the Khabar Information Agen-
cy of 15 August, 2007.

%2 See: |. Nevalin, op. cit.

3 According to the results of the presidential election in 2005, Nursultan Nazarbaev gathered 91.15% of the
votes.
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phasis being positive: under the conditions of economic growth and personal prosperity, a positive
mood during the election campaign is the most efficacious, since it fully coincides with the opti-
mistic mood of the electorate.®

Despite the fact that, according to the experts' forecasts, either the moderate opposition party,
Ak Zhol, or the team of prominent Kazakhstani oppositionists, NSDP, were supposed to obtain seats
in the lower house, neither of them was able to overcome the 7-percent barrier. It was very logical to
expect the government to prepare early for these elections, but it was difficult to believe that the op-
position would be so unprepared thistime. Today, many arguments can be found to justify this situ-
ation, but saying there was not enough time to run the election race is tantamount to admitting com-
plete hel plessness.®

Now it isclear that the Kazakhstan opposition essentially flopped the latest parliamentary elec-
tions. During the 2005 presidential election, it showed much better results. But thistime, the opposi-
tion forcesreveal ed themselvesin amore than unconvincing light, and there are objective reasonsfor
this. | think it would be best to start with the least promoted name, after all it is clear that not all the
opposition-minded voterswere so politically well-versed to understand the difference between Ak Zhol
and the NSDP, particularly since the matter concerned the former associates of a previously united
opposition brand. The conflict image of the opposition leaders again worked to their disadvantage:
whiletouching on particular problemsthey always placed their stakes on the negative. A fundamental
mistake of the opposition is also that if it unites, it does this on a destructive rather than a creative
foundation—not “for,” but “against.” %

It was unproductive on the part of the radicals from the NSDP to present their alliance as away
of fighting the current government, posing as opponents of the head of state. After all, any sociolog-
ical poll will show that society is very supportive of Nursultan Nazarbaev’ s policy. In so doing, the
opposition set itself against most of the electorate.

It isalso unfortunate that the opponents of the highest |eadership concentrated their efforts not
on developing their own program of action and bringing its content to the popul ation, but on search-
ing for shortcomings in the organization of the elections and exposing the government’s “ conspira-
cies’ against the opposition. It isthought that the defeat of many political organizations at the 2007
parliamentary electionswas graphic evidencefor all the Kazakhstani partiesthat the voters' trust can
only be won by consistent and systematic activity, and the el ections are only the concluding phase of
thiswork.®” The opposition spent time that could and should have been used to work with the elector-
ate during the election campaign on variousintrigues, which ended up making the images of some of
the political figures and formations very unattractive.

AsDirector of the Kazakhstan Institute of Strategic StudiesB. Sultanov believes, Kazakhstan's
opposition parties could not obtain seatsin the M gjilis because they underestimated the level of polit-
ical awareness of the voters and the changes going on in the country after the previous parliamentary
elections. According to him, “you used to be able to count on support after promoting some PR project
and supporting it with media resources and foreign funding.”

Asmost political scientists note, alienation is the greatest weakness of the radical Kazakhstani
opposition: for thisreason, it had neither unconditional unity, nor “breakthrough” projectsor progres-
sive programs. The inability to achieve a “common denominator” is prompting the alienated and
ambitious members of the opposition to enter all kinds of politically unnatural unions.

34 See: “Piat prichin pobedy. Pochemu partiia vlasti vyigrala vybory,” available at [http://www.liter.kz/site.php?
lan=russian&id=151& pub=8035].

% See: B. Karimov, “Sistemnyy krizis kazakhstanskoi oppozitsii,” available at [www.nomad.su/?a=3-200708030328] .

% E. Ertysbaev, “ Slagaemye pobedy,” Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 22 August, 2007.

37 See: “Piat prichin pobedy. Pochemu partiia vlasti vyigrala vybory.”

38 “Avtoritetno,” Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 21 August, 2007.
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Minister of Culture and Information E. Ertysbaev called the opposition a “ mixture of high ex-
pectations and many years of unfulfilled hopes,”*® and it should be said that, despite the high emo-
tionality of his statement, it is true. The Kazakhstani opposition does not want to change in compli-
ance with the new realities and demands of the times, while the government has already long spurted
ahead.

After losing, the opposition |leaders began actively accusing the highest leadership of unfair elec-
tions, electoral machinations, and falsification of the voting results. For example, the leaders of the
NSDP claimed that they gathered approximately 30% of the votes at the election of deputies to the
Majilis. “We are sure that we gathered up to 30%, but we see how elections are always held in our
country, although we are promised they will be honest and transparent. But this doesn’t happen,”
emphasized the party’s co-chairman B. Abilov. The oppositionists also stated that they have suffi-
cient prove of many violations and even of falsification of the results.*

It will be very disappointing if the opposition parties devote the next five years not to “working
on their mistakes” and establishing close contacts with the el ectorate, but to criticizing and opposing
the government. At present, such partiesas Ak Zhol and the NSDP should review their own approach-
esto party activity, make corresponding changesin their work, and create a competitive program of
action. The electionsrevealed all the weaknesses and mistakes of these parties, and now itistimeto
start living not “from election to election,” but on a permanent and professional basis. Otherwise, the
electorate, the political culture and socioeconomic priorities of which are constantly growing and
changing, will not support the opposition at the next election in 2012 either. The 2007 electoral test
showed that the opposition was unable to keep up with the development trendsin Kazakhstan's cur-
rent political processes, or skillfully apply the new opportunities to their own interests.

As we have shown, the elections were ambiguously evaluated. On the one hand, they were or-
ganized openly, but the results definitely surprised everyone, the government itself, society, and the
international experts. Foreign specialistsimmediately drew attention to the fact that the voting results
differed from the goal announced by the government to make the political system more open with the
help of the constitutional reforms being carried out during the year. It seems to me that the foreign
mass mediatook up the argument without completely understanding the essence of the question and
without delving into the specifics of the political processin Kazakhstan. On the other hand, Kazakh-
stani society itself supports the changes going on and is this not what a democratic society requires?
Sotheentire“information scandal” raised around the results of the campaign only arouses confusion,
aswell as mistrust in the competence of the critically-oriented international experts.

Kazakhstan’s experience has drawn the attention of its neighbors. For example, the head of
Russia’ s CEC noted that the Russian del egation regarded its observation function during the el ections
in Kazakhstan as a chance to gain experience before the upcoming parliamentary electionsin Russia.
Another goal of the current election season in therepublicisto bring Kazakhstan’ sand Russia’ selec-
toral cyclesinto alignment. Its priority task isto synchronize the development of the political systems
of the two countries, and it should be said that certain progress has already been made in this matter:
thisyear will pass under the sign of parliamentary electionsin both Kazakhstan and Russia. It is ex-
pected that more synchronization will be possible asearly as 2012, when each country will be holding
apresidential election. After this period, Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation will follow parallel

% E. Ertysbaev, op. cit.
40 See: |. Azar, “Legitimnyy nursultanat,” available at [www.gazeta.ru].
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courses, looking over their shouldersat each other, which will raisetheir special strategic cooperation
to anew, higher level .

It isthought that under the current conditions, the prospects of a second party in power appear-
ing from the constructive segment of the opposition, Ak Zhol, have been reduced to naught. But now
the government is clearly encountering problems concerning Nur Otan’s political management, the
domination of which will lead to two results: either to rapid degeneration of the newly matured “ party
inpower” intoa"“parliamentary bog,” or toacontrolled splitinto“leftist” and “rightist” factions, which
isabsol utely inevitable during serious parliamentary activity and natural during imitation of thiswork.*

Many experts predict that the parliament of the fourth convocation will not be dynamic enough.
Political scientist D. Satpaev believesin general that “from now on the fate of the Mgjilis will be to
obediently stamp the president’ sdraft laws.”*® Neverthel ess, the emphasis should be placed on anoth-
er specia feature of the future elections. According to their results, not only will the parliament be
formed, but al so the government, for, according to the constitutional amendments, the party that wins
the upcoming elections to the Majilis will form the government, define the republic’s development
program, and be responsible for implementing this policy.

Thefact that only one party obtains seatsin the parliament in no way meansthat party-building
in Kazakhstan has been put on hold or taken a step back in its development. In my view, the vectors
of further improvement in party work in the mid-term have been clearly defined. Thisis also impor-
tant for Kazakhstan, since there are no political parties, which have been in demand more than ten
years here, that have been through more than one election campaign and have experience working
with thevoters. Such structuresare not formed overnight, but they are precisely what acontemporary,
strong, and competitive democratic state needs. This is why it is important not only for the parties
themselves, but also for the country and society as awhole, that they find their niche and strengthen
their own position.

4 See: lu. Solozobov, op. cit.

42 See: A. Karavaev, “Nur Otan” vosparil nad realnostiu (“Edinaia Rossia” dolzhna zadumatsia),” available at
[www.ia-centr.ru/public_details.php?id=798].

4 V. ladukha, “ Stepnaia demokratiia,” RBK Daily, 20 August, 2007.
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THE YEAR 1991:
RUSSIA'S RESPONSIBILITY
(Yeltsin vs. Gorbachev)

n 18 October, 2004, the Russian Federation joined the Central Asian Cooperation Organiza-
O tion (CACO) and so can be called aCentral Asian state. Thisdistorted the region’ s geography

and changed its political composition. On 13 December, 1991, five Central Asian states (Ka-
zakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tgjikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) set up thisintegration structurein
responseto the Soviet Union’ s breakup and the creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS), which was, at first, purely Slavic.
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The events of 1991 are directly related to the present and provide answers to many of the ques-
tions raised by the transformations going on in the newly independent states (NIS) and their foreign
policy. Itisoften—and correctly—said that the former Soviet republics were not ready for independ-
ence; in fact, it seems that Russia itself was not ready for it. Yet it was Russia that sent the ball of
breakup rolling in June 1991: it declared independence and challenged the results of the all-Union
referendum that took place earlier, on 17 March and formalized the will of the peopleto preservethe
Union. Russia s political step was absolutely senseless: al the republics that united around it in the
1920s completely depended onit. In thiscontext, Russia’ s present attemptsat “ gathering in thelands”
it itself scattered look paradoxical. To succeed it must revise two major iSsues:

(1) theprinciplesof the 1991 disintegration and
(2) theprinciplesof 21st century reintegration.

Stephen Cohen, professor of Russian history at New Y ork University, has correctly pointed out
that those who want to understand Putin’s Russia would do best to put it in the context of a national
collapse that followed the Soviet Union’ sbreakup. He says: “ It ishard to imagine apolitical act more
extreme than abolishing what was still, for all its crises, a nuclear superpower state of 286 million
citizens. And yet Yeltsin did it, as even his sympathisers acknowledged, in away that was ‘ neither
legitimate nor democratic.’ ...Political and economic alternatives still existed in Russia after 1991,
and none of the factors contributing to the end of the Soviet Union were inexorable.”* This goes con-
trary to themore or lesscommonly accepted opinion (mainly in Russiaand the Soviet successor states)
that the Soviet Union was doomed because its political system wasin adeep crisis. The West never
expected, and did not want, thistragedy. Much was doneto help President Mikhail Gorbachev to keep
his country afloat.?

Today, Russia, when dealing with the former Soviet republics, works hard to pretend that the
year 1991 can be dismissed as an ordinary event to be rectified through reunification. The laws of
history and international relations (which we, the political scientists, discover and study) will not al-
low Russia to succeed in its integration contrivance (so far thisis a contrivance and nothing more),
which will remain half-backed and will look suspicious and even provocative. All integration proc-
esses develop along certain patterns and are based on certain principles and values. This much has
already been proven by the theoreticians of integration.

This means that to remain within strictly academic limits, we should investigate the sources,
driving forces, principles, aims, effects and even the moral fundamental s of the policiesthe CIS coun-
tries are pursuing in their mutual relations. This primarily appliesto Russia’'s policy toward its CIS
colleagues. We would do best to start from the very beginning and look back at the events of 1991.
Thetype of relations still prevailing among the NIS was imposed by Russia on the eve of the Soviet
Union’s breakup. | am inclined to call it Yeltsin's heritage. It destroyed or pushed away the type of
relations born by the perestroika (a period that is amost forgotten), which | prefer to describe as
Gorbachev’ s approach.

Astime goes on | become more and more convinced that Russia should abandon Y eltsin’s her-
itagefor political and moral reasons. Asascholar | find it hard to fathom why the blamefor the Soviet
Union’s demise was shifted onto Mikhail Gorbachev, who would have died in the last ditch to keep
the U.S.S.R. dlive, and why, in Russia’s recent history, Boris Yeltsin islauded as a great reformer.
The facts point to the contrary. | have to say here that when talking about the need to condemn the

LS. Cohen, “The Breakup of the Soviet Union Ended Russia’s March to Democracy,” The Guardian, 13 December,
2006.

2 See, for example, a book written by Anatoly Chernyaev, former advisor to the U.S.S.R. President Gorbachev, My
Six Years with Gorbachev: Notes froma Diary, Transl. and ed. by R. English and E. Tucker, Pennsylvania State Universi-
ty Press, University Park, 2000.
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decision that put an end to the Soviet Union, | am not driven by nostal giaover the now dead state. The
past cannot be revived: my only desire is to remove the disfiguring black spots, falsifications, and
ideological speculations from our ideas, opinions and historical memory in order to shape the right
ideas about the past and the future.

The international dimension of 1991 calls for dotting the “i’s’—atask of primary importance
for Russia. In 1991, it not only destroyed the superpower, but also put an end (thanks to Gorbachev,
not Y eltsin) to the eraof the bi-polar world and the Cold War. We are tempted to ask: Did it end? The
relations of the Cold War eraare being revived. Why did Russiaabandon the policy of rapprochement
with the West and particularly the United States it started in the 1980s? Why is another Big Game
underway in Central Asia?

It has been written many timesthat the geopolitical transformationsin Central Asiastarted when
the Soviet super-state | eft the stage and triggered the Big Gamein theregion. World and regional states,
aswell asthe Central Asian countries, are all involved in the unfolding process. Asdistinct from the
Big Game of the past, it has attracted many more entities. Russiais another important factor: all the
players are adjusting their policies, to one degree or another, to itsinterests. More than that: the geo-
political playersare firmly convinced that Central Asiaisazone of Russia s domination (a sphere of
Russia sinfluence). Russian politicians and political scientists are bending over backwardsin an ef-
fort to confirmthis. Tomy mind, the West/the U.S. hasalready reconciled itself to thisreality, of which
the Russian Federation should be fully aware. Why are the ideas about the Western/American con-
spiracy in Central Asiastill alivein Russia, which is convinced that it is being squeezed out? These
questions are directly related to the dramatic year of 1991 and Russia’ s responsibility for it.

From the Central Asian countries’ very first daysof independence, Russia spolicy wasfar from
ambiguous; it was changeable, or even contradictory, and can be best described as “retreat,” “reten-
tion,” and “return.”

By “retreat,” | mean the shrunken scope, the lower level, and Russia’ s much diminished pres-
enceintheregion, something that undermined Russia’ s economy and geopolitical status. Thevacuum
left behind was immediately filled with the West’ s growing presence.

By “retention,” | mean Moscow’ s desire to preserve status quo or the current geopolitical situ-
ation without much loss for itself.

By “return,” | mean Russia’ s stronger presencein theregion in variousformsfrom cultural and
economic to geopolitical and strategic.

Russian expert Dmitry Trenin used thefollowing termsto describe moreor lesssimilar realities:
“leave and forget,” “outpost as placeholders,” and “ Reconquista.”®

The three elements coexisted; they were alternatively coming to the fore or retreating, depend-
ing on the region’s changing geopolitical contexts and Russia’s position in the world. Recently, we
have been watching Russia step up itsinvolvement in the region (more about this below).

Any attempt at analyzing Russia’ s policies/geopoliticsin general and in Central Asiain partic-
ular should take into account the fact that the very complicated process of geopolitical transforma-
tionsin the region has coincided with the emergence of anew world order and arevision of much that
was previously accepted by the geopolitical theory. Today, so-called critical geopolitics is coming
into being.*

For the purpose of thisarticle, | will call the new trend of geopolitical thought democratic geo-
politics, while the old practices | call imperial geopolitics (see the table).

3D. Trenin, “Russiaand Central Asia: Interests, Policies, and Prospects,” in: Central Asia: Views from Washington,
Moscow and Beijing, ed. by B. Rumer, D. Trenin, H. Zhao, M.E. Sharpe, New Y ork, 2007, p. 121.

4 About new geopolitics see: Geopalitics: Global Problems and Regional Concerns, ed. by L. Tchantouridze, Win-
nipeg, Manitoba, Center for Defense and Security Studies, 2004 (see also: M.P. Amineh, Globalization, Geopolitics and
Energy Security in Central Eurasia and the Caspian Region, Clingendael International Energy Program, The Hague, 2003.
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In amore concise way, the difference between the two geopalitics can be formulated as follows:
imperial geopoliticsisbased on the conviction that war ispossible, while democr atic geopoliticsis
founded on the conviction that thereisno alter native to peace. An excellent work by well-known
expert in geopolitics V. Tsymburskiy, Geopolitika dlia evraziyskoy Atlantidy (Geopoliticsfor Eurasian
Atlantis), islogical, historically, and geopolitically relevant, aswell as strategically Russia-centered for
obvious reasons. It follows along the lines of the old geopolitics and does not exclude war: “It isin the
interests of Russiathat Uzbekistan, amember of newly-baked GUAM, remainisolated from the Caspian
by the Kazakh and Turkmenian landsthat can be used for the Indian Ocean route (the trade and pipeline
route that connects the Indian Ocean in the south with Russiain the north via lran, Turkmenistan, and
Kazakhstan—F.T.).”® He believesthat Russiashould oppose all attemptsto lay resource routesin Euro-
Asiathat bypass Russian territory and formulates the slogan “ The Urals—Y es, the Caucasus—No!”®

L ena Jonson from the Swedish Institute of International Relations has offered afairly clear def-
inition of Russia sinterestsin Central Asia: “ Sincethe breakup of the Soviet Union, Russia’ sinterests
in Central Asiaare mainly related to strategic and security concerns. The strategic interests are two-
fold: first, tointegrate the Central Asian statesinto the CI S sphere and make them close alliesof Russia;
and, second, to deny external powers strategic accessto Central Asia.”” Thisiswhat traditional impe-
rial geopoliticsisall about.

S

Russia’'s Responsibility in the 21st Century
(Putin vs. Bush)

The retention of the post-Soviet context of reform isone of the most important results of the
sixteen years of development. | have in mind the fact that the Soviet socialist school, revived in its

5 V. Tsymburskiy, “Geopolotika dlia ‘evraziiskoy Atlantidy,’” Pro et Contra, No. 4, Vol. 4, 1999.

5 [bidem.

”R. Allison, L. Jonson, Central Asian Security: The New International Context, The Brookings Institution Press,
Washington, DC, 2001, pp. 97-101.
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entirety (anti-Americanism included), dominatesthe domestic and foreign policy of theNIS. Russia’'s
retreat, retention, and return are elements of classical and obsolete Real palitik; thisis what going on
across the CIS.

Any model of post-Soviet integration/disintegration presupposes Russia’ sdomination or at |east
its political influence as the factor predominating in the relations within the CIS. This probably ex-
plains why there is no unity in the CIS, which isin fact the key condition of unification: asymmetry
of the Community’s political composition is obvious. So it is no wonder that quasi- (or even pseudo-)
integration formats are appearing all the time in the post-Soviet expanse.

For some time the analytical community remained optimistic about the future of the integration
contrivance within the CIS. They argued: “Together Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan ac-
count for up to 94 percent of their common GDP and 88 percent of their trade turnover. Even though
their economies differ greatly and their models of economic growth cannot be compared, they can be
regarded asmutually complementary.”® (This approach is used to assess the SCO’ s strength and pros-
pects.) The “percentage-based arguments” can be countered with:

(1) Aretheeconomiesof the other CIS membersnot mutually complementary? Aretheremain-
ing 6 percent of the CISmembers' common GDP and 12 percent of their trade turnover worth
their commitment to the Community?

(2) The aggregate GDP and the trade turnover of, say, Russiaand China, are much larger than
the indices of the Central Asian Four, but they are not integrating.

(3) Was the economic complementarity of the given countries only discovered after the So-
viet Union disintegrated? If complementarity exists, it also existed in the Soviet state.

Strangely enough, both potential economic complementarity and its absence are against inte-
gration across the CIS. Indeed, (a) economic determinism would have never permitted disintegra-
tion of the union state, the complete reformation of which was interrupted by the presidents of the
three Slavic republics. The economic and political integration of Europe, which was going on at the
same time, brought Europe close to forming a “union state.” We had a union state we needed to
finish reforming, not destroy, if the ideaof mutual economic complementarity of the said republics
holds water; (b) if we accept the conception of economic inexpediency and political inconsistency
of the CIS, then the model s of the EurAsEC and the Organization of Regional Integration (ORI) can
be described asirrelevant.

Meanwhile, the opening of the post-Soviet expanse to the world, including the West, under-
mined the prospects for the revival of acertain semblance of the former Union and Russi&’ s status
as an integration core. The Russian foreign policy establishment is probably unable to create any-
thing else so far, apart from Cold War rudiments: the processes, and the Soviet Union’ swithdrawal
from the scene, were too fast. Russia retreated, retained its position, and returned to the region at
one and the same time.

Itisnowonder that S. Markedonov described present-day Russia sstrategy inthe ClSasastrat-
egy of containment. Today, Moscow has limited its mission in the post-Soviet expanse to efforts to
stabilize the situation at any cost. He has written the following, which is worth quoting here in full:
“Stabilization isthe key concept of Russia’spolicy intheCI S, or itsquintessence. Such concepts
as development, progress, and democracy ar e absent from Russia’s political vocabulary; they
have been given over to the United Statesand the EU countries, which are pursuing their own

8 K. Syroezhkin, “Paradoksy integratsii. Edinaia Evrazia,” Pro et contra, available at [www.centrasia.org], 14 Au-
gust, 2003.
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selfish interestsin Central Asia. Instrumentally, this mission can be realized only through support-
ing the ‘partiesin power’ and the government in general, aswell as by refusing to talk to the opposi-
tion. Today, Russiais performing these scenarioswhen dealing with Belarus, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and, to a much lesser extent, with Armenia, Azerbaijan, and the unrecog-
nized states. While supporting the ruling regimes, the Kremlin has no contacts with the second and
third echelons of the government in these states. This meansthat it is not protected against surprises
if the people at the helm make a sudden about turn.

“Moscow’ s orientation toward ‘stagnation’ and the unlimited support of the people in power
deprivesit, and has aready deprived it, of promising and potential allies among those who tend to-
ward modernization and change.

“First, Russia’ sforeign policy inthe CIS pursues Russia sinterestsrather than those of the cor-
rupt party nomenklatura. Second, if the Kremlinisworking toward the best results, it should not op-
pose stability and development (read: modernization). This means that Russia should not limit itself
to ‘freezing’ and ‘ containment.’” It should encourage modernization, which might become the main
prerequisite of stability and democracy.”®

In the 21st century, the future of the post-Soviet expanse, and of Central Asia asits part, will
depend on the outcome of the struggl e between what can be described very conventionally asthe Bush-
style and Putin-style approaches. Let me explain: the American president represents democratic ex-
pansion and development, while his Russian colleague rejects this under the pretext that thisis an
imposition of democracy rather than its expansion.

George W. Bush’s approach: “We are led, by events and common sense, to one conclusion.
The survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands...
The best hope for peace in our world isthe expansion of freedom in all theworld” (Bush’ s Inaugu-
ration, 20 January, 2005) and “Democratic societies are peaceful societies—which iswhy, for the
sake of peace, theworld’ s established democracies must help the world’ s newest democracies suc-
ceed... Inthese countries, and acrossthe world, those who claim their liberty will have an unwaver-
ing ally in the United States’ (President Attends International Republican Institute Dinner, Renais-
sance Hotel, Washington, D.C.).

Vladimir Putin’ sapproach: “We are seeing agreater and greater disdain for the basic principles
of international law. And independent legal norms are, asamatter of fact, coming increasingly closer
to one state’ s legal system. One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has over-
stepped its national bordersin every way. Thisisvisible in the economic, political, cultural, and ed-
ucational policiesit imposes on other nations. Well, who likes this? Who is happy about this? ...The
involvement of so-called nongovernmental organizationsistailored for thistask. These organizations
areformally independent but they are purposefully financed and are, therefore, under control [of for-
eign countries].”°

The phenomenon of the so-called Color Revolutions in some of the CIS countries marked a
watershed between the American and Russian approaches to the future of the post-Soviet states,
which was brought into bolder relief by the way the United States and Russia correl ate democracy
and security in Central Asia: while the Russian Federation remains convinced that the Ukrainian
and the Georgian versions of “accelerated democratization” may cause destabilization and bring
the radical opposition and radical 1slamic forces together, and therefore the advance to democracy
should be slow, the United States is convinced that procrastination may increase protest potential

9 S. Markedonov, “Kak vernut znachenie Rossii. Nuzhna ‘konservativnaia model razvitia’,” Prognosis.ru, 18 April,
2006.

10 Speech and the Following Discussion at the Miinich Conference on Security Policy, 10 February, 2007, available
at [http://www.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2007/02/10/0138_type82912type82914type82917type84779_118123.shtml].
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and also bring the radical opposition and the radical 1slamic forces together. Which of the two ap-
proaches is correct?

Astimegoeson, | become more and more convinced that the answer to this and other questions
related to transformations of the NIS (in Central Asiaand beyond it) liesin geopolitics, or rather inthe
geopolitical ideas of scholarsand politicians. We have seen many timeshow Moscow regarded amore
or less clear step toward, or even a sign of the Central Asian NIS's independent foreign policy or
cooperation with the United States as asignal of their imminent (or accomplished) withdrawal from
the Russia’s zone of influence. To keep them within it, Moscow is prepared to deprive them of their
democratic choice.

D. Trenin haswritten that “the civil war in Tajikistan sent amessage to M oscow that democracy
and Islamism were unacceptabl e alternatives to secular authoritarianism.” He warned that “1slamism
wasintensely destabilizing, and threatening not only to end Russia srolein Central Asia, but to spread
to Russia’ sown Muslim-popul ated regions, undermining the Russian Federation itself. Asfor democ-
racy,” hewritesfurther, “that was not deemed aviable alternativein Central Asia: it could either pave
the way for increased Western presence and pro-American policies at the expense of Russian inter-
ests, or, morelikely, open thefloodgate to Islamism.”** Dmitry Trenin revealed not so much Russia’'s
geopolitical concerns as its geopolitical wavering on the Central Asian issue. Let’sdiscussit in the
contemporary context.

Russia snew responsibilitiesin the 21st century stem from the ol d geopolitical constant: according
to the early 20th century classics of geopoalitics, the country occupies a strategically key zone. Any
power that gainsaccesstoit or controlsit will automatically become aworld hegemon. Today, Russia
isno longer the only statein the zone— after 1991, it acquired several independent neighbors, partic-
ularly in Central Asia. The new geopolitical realities have cardinally changed the essence and impor-
tance of the so-called Central Asian question. It was formulated as the British-Russian question born
by the conflict between the “sea” and the “ land” —the strongest island power, the fleet of which dom-
inated the World Ocean, and the largest continental power with territorial and political control over
the world’s heartland.*?

Today it isno longer a British-Russian (or even American-Soviet or American-Russian) ques-
tion of the late 20th century: thereisno Central Asian question in the sense and the form it was
formulated in geopoalitical thought, sinceit apriori denied the Central Asian countriesand na-
tions not only theright to self-determination, but also to participation in it. By the mere fact of
their independence, the Central Asian nations are modifying the perpetual geopolitical “land vs. sea”
formula.

Russia has always been responsiblefor the Heartland—thiswas its share of the responsibility
for what was going on in the world. Today, the NIS found within the Heartland are also partly re-
sponsible. IsRussiaready to accept this? Any answer from the Russian political community will be
sincere and correct evenif theanswer is“No” and smacks of neo-imperialism. No matter what (em-
pire, power, Eurasia, or Heartland), Russiaisand will remain an integr ating state. It should treat
this mission with adequate responsibility, that is, in full conformity with the new democratic geo-
politics.

Stephen Blank has said something that is worth noting. He has pointed out that Russia’ s diplo-
macy is demonstrating persistence and that the country insists on the once chosen course, even when
the eventsthat prompted it have disappeared.** Indeed, conceptually, Russia s insistence on the mul-

1 D. Trenin, op. cit., p. 91.

12 See: V.I. Maksimenko, “Rossiai Azia, ili anti-Brzezinski (ocherk geopolitiki 2000 goda),” Vostok, No. 4, 2000.

13 Seer S. Blank, “Russia’s Questionable Offensive in Asia,” Asia Times, available at [http://www.atimes.com/atimes/
Central_AsialEG01Ag02.html].
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ti-polar worl dwide expanse rebounds with the multi-polar post-Soviet political expanse, something
that Zbigniew Brzezinski termed “ geopolitical pluralism.” Carried away by the multi-polarity con-
ception, which did not replace bi-polarity, but disappeared along with it (it appeared inthe 1970s as
an alternativeto bi-polarity), many Russian politicians and political scientists gained nothing more
than a conceptual “headache.” Today, several geopolitical schemes are coming into being within
the multi-polar approach: Russia-China-India, Russia-Iran-China, Russia-Iran-India, or Russia-
France-Germany as counterweights to the unipolar world as represented by the mythical American
hegemony.

Brzezinski and many of his colleagues have already demonstrated that these schemes are still-
born. There is another aspect of the same problem fully applied to the post-Soviet expanse. While
enlisting alliesin the Far Abroad (Iran, China, India, Irag, or HAMAS), the Russians tend to ignore
their Near Abroad neighbors and take their potential support of Russia's anti-American moves for
granted. The post-Soviet expanseitself ismulti-polar: Ukraine, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan
(the latter has not realized this) are the poles of local importance within the CIS.*

Hereisaseemingly minor fact that sheds enough light on the problem. After studying his coun-
try’s energy and ideological problems, Tgjik analyst |. Asadullaev arrived at the conclusion that the
Russian analytical institutions and services regard the American conception of Greater Central Asia
asathreat. “ They interpret it as an attempt to separate the region from Russia,” writesthe Tajik aca-
demic, “and look at themselves as the only source of regional security.”*®

Andfurther: “Russiaand Chinaaretwo major factorsof stability, but, by pursuingthepolicy
of Tajikistan’slimited ener gy security, they threaten Tajikistan asacountry. Every great coun-
try, the U.S. included, tendsto help Tajikistan, if it acceptsits strategy.”*® He has come close to
the thought that any of the Central Asian countries might once again lose (or not acquire, to be more
exact) theright of decision-making on the Central Asian issue. The author has set himself the task of
finding a suitable niche for his country and succeeded: “Russia as a stabilizing factor in the region,
andin Tgjikistan asitspart, yet unwilling to permit it full independencein the energy sphere (meaning
the Rogun Hydropower Station), is pushing Tajikistan toward the Muslim world in search of donors.
Thisorientation will force Russiato retreat asacivilizational factor. Recently Tajikistan restored the
national form of writing and pronouncing Tajik names. Thereisalot of talk about replacing the Cyrillic
with the Persian alphabet based on the Arabic.” "

Like many of his colleagues, Asadullaev cannot refrain from hinting that Russiais waging po-
litical games that are drawing both Dushanbe and Tashkent into Tajikistan’s energy security issue.
Thisispromotingits“withdrawal” intotheldamic world, wherethereareforceswaiting for it to distance
itself from “the Russian factor in geopolitics and the spiritual-political aspects.”

And, finally, arevealing conclusion: “Russiaisdoing alot to stabilize the situation in theregion
and in Tajikistan; it isasource of security. But it is pushing the country toward geopolitical alterna-
tivesto deal with the most urgent problems. This policy is dangerous both for Russiaand Tajikistan.
Inrecent years, Tajikistan has been trying to convince Moscow not to limit its presence to the military
factor alone, even though construction of the Sangtuda Hydropower Plant isin progress. To accom-
plish this, Dushanbe is turning its attention to Russia’ srivals.” 18

4 Here| usetheterm “pole” in the meaning accepted by world politics yet | shall not go into details of the well-known
theory of poles.

5 |. Asadullaev, “Geopolitika ‘tiani-tolkai’ v Tsentral’noi Azii,” available at [www.centrasia.com}, 4 July, 2007
(source—Ferghana.ru).

16 | bidem.

7 1 bidem.

18 | bidem.
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This means that beside the world poles, there are latent and obvious local poles potentially
ableto affect the moves of the world poles. Dmitry Trenin has quite rightly pointed out that: “Mul-
ti-polarity not only offers a simplified and distorted picture of the world, but also orientates Rus-
sia’sforeign policy toward aims that do not always have anything in common with its national in-
terests.”1°

What are Russia’ sinterestsin Central Asia? For many years, since 1991, there have been no
attemptsto answer this question—it remained in the shadow of Russia’ sworld policy. Central Asia
was aregion of secondary importance for Russia. Russiawas too engrossed in reforming its state-
hood (under Putin, it has been paying even more attention to this) and maintaining (preserving) its
world power status. While, from the very beginning, the United States has been, and is, systemat-
ically demonstrating itsinterestsin Central Asia, the Russian Federation has so far failed to formu-
late its position with respect to Central Asia. It was only recently that the Russian expert commu-
nity exerted more serious effortsto understand, demonstrate, and rank Russia’ sinterestsin Central
Asia. Dmitry Trenin, for example, has grouped them into strategic and specific. The strategic inter-
ests concentrate on preserving internal stability, preventing Color Revolutions, containing the for-
eign military presence, maintaining allied relations between Central Asiaand third countries; sup-
porting inter-state stability; cutting down drug trafficking, and promoting nuclear non-prolifera-
tion. The specific interests, according to Trenin, are: (1) economic interests: closer cooperation in
the security sphere under Moscow’ s guidance; cooperation in the defense industry and arms trade;
greater Russian military presencein theregion; setting up afree trade zone; influencing the produc-
tion and transportation of Caspian energy resources, domination in the Central Asian gas sector; con-
trol over theregional hydropower resources, and involvement in other economic sectors; (2) human-
itarian interests: support of ethnic Russians; problems of labor migration from Central Asiato the
Russian Federation; promotion of the Russian language in the Central Asian countries; and crea-
tion of a common information expanse.?

Dmitry Trenin suggeststhat Russia“do not attempt to becomethe sole security guar antor of
Central Asia; and recognizethat, in Central Asia, the fundamental interests of Russia and the
United Statescoincide; ceaseregardingthe American presencein theregion asinherently anti-
Russian (bold type mine—F.T.)" .2

V. Tsymburskiy, quoted above, hasaslightly different opinion about the same subject—Central
Asian studiesin Russiahave obviously gained momentum. He haswritten; “ The crazy ideasalaDugin-
Mitrofanov about the geopolitical division of Central Asia should not be encouraged as obviously
provocative and breeding crises among the three powers (Russia, China, and Iran.—F.T.). They are
also pushing the local elites and nations to invite the West to be a defender and guarantor of their
sovereignty.”# | totally agree with thefirst part of what is quoted above, but refuse to understand why
the West should be prevented from becoming the defender and guarantor of the Central Asian states’
sovereignty. In other words: why should Russia perform this mission? Why should we prevent the
world’sleading countries from helping the local statesto protect their sovereignty and independence
asavalue and an aim of great importance? | am growing increasingly convinced that when talking
about Central Asia s calls“on the West as the defender and guarantor of their sovereignty,” Russia
has in mind not so much the issue of sovereignty as the Western challenge issue. Russiais obviously
not asinterested in Central Asian sovereignty and independence asitisin its own sovereignty (there

9 D. Trenin, “Nenadezhnaia strategia,” Pro et Contra, Vol. 6, No. 1-2, 2001, pp. 51-65.

20 See: D. Trenin, “Russia and Central Asia: Interests, Policies, and Prospects,” pp. 75-136.
2 hid., p. 130.

2 V. Tsymburskiy, op. cit.
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isaWestern challenge). It turnsout that the two sovereignties (of Central Asiaand Russia) areincom-
patible. These are just scholastic deliberations.

| used them to attract the analysts and the academic community to the hermeneutic problem of
Central Asian studies: explanation and interpretation, on the one hand, and understanding, on the oth-
er, are mutually dependent. This leads to a hermeneutic circle, which means that in order to under-
stand anything it should be studied and vice versa. Indeed, the U.S. and Russia can be regarded either
as antagonistsin Central Asiaor as partners. One can be a pessimist when it comesto Central Asian
integration or an optimist. The problemsthat mar the relations among the Central Asian states can be
interpreted as disuniting, or as stimulating cooperation.

Meanwhile, the signs of Russian-American rapprochement in Central Asia and even of cer-
tain modifications of the Central Asian issue became clearer during President George W. Bush's
visit to Moscow in May 2002. The Joint Statement on Counterterrorist Cooperation, a product of
the Moscow visit, said, in part: “Believing that the sovereignty, long-term stability, prosperity, and
further democratic development of the states of Central Asiaservethe strategicinterests of the United
States and Russia, we pledge transparency and cooperation in our relations with the states of Cen-
tral Asia. Animportant step for ensuring their security isto eradicate terrorist activitiesin Afghan-
istan once and for all and to assist in the prevention of their reoccurrence.” > The Joint Declaration
of the two presidents on New Strategic Relations between the United States and Russia says: “In
Central Asia and the South Caucasus, we recognize our common interests in promoting the stabil-
ity, sovereignty, and territorial integrity of al the nations of thisregion. The United Statesand Russia
reject the failed model of ‘ Great Power’ rivalry that can only increase the potential for conflict in
those regions.” 2

Respongbility of Central Asia
(Karimov vs. Nazarbaev)

| am almost fully convinced that Russia has never doubted not only the West’ sinability to push
it from Central Asia, but also itsinability to become the region’s dominant force. What remains un-
clear isthe policy pursued by theindependent (particularly from Russia) Central Asian states.
Thispolicy, however, isexpected to modify the classical Heartland theory (which | have written about
above). But to many people’s surprise, this course was not always straight and clear. From time to
time, the local countries challenged Russia’ s dominance, while at others they recognized and gener-
aly accepted it.

There is enough evidence of this, Russia s membership in the Central Asian Cooperation Or-
ganization (CACO) being one of them. It distorted the region’ sgeographic configuration and the struc-
ture spolitical composition. Infact, thisreflected not so much Russia’ sdefacto offensive asthe Central
Asian countries surrender: they admitted their inability to resolve their disagreements and invited
Russiato act as amediator.?

At the same time, the current disagreement between Russia and America over the region’s fu-
tureisadual symptom of the budding new world post-Cold War order. On the one hand, the old model
of the balance of power in international relations (which appeared to be buried forever) was revived

2 [http://moscow.usembassy.gov/bilateral/joint_statement.php?record_id=8].

24 [http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/rel eases/2002/05/20020524-2.html].

% For more detail, see: F. Tolipov, “The Expansion of CACO: A Russian Offensive or a Central Asian Surrender?’
available at [www.cacianalyst.org], 1 December, 2004.
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as very much needed. On the other, the new Central Asian issue in the Russia-America relations—
whether the region becomes democratic or not—has made it clear that geopolitics can distort the de-
mocratization policy and cast doubt on it.

Central Asiais surrounded by undemocratic states, which means that the new players of the
Central Asian Big Game have been waging a “zero-sum” game, while the regional and extra-re-
gional countries had to follow the “win-win” policy as fully corresponding to the new democratic
geopolitics. Thiscreated aparadox in Russia’ sideas about the relations between the local countries
and the West: while building strategic relationswith the West/U.S., Moscow isfairly nervous about
the Central Asian countries drawing closer to the West (the phenomenon of America’ s military
presence in the region is the best confirmation). As member of the G-8, Russiais irritated by the
fact that the Caucasus and Central Asia cooperate with NATO; akey SCO member, an associated
OIC member, and an invariable participant in the APR summits, Russia did not rejoice at Ameri-
ca' s " Greater Central Asia’ project. Having done next to nothing to liquidate the seat of terrorism
in Afghanistan, Russia criticizes the inability of the international forces (under U.S. and NATO
command) to stabilize the situation there.

The democratic agendashould be freed from geopolitical complications. How can thisbe done?
The extra-regional powers’ destructive geopolitics and the geopolitical distortions of local democra-
cy should be rectified in the most constructive manner. The former (geopolitics) cannot be avoided,
whilethelatter (democracy) cannot be discarded. The solutionisasfollows: the“geopolitical democ-
racy” formula should be transformed into the “ democratic geopolitics’ formula.

| have aready written about the multi-polarity of the post-Soviet expanse—thetime has cometo
say that it contradicts the “democratic geopolitics’ conception. Prominent Russian political figure A.
Sobianin has pointed out that Turkmenistan is the region’s only “dark horse.” “It is more than an
enigmatic joker, which appeared along with the changes at the very top. It is a strong independent
player. Itisnot theregion’ sstrongest country, but it isfound at the unique bifurcation point of aunique
point in history when even itstiniest steps might change the trajectory of Kazakhstan, Russian, Uz-
bekistan, and Tajikistan foreign policies. The question is: wherewill it go?'? | think that this multi-
polarity will not only complicate the already complex and dangerous Big Game; it does not answer
Turkmenistan’ s long-term interests. It may rebound as soon as Turkmenistan joins the game. Thefar
from simple position of the enumerated countries in the geopolitical game with the world powersis
more confirmation of the above. | can only add that Turkmenistan isnot alone at this“ unique point of
bifurcation of aunique point in history” —its Central Asian neighbors and the region asawhole have
also reached the point.

There are no “ifs’ in history, but let us imagine, for the sake of an argument, how geopolitics
would have developed in Central Asiaif Uzbekistan’s relations with the United States had not sud-
denly deteriorated; if Uzbekistan had remained outside the SCO and EurAsEC; if it had remained in
the GUUAM; if the CACO had not merged with the EurAsEC, and if Uzbekistan had not allied with
the Russian Federation (in fact the half-baked Agreement merely repeats their earlier Agreement on
Strategic Partnership). The list of these changes, which were neither logical nor predictable (nor ex-
pected), demonstrates their geopolitical anti-American bias. | can go asfar as saying that if none of
the above had happened, Uzbekistan would have become the Central Asian leader, not because of
America’ sbacking, but because, to quote aRussian poet, it “really forced oneto admireit—and never
played ashrewder trick.” Asagenuine and responsible regional leader, Uzbekistan would have been
prepared to fulfill its new mission of the region’s political unification.

% A. Sobianin, “SShA ne khatiat, chtoby integratsiey Tsentral’ noy Azii zanialas Rossia,” available at [www.centrasia.
org], 25 July, 2007. Interview by Alexander Evgrafov, 24 July, 2007 (source—Rosbalt).
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What the country lost by severing relations with the United States and what it gained by allying
with Russia on an anti-American basis deserves special discussion—it seems that the country could
have preserved itsrelations with the former, whileimproving itsrel ations with the latter. Washington
and M oscow have places of their ownin Tashkent’ sforeign policy—itsforeign policy regarding each
of them does not have to be mutually exclusive. Today, Uzbekistan’ sforeign policy suggeststhefol-
lowing important conclusion.

Its absence and its involvement may influence the region’s geopolitical situation in acritical
way. To quote Sobianin, it should merely choose the right road at the bifurcation point. Russiawas
disturbed when Uzbekistan allowed the United States to station its troops on its territory—and
breathed again, and even rejoiced, as soon as Uzbekistan drove away the American contingent,
together with the American NGOs. Uzbekistan’s activity could turn it into a driving force of re-
gional integration; if it prefersto abstain, the driving forcewill be slowed down inits progresstoward
integration.

The Central Asian countriesarefacingambiguous per spectivesasCl Smember s—thisisclear.
Itisequally clear that Moscow’s choice of either Nazarbaev or Karimov, on the one hand, and their
choice, on the other, is of immense importance. Their personalities are not asimportant as their pol-
icies, their involvement in the Big Game, and their ability to contribute to reforming geopolitical
democracy into democratic geopolitics.

President Nazarbaev has managed to use his country’s natural resources (energy resources in
particular) to his own advantage and to the advantage of his country. Kazakhstan vacillates between
the Eurasian, Central Asian, or even pan-Asian (let usrecall the surrealistic CICBMA [Conferenceon
Interaction and Confidence-Building Measuresin Asia] idea) biases. The state, which has posed itself
the task of becoming the OSCE chairman in 2009, first moved toward democracy by introducing cer-
tain democratic changesin April 2007, then immediately retreated by lifting the limit on the number
of presidential termsfor the incumbent.

At the sametime, Kazakhstan' seconomy demonstrates fantastic achievements. The“ Kazakhstani
miracle” has already reached Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Kyrgyzstan, where its investments have al-
ready become afactor of economic growth. “Dizzy with success,” the country’s leaders have posed
themselves the task of joining the group of the world’s 50 most developed states. Its peacekeeping
contingents are involved in Iraq and Afghanistan, yet the country never went as far as Uzbekistan by
establishing alied relations with Russia, its immediate neighbor, and never spoilt its relations with
the West and America.

Uzbekistan, so far, has failed to elaborate an integral foreign policy doctrine and, instead of a
pro-active strategy typical of any strong state that relies on the nation’ s multi-parameter potential, it
preferred re-activetactics. Thereisno dynamismin Uzbekistan’ sdealingswith theworld powers: there
are EU sanctions in the wake of the Andijan events of May 2005 instead; in dealing with its Central
Asian neighbors, Uzbekistan for some reason selected self-isolation.

The above means that Karimov’ svs. Nazarbaev’ s approach is a choice between pro-active and
re-active policies and the stakes the world leaders are placing on the one or the other in their geopo-
litical intrigues. No one, or amost no one, is paying attention to the fact that the question of the two
key countries’ responsibilities for the region as part of the Heartland was ignored. Stakes should be
placed on Central Asiaasastrategically important region rather than on specific people or personified
politics.

Those who talk about Central Asiain geopolitical terms prefer to dwell on the foreign military
presence, the West’ s offensive and Russia’ s surrender, the struggle over the region’ s energy resourc-
es, etc. The countries are mostly ignored—much is said about them and instead of them. Regrettably,
too many local experts, analysts, political scientists, and politicians are caught up in the latest fash-
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ions and willingly repeat scholarly and quasi-scholarly ideas about their region coined by othersand
imposed on them on the academic commodity market.

Does Central Asiahaveits own interests and what are they? Itskey strategic interestscan be
described asindependence, democr acy, and integration, which formulate the following short- and
middle-term tasks:

—restoring the regional structures of the five Central Asian states;
—treating a political alliance as the most important task;
—annulling the visa regime between the five countries;

— harmonizing the constitutions and the laws of the five countries and adopting a Manifesto of
aUnited Central Asig;

—transferring to common external and defensive policies (patterned on European policy) right
up to restoring the Central Asian battalion;

—withdrawing from the Cl Sand establishing relationswith the CI S countrieson abilateral basis;

—asking thelargeworld powersfor broad international support (alaMarshall Plan for Europe)
for implementing large regional economic projects.

Central Asiashould, while recognizing its geopolitical interests and Russia’ s concerns about
the foreign military-political and other presence, understand, articulate, and defend its (not other
countries’) interests. Infact, Central Asiahasitsown concernsover theforeign presenceintheregion
that differ from Russia’'s. Central Asia should stop serving the great powers' interests—and thus
discontinue its dependence. This should not be taken to mean that these interests immanently con-
tradict the interests of the local countries: they might even be mutually harmonious. | mean to say
that the world should stop thinking and talking about Central Asia from the point of view of
great power geopoliticswithout thinking and talking from the Central Asian viewpoint at the
sametime.

Conclusion

| have discussed three approachesto Russia s Central Asian policy: Gorbachev vs. Y eltsin; Putin
vs. Bush, and Karimov vs. Nazarbaev. They reflect thethree scopes and threelevel sof the policy pursued
by the politicians described above: continental (ClS-wide); global (Russian-American), and regional
(Central Asian). Thefirst symbolizes Russia streatment of the post-Soviet expanse, whichin effectis
continuing an undemocratic geopolitics; the second reflects the worldwide struggl e between theideas
of democracy and geopolitical interests; the third speaks of the inevitable, and unwelcome, result of
the combined effects of the first two factors.

Thethree political trends associated with the two world powers’ attitude toward Uzbekistan, as
well asits attitude toward them, are equally unwelcome. | have in mind the United States' revision-
ism; Russia’ srevanchism; and Uzbekistan’ sreversionism.?” | mean to say that Washington’ srevision
of its position in relation to Uzbekistan, as well as Moscow’ s resultant revanche might be caused by
Tashkent’s retreat and abandonment of its former foreign policy orientation. It has become clear,
however, that Uzbekistan’ sreversionism isinappropriate, not only inrelation to Russiaand the U.S.,
but also to its closest neighbors.

27 See: F. Tolipov, “Uzbekistan's Reversionism, America’ s Revisionism, and Russia’s Revanchism,” CACI Analyst,
22 March, 2006, available at [www.cacianalyst.org].
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It seemsthat American revisionism will not devel op further—Washington will merely readjust
itsstrategic coursein Central Asia. Today, Washington’ s position isadual one: first, its assessments
of the May 2005 Andijan events remain the same; second, the U.S. State Department put forward the
Greater Central Asiaconception, which meansthat Americais seeking adifferent, yet active asever,
Central Asian policy.

Moscow’ s revanchism is improbable: so far thisis confirmed by the efforts of certain Russian
analysts and experts to offer amore adequate Central Asian policy.

Recently A. Sobianinwrote something that surprised many. While being awarethat Central Asia
may grow suspicious of Russia’'s neo-imperialist designs, he pointed out that there are two interna-
tional organizations ableto defusethefears: the SCO and the CICBMA: * There are more membersin
the CICBMA than inthe SCO, thereforeit is probably the only international organization that unites
all the countries directly or indirectly involved in the Durand Line and Kashmir issues.

“The problems that are unlikely to be resolved (or cannot be resolved at al) at the level of
bilateral relations and that are unlikely to be resolved within the Central Asia and Russia commu-
nity will be easily settled within wider integration projects and large international organizations.” %
| cannot agree with it: the fears of revived Russian imperialism can be quenched not by large inter-
national organizations (which themselves might be latently neo-imperialist), but by Russia’ s open-
ly democratic geopolitics. It should abandon its desire to preserve the status quo in Central Asia.
(Asfor the CICBMA, | believe it to be a pseudo-mechanism of confidence-building and interaction
in Asia, which, asdistinct from Europe, isnot united. It isfragmented civilizationally, formationally,
geopoliticaly, historically, and religiously. The so-called Durand Line and the Kashmir issue cannot
bring together the highly fragmented continent; more than that—many of the CICBMA membersare
absolutely indifferent to Russia’simperial policiesin Central Asia.)

Great Russia should pursue great policies; today its grandeur can be better illustrated not by its
imperial nature, but by its democratic policies, both at home and on the geopolitical stage. Signifi-
cantly, today Russiano longer lookslike adefender of Central Asia—itisCentral Asiathat isprotect-
ing Russia' s southern bordersby the very fact of itsindependent existence, democratic devel opment,
and unification. Thisiswhat new democratic Russia should really want.

Here aretwo important comments about the legacy of those who recently |eft the political scene
and of those who will leave it soon.

A. Chernyaev, Mikhail Gorbachev’ sformer aide, haswritten thefollowing in hisbook on per-
estroikaand hisformer patron: “Itisridiculous, highly provincial, and in general unworthy of Russia
to present its democratic foreign policy and its relations with the United States as though they
began from scratch, as its present rulers are wont to do.”?® There should be continuity in foreign
policy.

| want to say again: Russiaat all times has been responsible for the Heartland—this has been its
share of responsibility for the world. Today, it shares this responsibility with the newly independent
Central Asian states, which means that they should shoulder responsibility for world affairs as well.
Arethey all aware of this?

2 A. Sobianin, op. cit.
2 A. Chernyaev, op. cit.
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Overview of the Pagst

n the 1990s Russia' s position in Central Asia became significantly eroded, not so much for eco-
nomic reasons, as some Russian politicians allege, but because of its grossly misinterpreted na-
tional interests.

It has become customary to associate the radical revision of Russia’s Central Asian policy with
Vladimir Putin’ spresidency. Thisisvery true, but the events of 2000 were no morethan thefirst steps
toward fundamental changes.

In 2005, the sovereign democracy conception marked aturning point in Russia’ sforeign policy:
the country finally placed its sovereignty above its foreign policy constants and began to slowly re-
treat from its previous devotion to the Western liberal-democratic principles.

Sovereignty, understood as a synonym for the country’ s political competitiveness, made great
changesin Russia sapproach tothe CIS: it sided with Uzbekistan inits post-Andijan conflict with the
West and began pouring much more energy into the SCO and several other projects. The situation that
had taken shape by 2004-2005 in the Western vector of Russia’ s foreign policy and on its southern
borders pushed the RFinto Asian geopoalitics. The U.S.-led military operation in Afghanistan allowed
Russiatointerfere more openly than beforein the Central Asian political processes, which forced China
to act accordingly. The Russian Federation could no longer ignore the new realities—the balance of
power in the region of Russia’ svital interests was on the verge of being upset.

Transformation of
Russia’s
Foreign Policy Paradigm

In view of the changed style of Russia's relations with the key international partners and the
very real threatsit encountered as soon asit began restoring itsinternational statusforced the Russian
|eaders to readjust the approach and very ideology of Russia s foreign policy. It must stop being re-
flective: the country badly needs a well-substantiated and maximally long-term foreign policy strat-
egy. Thisshould be done not so much to restore theinternational balance or create amulti-polar world
order: thisis anew approach to the old problem of secure borders achieved either by their extension
or by at least enlarging the “security zone” around Russia.

Russia’ s absence from the Near Abroad allowed non-Russian capitals to deeply penetrate into
the Central Asian economies, thus shifting the main foreign policy accentsof Russia’ sneighborsinan
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unwelcome direction. Today, the Central Asian countries are working hard to pursue multi-vectoral
policies, otherwise known as “distance partnership.” It isat thistime that the ideol ogies supported by
the national elites of the new post-Soviet states are being radically transformed and pushing the coun-
tries further away from Russia. The nationalist discourse has triumphed: from this time on foreign
policy is being shaped by national egotism and, on many occasions, servesit badly.

After about fifteen years of chaotic quest for their national identity, thelocal countries have fi-
nally arrived at the “ state-centric” model (to borrow the term from J. Rosenau?t) as a matrix determin-
ing everything, foreign policiesincluded. All five Central Asian Soviet successor states have armed
themsel veswith this philosophy of state-building, something that Russiaapproved of to amuch great-
er extent than theforeign policy playerswho wanted to push theregion toward liberal democracy. The
non-lineal nature of the contemporary political developments is responsible for the diverse models
and trajectories of the Central Asian post-communist republics. Some of the regimes pretend to be
liberal democracies of the Western type, others are devel oping into autocracies of hitherto unknown
types, while still others are turning out to be hybrids. The non-lineal development typeisof ageneral
nature, which means that the universal development models acceptable for all countries and nations
are nothing more than amyth. When applied to Central Asia, the Western model s were soon discred-
ited by the failed reforms, appalling social differentiation, poverty, and political confrontation. More
than that: today, the problems of further development in this region cannot be rectified by political
technologies. The local elites have already realized that much, therefore Russia s return is going on
against avery favorable background.

Two recent setsof eventsclearly demonstrated that the “ state-centric” model hasbeen completely
accepted and has triumphed. First, Uzbekistan' s post-Andijan ruptured strategic partnership with the
United States; itsjoining the EurAseC and the CSTO, the agreement on allied relations with Russia,
and Uzbekistan's greater involvement in the SCO. Second, the outwardly paradoxical result of the
Kyrgyz “revolution” of 2005 that brought Kurmanbek Bakiev to power and spelt the bad failure of
America spolicies. For objective and subjective reasons, the new president is pursuing an even more
pro-Russian, and pro-Chinese, foreign policy than his predecessor. He is even less predictable than
Askar Akaev. Today, Moscow’ s seemingly short-term, yet well-substantiated foreign policy looks much
more adequate in the Central Asian realitiesthan the West’ s aggressive policy and its pseudo-revolu-
tionary technologies. The year 2005 marked a watershed: thanks to its consistent efforts to use its
political weight to keep the political processesin the Central Asian republicswithin “the constitution-
al framework and national legislation,” Russia acquired new possibilities in the region. The fifteen
years of the Euro-Atlantic community’ sinsistent efforts to influence domestic processesin the local
countries now produce nothing but rejection. The Central Asian republics, being viewed as part of the
former communist bloc, are believed to be susceptible to the transition to the democracy paradigm?
based on the firm conviction that standard schemes and prescriptions initially geared at the require-
ments of the so-called Western world, when applied without discrimination, can remedy all theills of
any country.® Having detected the absence of acivil society in the Central Asian countries, the Amer-
icans and Europeans set themselves the task of creating it artificially, while the true needs of these
countrieslay in adifferent sphere: they needed stronger stateinstitutionsto be ableto adequately respond
to the challenges to their independence.*

! Seer J. Rosenau, “Pre-Theory Revised: World Politics in an Era of Cascading Interdependence,” International Sud-
ies Quarterly, No. 1, 1984, pp. 3-29.

2 See: T. Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm,” Journal of Democracy, VVol. XI1I, No. 1, 2002, p. 6.

3 See: F. Vielmini, “Rol’ Rossii v opredelenii evropeysko-tsentral’ noaziatskikh otnosheniy,” in: Proekty sotrudnichest-
va i integratsii dlia Tsentral’ noy Azii: sravnitelnyi analiz, vozmozhnosti i perspektivy, ed. by A.A. Kniazev, Bishkek, 2007,
pp. 75-85.

4 Thisisbest illustrated by the OSCE, which is perceived in the region as an American tool used for carrying out its
geopolitical designs; democratization is another such tool (see: P. Dunay, “The OSCE in Crisis,” Chaillot Paper, No. 88,
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The post-Soviet inner typological kinship of the models of state and social development born by
the shared historical experience has become the foundation on which cooperation between Russia and
Central Asia(nearly lost inthe 1990s) can berebuilt. But thiscan only be atemporary, transitional foun-
dation: the Central Asian elites are obviously unwilling to abandon their shaky status and the regimes
criminalized structure for the sake of democracy. This contradicts Russid sinterests: it wantslong-term
stability intheregion and iswilling to limit its cooperation, for the sake of modernization of the Central
Asian regimes, to the states and international business elites not inclined to build up tension and cause
destruction by exporting unsuitable novelties. Thisiswhat should serve as the cornerstone of Russia’s
Central Asian strategy. America spolicy for Central Asiabased on double standards has already given
Russiaachanceto retrieve at least some of itsformer regional allies. The 2005 geopolitical U-turn per-
formed by Uzbekistan isaserious sign of the region’ s disaffection with the American mission and evi-
dence of Russia’ s readiness to take part in global projects alternative to the Western ones.

The political systems now functioning in the region are remnants of the Soviet system blended
with certain specifics borrowed from the pre-colonial past. The communist ideology was replaced by
the ideology of the ethnocratic states (or, in amilder form, “nationally oriented” states of which Ka-
zakhstan isan example), but none of the Central Asian states can boast of anatural rivalry of political
forces. In the absence of an ideological basis patterned on the new states’ social development needs,
the contradiction between the form and content made them even shakier than their communist pred-
ecessors. This means that Russia should not only support the sovereignties of its Central Asian part-
ners, but also encourage political readjustmentsin all of them to help them achieve firmer stability
and better efficiency. In fact, Russid s security depends on political stability in all the limitrophes.

Inthe absence of along-term and well-substantiated Central Asian strategy, Russiacan still draw
fromthe wealth of experience created by itstwo-centuries-long presenceintheregion. No matter what,
inorder to return, Russiamust devise absol utely new mechanisms of cooperation and realization of its
regional interests. So far, the new and not yet completed conception deals with the tactical mid-term
and currently realized tasks: control over the production and transit of Central Asian energy resources
to the world markets; preservation and optimization of Russia’' s military presence in the region de-
signed toforestall thethreats coming fromradical |slamists; hel ping the Central Asian regimesstrength-
en their sovereignties and preventing the “export of democracy;” and looking for a consensus with
China’s mounting influence in the region and preventing its domination.

Globalization hasturned Russia smonopoly presence, and that of any other power for that matter,
in any region into autopia. To promote regional stability, Russia should seek partnersto assist in the
region’s political and economic reconstruction among countries that want to achieve the same. The
European Union isapotential partner; in turn, the EU has many logical reasons for choosing Russia
asits key partner in Central Asia. If Russiais squeezed out of regional politics, Eurasia might find
itself threatened.®> So far, nearly everything that the United States and the European Union have ini-
tiated for Central Asia seconomic and political progresswastoo obviously anti-Russian: thekey actors
of international politics remain rivals not yet prepared to effectively cooperate in the region. Any
unbiased observer admitsthat American, European, or any other cooperation and integration projects
should embrace not only the south, but also involve the north (Russia), thewest (Iran), etc. Itisnaive
to expect Russiato remain onthe curbside: it will promoteitsinterestsin theeconomic, political, cultural,

April 2006). The Europeans approach the Central Asian security issuein afairly technical way that lacks systemic treatment,
while the issue as along-term phenomenon calls for systemic and integral approaches. Today the European approaches are
rejected with a great deal of frustration; more and more often the word “Bolshevist” is applied to the European treatment
of the human rights issue, while the term “democracy” has become sort of a swear word—the best illustration of the high
level of alienation (see: F. Vielmini, op. cit.). The same author offers a more detailed analysis in his Continuita post-sovi-
etica, autoritarismo politico e diritti umani in Asia Centrale, ISPI, Milan, 2007.

5“Interview with A. Rahr. Russia Profile Weekly Experts Panel: Another New Year's Gas War,” Russia Profile, 12
January, 2007.
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and educational spheresof theformer Soviet republics, aswell asin Afghanistan, India, Pakistan, and
other countries.®

The collective security sphere is a natural point where the interests of Russia and the Central
Asian republics meet. Neither America, nor Europe, nor China will shoulder the responsibility for
Central Asian security. The Americanshave cometo theregion withtheir owninterestsin view. China
isjust learning how to cooperate with theregion’ s states and obviously prefers economic cooperation.

Thisgives Russiaachanceto develop military-political cooperation, the recent history of which
isfairly contradictory. Immediately after 1991, Russia’ smilitary-political influencein Central Asia
and the size of its military presence shrank. Russialost some of its military basesin the local coun-
tries; meanwhile, military-political cooperation remains a priority. The events of 1999-2000 dem-
onstrated that the military threat coming from the Central Asian sector was real and that, despite
Russia’s diminished influence in the region, it remains instrumental in dealing with its military-
political problems. Proceeding from this, Russia can fully restoreits presencein the sphere of secu-
rity. In the absence of sufficient financial resources and the political will of the leaders of any of the
Central Asian statesto set up the necessary defense, potential military-political alliances and mil-
itary-technical cooperation are the only effective security mechanisms. The limited military poten-
tial cannot be stretched to cover the entire range of military threats and threats of war: this callsfor
military-political integration and the pooling of forces within the regional collective security sys-
tems. All the Central Asian countries (with the exception of Turkmenistan) have demonstrated that
they are aware of this by the mere fact of their CSTO membership (the organization functionally
best suited to deal with the threats and challenges). One of the central theses of the 2007 Bishkek
Declaration of the SCO summit clearly pointed out that the U.S. and NATO are unableto radically
improvethe situation in the regional security sphere: “ Stability and security in Central Asiaare best
ensured primarily through efforts made by the nations of the region on the basis of the existing
regional international associations.””

The Economic Factor of
Russia's Central Asian Policy

At onetime, Andrey Snesarev, one of the founders of the Russian school of geopoalitics, wrote:
“Today economic conguests go ahead of military victories. It isnot the nation that heaps up bayonets
that is strong—the nation that holds the nets of economic conquest is stronger.”® Currently, Russiais
not only restoring its economic presence in the region, but is aso strengthening it in avery tangible
way. At present, Russia alone can implement large-scale projects by being involved in prospecting,
producing, and transporting energy resources, extending military-technical cooperation, etc. which
provide an impetus for regional integration. For instance, in 2000-2006, over 40 percent of direct
investmentsin Tgjikistan camefrom Russia® True, so far, trade and economic relations with the Central
Asian countries are of secondary importance for Russia: in 2006, the aggregate share of these coun-
triesin Russia s foreign trade turnover was about 3 percent (in China sforeign trade, it was 0.6 per-

5 See: V.S. Boyko, “Bol’shaia Tsentral’naia Aziai Rossia: osobennosti istoriko-tsivilizatsionnogo, geopoliticheskogo
i ekonomicheskogo vzaimodeystvia,” in: Proekty sotrudnichestva i integratsii dlia Tsentral’ noy Azi: sravnitel’ nyi analiz,
vozmozhnosti i perspektivy, pp. 50-57.

7 [http://www.eurasi anet.org/departments/insight/arti cles/eav082007a.shtml].

8 Afganskie uroki: Vyvody dlia budushchego v svete ideynogo nasledia A.E. Snesareva, Compiled by A.E. Savinkin,
Voenny universitet, Russkiy put, Moscow, 2003, p. 102.

9 See: Regnum, 6 June, 2007.
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cent). Russia ssharein Kyrgyzstan' sforeigntradewas 27.24 percent; in Uzbekistan's, 16.39 percent;
and in Kazakhstan's, 18.87 percent. These figures invariably keep Russia at the top of the list of for-
eigntrade partners. On average, in 2006 the Russia’ s sharein theforeign trade turnover of the Central
Asian countries was about 17 percent (China s share was about 12 percent).°

Russia’ sinvolvement in Central Asian politics and economics at the macro-, regional, and mi-
croregional levels (cooperation between territories, regions, business structures, educational and re-
search institutions, etc.) is an important imperative conducive to the new climate, cooperation, and
even integration on abilateral or multilateral basisin the entire Central Asian region, including Chi-
na’ s Xinjiang and Russia’ sAltai and Southern Siberia. Russia sinterests can be harmonized with those
of the United States, the activities of which have, for several years, been irritating not only the invet-
erate patriots, but al so the pragmatically minded people. A. Bogaturov hasthefollowing to say onthis
score: “Theissue of Russia sgreater role in ensuring the U.S.” senergy needsis no longer purely the-
oretical. So far the northern route of deliveries of Russian energy resources to the United States via
Murmansk attracts more attention than the southern (south Siberian, to be more exact) route. If, how-
ever, America seffortsto create thetransportation routes through which energy resourceswill be moved
from the center of the Eurasian continent to the south prove successful, it might become critically
important for Russiato join the project.”** This argument has only one, but important, flaw: Ameri-
ca splansto move energy resourcesfrom Central Asiaare prompted by political, rather than econom-
ic, considerations. The U.S. isresolved to create alternatives to the Russian transit and the Chinese
vector of fuel deliveriesfrom Central Asia. The operating cost of any of the Western alternatives will
be higher thanthat of the Russian variant, thereforeinvolvement in the pro-Western projectswill demand
much greater investments and much greater guarantees from the Central Asian states.'?

The Cultural-Civilizational Aspect

The history of Russia sinfluencein Asiaisahistory of certain elements of the European civi-
lization in the region. There is an obvious common interest in preserving the Russian language as a

10 See: V.V. Paramonov, A.V. Strokov, “Ekonomicheskoe prisutstvie Rossii i Kitaiav Tsentral’ noy Azii—kliuchevoy
vopros dlia budushchego EvrAZES i ShOS,” in: Proekty sotrudnichestva i integratsii dlia Tsentral’ noy Azi: sravnitel’ nyi
analiz, vozmozhnosti i perspektivy, pp. 153-160.

The average regional index of Russia' s investment activities is decreasing because of the foreign investments in
Kazakhstan's oil and gas complex: by the beginning of 2007, the volume of American investments reached $13.8 billion,
or 30 percent of the total direct foreign investments in Kazakhstan. At the same time, Russian companies are responsi-
ble for over half of foreign investments in Uzbekistan's oil and gas sector; there are over 450 JVs in Uzbekistan with
Russian capital. During President Putin’s visit to Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan in May 2007, the two Central Asian pres-
idents confirmed that cooperation with Russiain the oil and gas sphere was a priority. President Nazarbaev of Kazakhstan
was the most eloguent: “Kazakhstan is wholeheartedly devoted to the idea that, even if not al the oil and gas produced,
at least its larger part should be moved across Russian territory.” It was also agreed to increase the load of the transit oil
pipeline of the Caspian Pipeline Consortium (connecting northwestern Kazakhstan and Russia) from the present 29 million
to 40 million tons. There were certain shifts in attracting Russian investments and the resources of Gazprom to maintain
and develop gas extraction in Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. The main event took place on 12 May when the heads of
Russia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan signed a declaration on building a Caspian gas pipeline with a capacity
of 10 billion ¢ m and on extending and modernizing the Central Asia-Center pipeline system. The document obligated
the sides to present, before 1 September, feasibility studies, and intergovernmental and commercia agreements on a
consortium. It is expected that by 2014 the gas transportation capacities will rise from the present 60 billion to 90 bil-
lion c m (see: A. Sobianin, M. Shibutov, “Dozhdiomsia li rossisko-kazakhstanskoy global’ noy ekspansii?’ Respublika.
Delovoe obozrenie, Almaty, 25 May, 2007).

11 A. Bogaturov, “Indo-sibirskiy koridor v strategii contrterrorizma,” Nezavisimaia gazeta, 24 October, 2005, p. 14.

2 The former will cross the mountains or cross seas, while the second prove to be much shorter. For these reasons,
the bypassing routes invariably turn out to be much more expensive. For example, the cost of the trans-Caspian gas pipe-
line and the still missing sectors of the Nabucco line are estimated at $10 billion, while the Russian project for moderniz-
ing and extending the Central Asian gas pipeline is estimated at $1 billion (see: A. Sobianin, M. Shibutov, op. cit.).
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passkey to the world culture.®® It is not merely an element that brings the local nations closer and
facilitates their interaction. Recent history has demonstrated that, deprived of an educational system
based on the Russian, the Central Asian nations proved unable to respond to the globalization chal-
lenges. Theloss of the Russian tongue is directly responsible for the degradation of the Central Asian
societies, the spread of primitive Islamism and, in any case, the drift away from the European princi-
ples.** The new nature of the Russia-Central Asiarelations leaves no space for the ideological con-
structs (very much in fashion in the 1990s) that spoke of unequal relationswith Russiain the past and
even “exploitation.”

Asdistinct from the 19th and 20th centuries, Russiaisno longer exerting demographic pressure
on Central Asiatoday. The wide-scale migration flows from the Central Asian countries to Russia
testify that it needs Central Asian human resources. This suggests that integration with Russia should
be peaceful and non-violent, very much asit wasin the past. Thereisno truth to the thesisthat Russia
and the Russians, due to their strong “guilt complex” about the numerous faults and excesses of the
imperial and Soviet periods, cannot beinvolved on an equal footing in Central Asian affairs. Millions
of Russian/Soviet citizens, ethnic Russians, were only too aware, probably to an even greater extent,
of theinternal colonialismin social and other spheresand of the disdain with which the Center treated
the peripheries.’®

Today, Central Asia, even in its most distorted interpretation of the 1990s, is moving to Rus-
sia—millions of ethnic Uzbeks, Tajiks and members of other local nationalities have already moved
there forever or, at least, for along time, or as seasonal workers. They are a connecting link or even
alifeline between their homelands and Russia. In Russia, especially in the southern border regions
and territories, Asian diasporas are gradually developing into sustainable national communities and
are even acquiring certain status privileges and legal rights.

Russia, which developed as an empire and aworld state, cannot abandon the strategy of aworld
power. It will perish if it abandonsitstraditional policy of aworld player and will thus endanger the
outside world, not only because Europe depends economically on Russiato agreat extent and cannot
escape this dependence. If the policy of minimal sufficiency gainsthe upper hand in Russia, the Rus-
sian mentality will inevitably develop a biastoward nationalism, which will push the country toward
an ethnocratic state. Thisis highly dangerous. The symptoms can already be detected: nationalism
and phobias of all kinds (ethnic, religious, interregional, race, etc.) are on the upsurge. This phenom-
enon isnot limited to Russiaal one— by the beginning of the 21st century, the world was left without
its familiar mobilizing ideologies (socialism, democracy, €etc.).

The ideological roots of what is going on in Russia are found in the global humiliation of the
Russian nation and Russiaas awhol e, which, asthe Russian Empire and the Soviet Union, was one of
theworld’ sleaders. The country’s collapse placed the Russiansin avery ambiguous position: accus-
tomed to being the leader, they are suffering from an “identity crisis.” Thisis prompting energetic or
even violent defense of their identity and an active quest for its best characteristics. The situation is
complicated by the fact that not all those coming to Russiafrom the former Soviet republics are law-
abiding citizens capable of adapting to the Russian environment. Not all of them wish to adapt them-
selves; some probably cannot because of culturological reasons. Meanwhile, public opinion is not
looking at the details: in Ekaterinburg, for example, the negative attitude toward the Tajik drug deal-
ershas spread to the Tqjik diasporaasawhole. Nationalism and xenophobia have objective economic
(the region is depressed), social (mass unemployment and particularly latent unemployment), and
historical reasons. At all times, provincial Russiaresponded acutely to thethreat of disintegration and

13 Seer E. Abdullaev, “Uzbekistan between Traditionalism and Westernization,” in: Central Asia at the End of Tran-
sition, ed. by B. Rumer, M.E. Sharpe, New Y ork, London, 2005, pp. 267-68.

14 Seer F. Vielmini, op. cit.

5 See: V.S. Boyko, op. cit.
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loss of identity and always sided with those who articul ated these threats. In any case, we should talk
not of ethnic conflicts but, rather, of ethnic tension, which has not reached itscritical level. The prob-
lem itself must be comprehended in order for Russia’ s multicultural society and multicultural stateto
evolve in the right direction. This is absolutely justified by the country’s history—it has been and
remains polyethnic. Today it is the only one of the Soviet successor states to reject the ethnocratic
model. A new ethnonational structureis coming into beingin Russia’ s Asian part and in some of the
central regions (particularly in large cities and the capitals) with obvious Central Asian features and
forms of life, residual, renovating, or convergent. These, mainly spontaneous, processes should be
complemented with purposeful effortsaimed at devel oping regional, trans-border, and other contacts.®

Labor migration makes Central Asia dependent on Russia: in 2006 alone, labor migrants from
the CIS countrieswired home over $3 billion and took over $10 billion in cash out of the country. The
aggregate annual income of labor migrants was $20 billion. For Russia, which isin need of workers,
these figures, asan index of hypothetical economic damage, are absol utely unimportant, whilefor the
countries that receive the migrants’ money (particularly Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan), these sums are
all-important. Muzaffar Sharipov, who heads the Informati on-Resource Center for Labor Migrants of
Tajikistan, has admitted: “Russia remains the main labor market for Tajik guest workers.” Since the
beginning of 2007, writes he, over 630,000 left Tajikistan to earn money elsewhere. “ According to
our information, about 90 percent of them went to Russia’ sregions, while alittle more than 40,000 of
our labor migrantswent to Kazakhstan.”*” The money that |abor migrants send back hometo Tgjikistan
from Russiaistwice as much asthe republic’ s budget; the figure for Kyrgyzstan islower, but in both
cases the fact that labor migration relieves socia tension, with which the ineffective economies of
both republics can barely cope, is all-important.

In Lieu of a Conclusion

The Central Asian countries have not yet chosen more or less consistent foreign policiesin re-
lation to all the geopolitical players, Russiaincluded. Thisis preventing any sustainable partnership
between them and Russia. This vaguenessiisjustified by the euphemism about the so-called “multi-
vectoral” policy that became a dogmain the 1990s and is put forward every time an explanation has
to be given for the far-from-consistent policies suggested by the objective and subjective, but mostly
short-term, intereststhat rarely, or never, serve genuinely national interests. Thelocal countries have
no long-term strategies in any sphere of cooperation (political, economic, or any other).

Russia's, and the Russians', desire to remain in Asia, and Central Asiain particular, islargely
explained by the old philosophical and political, aswell as new specific political, ideas (the Asianism
of E. Ukhtomskiy or the Eurasianism and neo-Eurasianism of the 1920sand 1990s).'® Today this process
is going on under the impact of more important factors—geopolitical, geo-economic, demographic,
migrational, and others, even though it is not simply a product of globalization. Central Asia’'s bor-
ders are fairly flexible—today, as in the past, they do not coincide with the state borders—they are
frontiersof acultural-civilizational area,®® at which, in the case of Russia, the Slavic Christian and the
(predominantly) Turkic-Muslim worlds meet.

16 See: |bidem.

7 Regnum, 25 July, 2007. According to the Shark Research Center, 94.7 percent of the total flow of labor migrants
goes to Russia; 2.4 percent to Kazakhstan, and 2.9 percent each to Ukraine, Byelorussia, Kyrgyzstan and Moldova. The
real unemployment level in Tajikistan is 11.3 percent; urban unemployment is 13.2 percent; agricultural unemployment,
10.9 percent; the share of unemployed among the young people is the largest—68.9 percent.

18 See: D. Schimmelpenninck van der Oye, “Aziatskiy soblazn Rossii,” Kosmopolis, No. 3, 2002/2003 [URL: http:/
[risa.ru/cosmopolis/archives/2/shimmel penninck.html].

19 See: V.S. Boyko, op. cit.
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Russia has always been avery specific imperia project deprived of any commercial sense: the
empireasahugeterritorial-spatial complex was set up for political considerationsin an effort to place
Russiainthe center of avast, well-ordered, and well-protected expanse. Russiamoved to Asiato protect
its territory rather than being driven by certain syncretic Eurasian doctrines that speak of Russia's
mission as “ keeping together the vast Eurasian expanse.”

This approach presupposed much more organic mutual penetration of the metropolitan country
and the colonies than, say, in the case of Britain, another great empire. It was a purely commercial
project with numerous domains scattered across the world and far removed from the metropolitan
country. They were “branches of a huge firm” called the United Kingdom. When the project began
losing money, it was closed down.

Asaresult, Russia srolein the colonization of Central Asiawas asystemic one; it was aregu-
lator of the main regional balancing tools. Besides, Russia has been, and remains, the most effective
(even if merely potential in recent years) vector of modernization for the Central Asian political sys-
tems and the most acceptable example of political culture. In the Central Asian countries, the state
structures play an important political role. Russiais avector of orientation, if not toward democracy
in the classical sense, then toward greater pluralism inside the Central Asian political systems.

Thisbackground suppliesthe Russian post-imperial project in the widest sense with theright of
continued existence. Russia’ s continental profile asastate doesnot allow it to be anything but agreat
power, astatusitisrapidly restoring. Thisexplainswhy no more or lessimportant international prob-
Ilems can be resolved without Russia and contrary to Russia; thisis even truer of the problemsin the
region, which, despite the post-Sovi et |osses, remainsasphere of Russia snational interestsand where
it has preserved the largest number of factors of influence.

THE RUSSIAN FACTOR
IN CENTRAL ASIAN GEOPOLITICS
IN THE CONTEXT OF
IRANIAN-AMERICAN CONTRADICTIONS

Guli YULDASHEVA

D.Sc. (Political Science),
research associate at the Department of International Relations,
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most debatable and pertinent issues that | overtonesinthe context of the continued Iranian-

R ussia’ s Central Asian policy isone of the | sometimenow. Infact, it hasacquired additional
have been in the center of attention for | American confrontation, which affects Central
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Asiangeopoliticsand the Eurasian approachdom- | Russia sinvolvement intheregion, aswell asco-
inating Russia sforeign policy (which presuppos- | operation between thetwo countries, directly de-
esRussia-|RI partnershipin Central Asid). Itisab- | pend on the state and level of Iranian-American
solutely clear that the nature, content, and paceof | relations.

The U.S. in Russia's Geopoalitics
in Central Asa

Russia’ sdevotion to theideaof multi-polar approachesto international relationsiswell known.!
In this context, its accessto Central Asia’s energy resources and control over the transportation and
communication corridors make it one of the leading centers of power of Eurasia. Its Central Asian
geostrategy presupposes.

—maintaining stability in all spheres—political, military, economic, humanitarian, and le-
gal;

—reintegrating the region on the basis of anew system of energy transportation and water com-
munication across the Eurasian expanse;

— developing a single economic zone, of which Central Asiawill be a part;
—moving Russian companies to key positionsin the Caspian;

—strengthening its leadership in the emerging system of interstate political and economicrela-
tionsin Central Asia, etc.

E. Kozhokin, Director of the Russian | nstitute of Strategic Research, haswritten in this connec-
tion: “Russia needs political, economic, and social stability inthe Central Asian region” and pointed
out that Central Asia has an important role to play in Russia’' s economy.? Russia treats opposition to
theradical extremism that threatensits stability, southern borders, and territorial integrity asaprior-
ity. For this reason, and to ensure its geopolitical interests, Moscow is striving to play an important
role in Afghanistan’s post-conflict stabilization.

Russia’ sintention to establish control over the Central Asian energy routesin order to promote
its political and economic interests has aready clashed with America’ s energy-related plans.

The counterterrorist operation and the intricacies of the emerging system of international rela-
tions demand that Washington devise amore bal anced and more flexible approach toitsrelationswith
M oscow.

For example, relatively recently, certain American experts argued in private that Russia needed
stability in Central Asiaand would play acertain rolein the region, but would never develop into the
key foreign factor because of its economic weakness. They added that M oscow treated its economic
cooperation with Europe as a priority, which meant that it would never develop into aforeign policy
obstacle for the Central Asian states. It was believed that the problem of Russia’ s military-political
partnership with Iran could be dismissed as unimportant, since the two countrieswould find it hard to
agree over the Caspian issue.

1 See: E. Primakov, “Mir bez sverkhderzhav. Mnogopoliarnyi mir i shansy SShA,” lzvestia, 22 August, 2003.
2 See: E.M. Kozhokin, “Rossia krovno zainteresovana v stabil’ nosti v Tsentral’ no-Aziatskom regione,” Analytic.
Analiticheskoe obozrenie (Astana), No. 2, 2002, pp. 3, 4.
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Today, however, when the U.S.-Russian rivalry has been accel erating, whilethe U.S.-Iranian
contradictionsremain unsettled, the cooperation between Russiaand Iran |ooks|like acounterwei ght
to America’ s geopolitical and economic interests in the region. In January 2007, Tehran received
Top-M1 anti-aircraft missile systemsunder an agreement signed back in December 2005,® which added
to Iran’ s ability to oppose the United Statesin a possible armed clash.

On the other hand, Western experts tend to ignore the disagreements between Russia and the
European Unionintensified by Russia’ spoliciesin the energy sphere,* aswell astheir contradictions
over the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forcesin Europe and the American anti-missile plansin Europe.

TheEU leadersarecalling on Moscow to sidewith theinternational community over Iran’ snuclear
issue: “Itisin Moscow’ sown best intereststo join theinternational community intrying to resolvethe
nuclear standoff with Iran... its rapidly advancing missile program [threatens] not only the Middle
East; [it also poses| great danger to Europe—and to Russia.”®

Inits dealingswith Moscow, Washington is guided by the threat of international terrorism em-
anating from the Middle East, which Americatreats asitsabsol ute priority. American experts say time
and again: “The United States has an interest in a Russiathat is prosperous, stable, and can be an in-
ternational partner in dealing with very serious problemslike nuclear proliferation, terrorism, thefuture
of energy, and global warming. The U.S. and Europe, Japan, and for that matter, China, need aRussia
that is secure internally and politically capable of cooperating.”®

In thiscontext, continued Russian-American cooperation in Afghanistan’ s peaceful reconstruc-
tion and in liquidation of other potential seats of instability in Central Asiaisregarded asapriority,
which callsfor a continued constructive dialog and partnership between the two countries, while the
U.S. should takeinto account Moscow’ slong history of cooperation with Central Asiaand itsleading
rolein the already established regional security systems—the CSTO and SCO.

Constructive cooperation may allow the United States to cut short Moscow’ s attempts to set
up amulti-sided anti-American coalition. Thereisthe opinion’ that the official visit of the RF for-
eign minister to Iran in March 2003 and Russia’ s more active diplomatic effortsin Asia (Central
Asiaincluded) can be interpreted as the first steps toward such a coalition. The strategic alliance
with Russia consolidated in 2001 allowed the American administration not only to neutralize the
Iranian-Russi an defense cooperati on spearheaded against America’ sinterests, but also caused very
logical shiftsin Russia's Caspian policy (it started looking for possible involvement in the BTC
project).® American experts are convinced that Russia is developing into one of America's key
partners in the energy sphere.

Inrecent years, Moscow too has cometo aconclusion that “ anti-Americanism and anti-NATO
feelings might reduce Russia’ snational intereststo apolitical zero by depriving it of apossibly strong-
er position in the West-East and North-South system of relations.”® For the same reason, America’'s

3 See: D. Zhuikov, “Iran poluchil shchit/Kupiv u Rossii zenitno-raketnye kompleksy piatogo pokolenia‘Top-M1',”
RBK-Daily, 26 January, 2007.

4 See: Yi. Schleifer, “Questions Cloud Turkish-EU Energy Cooperation,” available at [http://www.eurasianet.org],
12 June, 2007; B. Yunanov, “Evropa poluchit odnu trubu. Glavnaia kollizia otnosheniy Rossia-ES reshena v TsentrAzii,”
Moskovskie novosti, No. 19, 19 May, 2007.

5 E. von Klaeden, “Russia’s Interests are not with Tehran,” The International Herald Tribune, 8 March, 2007.

8 Washington ProFile, 7 February, 2007-23 June, 2007 (see also: Washington ProFile, 14 June, 2007).

7 See: J. Bransten, “Russia: Ivanov in Iran Amid Warming Bilateral Ties,” RFE/RL, 11 March, 2003.

8 See: “Rossia mozhet prisoedinit’sia k realizatsii proekta stroitel’ stva nefteprovoda iz Azerbaidzhana v Turtsiiu
‘Baku-Ceyhan’,” Strana.Ru, 25 January, 2002; C. Marjorie,” The Deadly Pipeline War. US Afghan Policy Driven by Oil
Interests,” Jurist, 8 December, 2001, available at [http://www.jurist.law.pitt.edu].

9 A. Ulunian, “*Moskva-Pekin’ v Tsentral’noy Azii: novaia stadia regional’ nogo sopernichestva,” Rossiyskie vesti,
No. 23, 23-29 June, 2004 [http://www.CentrAsia.Ru/newsA] (see also: S. Blank, “Russia Mulls Measures to Check Chinese
Influence in Central Asia,” available at [http://www.CentrAsia Ru/newsA] 29.07.2004.
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presencein Central Asia, which keeps extremist |slam away and servesasapotential counterweight
to China’s mounting influence, isin Russia sinterests. In addition, strange asit may seem, Amer-
ica scontrol over local oil resourcesfortifies Russia’ s position as an independent supplier of fuel to
Europe.r®

However, the new level of Russia-American relations does not mean that the elements of con-
frontational thinking will disappear; the same appliesto the sides’ rivalry over control of energy re-
sources and transportation routes in the Caucasus and Central Asia. Thisis largely conditioned by
America’ s continued military presence in Turkey, Georgia, Central Asia, the Persian Gulf, and Af-
ghanistan. Today Washington is putting pressure on the Iranian and Iragi oil sectors, which means
that it can push the regional economy in the desired direction.

Thepolitical changesin the Caspian zoneand Moscow’ sstronger position thereforced the United
States to readjust its Caspian policy: today it is seeking decentralized pipeline networks with numer-
ous alternatives and diversified import of energy fuels. Its economic and geopolitical interests, how-
ever, remain the same: it wantsthe oil companiesto bypass Russiaand the IRI when moving oil to the
world markets. It is precisely for this reason that the pipelines which cross Azerbaijan and Georgia
beforereaching Turkey, and the BTC gas pipeline are still the main instruments of geopolitical rivalry
with Moscow.™ The future of these projects depends on the extent Kazakhstan is prepared to use these
lines. Today, both lines are used for Azeri-produced fuels—Russia' s energetic efforts turned away
the oil and gas flows originating in Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan.

Washington, which placed its stakeson Turkey inits Central Asian policy, hasto admit that An-
kara and Tehran are drawing closer to a certain extent.!? In an effort to make his country the main
energy corridor to Europe through the trans-Caspian gas pipeline, Erdogan’ s Cabinet isnot excluding
thepossibility of Iran’ sinvolvement.®® Ankaraisalso actively involved in the project for moving Iranian
and Turkmenian gasto Europe across Turkey, which, it is convinced,** will allow Europe to become
independent of alternative gas suppliers. These geo-economic trends might cometo theforein Wash-
ington’s Central Asian strategy if itsrelations with Tehran improve. Meanwhile, the United Statesis
no longer looking at Turkey asareliable and acceptabl e partner when it comesto transporting energy
resources to Europe.

In an effort to tip the balance of interestsin its favor, the United Statesistrying to re-orientate
Central Asiatoward Southern Asiathrough anew electrical grid that will connect Central and South-
ern Asia. With these plansin view, the U.S. State Department acquired the Bureau of South and Cen-
tral Asian Affairs.

The constructive cooperation between the United States and M oscow on several mutually in-
teresting problems started by the counterterrorist campaign did not alleviate M oscow’ s concern over
the mounting American presencein theregion. In Russiathere are two predominant approaches to
the issue:

(a) the Eurasian—anti-American, which reflects the prevailing moods and
(b) the Western-oriented.™

10 Seer S. Lopatnikov, “SShA ochen’ neobkhodima kaspiyskaia neft’,” Argumenty i fakty, 18 August, 2004.

1 See: J. Burke, “The United States is I11-Prepared to Wage a New Cold War,” available at [http://www.eurasianet.
org], 8 May, 2006.

12 See: G. Yuldasheva, “Ankara’ s Geopolitical Interestsin Central Asiain the Context of Iranian-American Contra-
dictions,” Khalkaro munosabatlar (Tashkent), No. 3, 2005, pp. 28-32 (in Uzbek).

13 See: N. Birch, “Turkey Acts to Expand Caspian Basin Energy Presence,” Eurasianet, 2 March, 2007.

14 Seer “Iran i Turkmenia dogovorilis' o postavkakh v Evropu po gazoprovodu Nabucco 30 milliardov kub m gaza
v god,” RBC, 16 July, 2007.

% See: N. Kuzmin, «Central Asia after the Operation in Afghanistan,» Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 1 (19),
2003, p. 130.
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In recent times, the number of Russian experts'® who resolutely object to confrontation with
Washington has been steadily growing; they suggest that joint American-Russian bases should be set
up in Central Asiaunder the RussiaNATO Council as the most effective anti-terrorist lever.

Today, however, President Putin’s Cabinet is resolved to protect its interests in Central Asia,
and Russian paliticians are convinced that their country can undermine America' s influence in the
Caucasus and Central Asia. They hope that Russia sincreasing economic influence there might help
to promoteits geopolitical interestsin theseregions. It isoften said that the protracted crisisin Iraqis
distracting America’s attention away from Central Asia, while Russia, according to certain assess-
ments, has become much more purposeful and much more active in the region.

Moscow isvery concerned about America’ s possibleinvasion of Iran scheduled for 2006-2007.
Russian experts'” hoped that new European investorsin the Caspian might decrease the military threat
to Iran. But so far this has not happened.

Russiahasthrown all of its political and economic advantagesinto the gameto fortify itsregion-
a position and to play the key role in transporting Kazakh oil. The EurAsEC, which after the Tulip
Revolutionin Kyrgyzstan and the Andijan eventsin Uzbekistan got its second wind, isMoscow’ smost
powerful political resource. Thereisthe opinion®® that the EurAsEC summit of 15-17 August, 2006
may change the course of geopolitical rivalry for control over the local energy resources. It initiated
acustoms union and a common energy market in order to prevent Central Asia’s American-inspired
reorientation toward Southern Asia. In this context, the future of the relations inside the EurAseC
will prove decisive for global energy security.

Iranisstill the main stumbling block in the Russian-American relations even though both coun-
tries are seeking compromises. The main condition for the U.S.-RF partnership is discontinuation of
Russian-Iranian military-technical cooperation (including supplies of nuclear equipment).

Moscow insists on its continued cooperation with Iran in Bushehr. Experts emphasized that a
decision from Moscow to withdraw from this project, which is under the rigid control of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, might provoke Iran to acquire possession of nuclear weapons. Rus-
sia sassi stance has been checking thistendency and demonstrating the possibility of Iran using nucle-
ar energy for peaceful purposes. Moscow isobviously convinced that Iran’ srelationswith Russiaare
objectively strengthening the pragmatists' position on the Iranian domestic scene and neutralizing the
radical 1slamist approaches.’® In the context of the counterterrorist struggle, however, Iran’s nuclear
status contradicts Russia s security interests. Infact, it isnot the Iranian-Russian nuclear partnership
that istheissue: Iran’s geostrategically key location in the very center of the emerging Eurasian net-
work of transportation and pipelineroutesoriginating in Central Asiaisthemain attraction. Any country,
be it the United States or the Russian Federation, that can draw Iran into its sphere of influence will
simultaneously acquire control over the energy sources and transportation corridorsof the Middle East,
Caucasus, and Central Asia. Thiswill mean global superiority in the new system of international re-
lations.

Thisiswhy, besidestrying to preserveits geopolitical domination over Washington in the zone
of itsinterests, Moscow is saving its friendly relations with Tehran as a counterweight to America’s
policy and a chance of channeling the Caspian policy in the right direction.

16 See: |. Torbakov, “Rossia-SShA-Tsentral’naia Azia: uzel zaviazyvaetsia. Mnenia rossiyskikh ekspertov,” availa-
ble at [http://www.CentrAsia Ru/newsA], 1 September, 2004.

7 See: Blizhaishie 730 dney stanut perelomnymi dlia iuzhnoy strategii Rossii,” Analiticheskaia gruppa ANN, Mos-
cow, 13 December, 2005, available at [http://www.iran.ru].

8 Seer S. Blagov, |I. Torbakov, “V tsentre vnimania na sammite EvrAzES byli voprosy energetiki, bezopasnosti i
svobodnoy torgovli,” Eurasianet, 18 August, 2006.

9 Seer E. Primakov, “Iran: What's in Store? Situation Analysis,” Russia in Global Affairs, No. 2, April-June 2003,
available at [http://eng.global affairs.ru/numbers/3/481.html].
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The Iranian Factor
in Russia's Central Asan Geopoalitics

Iran and Russia, two regional powers, are primarily brought closer by their geopolitical priori-
tiesin Central Asia, their historical, scientific, cultural, defense, and economic ties contributing to
their cooperation. Russia’ sand Iran’ sdesire to stand opposed to Washington’ s attemptsto keep them
away from the Caspian oil projectsis no lessimportant.

Onthewhole, asissaid in Tehran,® Russia s“relationswith Iran are playing the central rolein
thebasin of the* Greater Middle East’ (the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean). Iran may proveinstru-
mental in ensuring stability and security in the CIS countriesto the south of Russia’” and initsMuslim
regions. In thiscontext, Tehran is not excluding the possibility of a cooperation structure with Russia
in the gas sphere.#

Most of the expert community believes that Iran hasits own long-term geopolitical designsin
the Middle East, which have nothing to do with Moscow. This can be judged from the diversification
of Tehran’sforeign policy and economic preferences. “Four big oil companies purchased the tender
documentsof 17 il blocksin Iran, said National Iranian Oil Company’ s (NIOC) exploration manager
here on Friday. ... The whole blocks attract investments worth at |east €46 million.”

In addition to the above-mentioned TCG partnership with Ankara, Tehran islooking into pos-
sible deliveries of natural gas to Syria via Turkey and Irag.? The continued efforts of Iran and the
United Statesto set up abilateral dialog* belong to the same sphere: there isthe opinion that adialog
may start cooperation between Washington and Tehran in the sphere of regional security inthe Mid-
dle East and in Iraq in particul ar.

As soon as Russia and the United States signed the Strategic Partnership Treaty, the Iranian
parliament voiced the opinion that Russiawould alter its Mid-Eastern policy and that it was actively
pursuing its own interests.?® On the other hand, the RF and IRI remain rivals in the Caspian—they
have not yet agreed on the sea’ s division into national sectors, or on the main oil route from the re-
gion.®

At the sametime, Iran doubts that Russian-American cooperation isviable, thereisthe opinion
that two possible scenarios of this cooperation are not in Russia’ sinterests: either an alliance between
Russia and America, or confrontation between Moscow and the Washington-led West. “Under the
first scenario, Russiawill no longer bearegional force, whilethe United Stateswill consistently weaken
it. Under the second scenario, Russiawill have not enough potential to stand opposed to the West and
will be pestered by grave economic and political problems.”?” Moscow obviously thinks the same,
which isamply testified by the recent geopolitical trendsin Central Asia.

The Iranian-American confrontation in the post-Iraq period and Iran’ sisolation on the Caspian
issue are forcing the country’ s leaders to demonstrate more flexibility in regional policy and remain

20 See: N. Sagafi-Ameri, “Politika bezopasnosti Rossii,” Amu-Darya (Tehran), No. 6, Fall 2000, pp. 17-18.

2 See: “Ali Hamanei: Iran i Rossia mogut sozdat’ svoy ‘gazovyi’ OPEC,” RIA Novosti, 29 January, 2007.

22 “Four Oil Giants Purchase Tender Documents of Iran’s 17 Blocks,” Mehr News Agency, 16 March, 2007.

2 See: Tegeran planiruet postavliat’ prirodnyi gaz v Siriiu cherez territorii Turtsii i Iraka, available at [http://www.
iran.ru], 14 March, 2007.

2 See: J. Hughes, “The Bossibility of Easing Tension between the US and Iran,” available at [http://www.csmonitor.
com], 14 March, 2007.

% See: S. Blagov, “Vostok-Zapad: Rossia v poiskakh energeticheskoy fortuny,” Eurasianet, 8 June, 2002.

% See: D.H. Bavand, “Pravovoy rezhim Kaspiyskogo moria: obzor masshtabov ekologii i bezopasnosti,” Amu-Dar-
ya (Tehran), No. 11, Winter-Spring 2002, pp. 5-41.

27 M.A. Vahidi, “Voennoe prisutstvie SShA v Tsentral’noy Azii: reaktsia Rossii,” Amu-Darya (Tehran), No. 12,
Summer 2002, pp. 98-100.
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loyal totheir alliance with Russiain theinterests of their own security and asapossible counterwei ght
to America’ s Central Asian policy.

Any unbiased observer will agreethat inthe context of bitter geopolitical and geo-economicrivalry
with the United Statesin Central Asiaand the Middle East, cooperation with Iran, even at the expense
of acompromisein the Caspian and Bushehr, isMoscow’ sonly option. The sidesarefully aware that
they should join forcesto pull the Central Asian statesonto their side: “ Such cooperation will neutral -
ize interference of supra-regional forcesin the region.”# This obviously means the United States. It
explains, to acertain extent, the noticeabl e accel eration of such mutually advantageousregional projects
astheinternational transport North-South corridor, the Astara-Gazvin-Anzali-Bandar Abbasrailway,
and the North-South fiber-optic communication line, which in future might promote economic inte-
gration of the Central Asian countries.

In the summer of 2004, both sides confirmed their readinessto strengthen their partnership up
to and including contacts and consultations on Iran’s peaceful nuclear program, which allowed the
Russian Federation to act as an intermediary between the IRl and the West.?® Today, aside from all
the debatable issues in the continued Iranian-Russian dialog on Bushehr, Tehran insists® that itis
still willing to continue its strategic partnership with Moscow in many spheres, the nuclear sphere
included.

Russia sintentiontojointhe Ol Cisapractical steptoward stronger relationswith Iran as one of
the OIC’ sinfluential members and asan OPEC |leader. Moscow intendsto use its Ol C membership as
acounterweight to America’ sinfluencein the lslamic world in general and in the Muslim oil and gas
exportersin particular.

Thetwo partners are working toward neutralizing China, another of Moscow’ srivals. Sincethe
mid-1990s, Russiaand Chinahave been talking about building, together with Iran, the so-called pan-
Asian continental oil bridge, a network of pipelinesthat will connect the Russian and Central Asian
fuel energy producerswith Chinese, and possibly also Korean and Japanese, customers. Infact, closer
cooperation between Moscow, Beijing, and the Central Asian capitalswithin the SCO and potentially
Tehran will increase Central Asian security.

After a series of unproductive talks with Iran, the Russian Federation decided to move the Ira-
nian nuclear fileto the U.N. Security Council and try to alleviateits potentially harsh decisions: strict
anti-lranian sanctions will also cripple Russia sinterests. Analysts believe® that the Russian diplo-
matswere merely trying to delay atoo harsh resolution and to convince Iran to resume the moratorium
on uranium enrichment and to return to the negotiation table. Moscow is doing its best to remove the
Bushehr and other related projects (such as nuclear fuel deliveriesfor the Bushehr nuclear power sta-
tion) from any additional anti-Iranian sanctions. According to Russia’ s Foreign Minister Lavrov, this
does not mean that “Russia has abandoned Iran,”*? it merely wants to avoid an armed conflict and
preserve its geostrategic long-term partner relations with Iran.

2 “Sotrudnichestvo Rossii i Irana ‘neytralizuet vmeshatel’ stovo nadregional’ nykh sil v etom regione,” RIA Novos-
ti, 22 July, 2003.

2 See: “Rossiiskiy ekspert o probleme ‘iadernogo dos'e Irana,” Golos Rossii, 1 August, 2005, available at [http://
www.vor.ru]; “Lavrov: peregovory s Iranom ne sorvany. Fragmenty stenogrammy vystuplenia i otvetov na voprosy SMI
ministra inostrannykh del Rossii S.V. Lavrova po itogam peregovorov s ministrom inostrannyh del Palestinskoy
natsional’ noy administratsii N. Kudvoy,” Moscow, 25 August, 2005, available at [http://iranatom.ru/news).

%0 See: “Iran i Rossia uregulirovali vopros o finansirovanii stroitel’ stva AES ‘Bushehr’,” IRNA, 9 March, 2007,
available at [www.iran.ru]; “Iran to Offer Russia New Financial Proposal on Bushehr Nuclear Plant,” Mehr News Agency,
10 March, 2007; “Iran Denies Russia's Claim on Debt for Bushehr Plant Completion,” IRNA, 15 March, 2007.

31 See: M. Zygar', |. Safronov, K. Lantratov, “Moskva gotovit plan evakuatsii svoikh spetsialistov iz Irana,” Kom-
mersant, 13 January, 2006.

32 A. Samigullina, “Rossia ostavit Iran naedine s OON,” Gazeta.Ru, 13 January, 2006.
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* % %

This means that in the near future the international situation in Central Asiawill be shaped by
the interaction among the three main regional actors—the United States, Russia, and Iran.

Moscow needstimeto completeitsgeopolitically highly advantageous transportation and pipe-
line strategy and fortify itsregional position. Therefore, itis profiting from the slack American-Irani-
an confrontation, amilitary clash being highly unwelcome.

Continued international tension around the Iranian “nuclear file” and America s possible mili-
tary actionsagainst Iran will not only undermine Russia’ s Caucasian-Caspian and Central Asian strat-
egy, but will also destabilize the Muslim regions of the Russian Federation. Thisisforcing Moscow
to support the Euro-Atlantic community initseffortsto put pressure on Iran. The Russian Federation,
however, isnot prepared to abandon its Iranian strategy, the results of which will depend to acertain
extent on the Central Asian countries’ harmonized position on thisissue.

Central Asia, in turn, appreciates Russia’ s military-political and scientific-cultural potential,
economic infrastructure, and material and technical possibilities, which can be used to protect Central
Asian economic and political interests and move Central Asian productsto European and Asian mar-
kets. In the interests of regional stability, most of the Central Asian countrieswill support al meas-
uresdesigned to prevent awar against Iran. The Central Asian statesareinclined to promotetheir own
interests when dealing with each of the sides in the conflicting triangle (Russia, Iran, and the U.S.).
Russia sinitiativesinthe energy-transportation sphere are best suited to thelocal countries' interests;
however, alternative projectsin which Iran can beinvolved, but in which Russiawill have no roleto
play are not excluded.

It should be borne in mind that continued Iranian-American confrontation will produce direct
andindirect, yet undesirabl e, consequences: regional interstate conflict potential, militarization of the
Caspian, meager foreign investments, the slackening pace of economic integration, slower social-
economic transformations, and greater instability in Central Asia.

POST-SOVIET ASA:
NEW GEOPOLITICAL TRENDS AND
RUSSIA'S INTERESTS

Andrei GROZIN

Department head, Institute of the CIS
(Moscow, Russia)

asawhole, withtheexceptionof Tajikistan, | centersintothecontinent’s*heartland.” Thistalk
was seen as a stable region not prone to | beganlater, at theend of 2001. Today, weall know
conflicts. Therewasstill notalk of another round | that the external stability of the 1990s was noth-

l | ntil thelate 1999, post-Soviet Central Asia | of the Big Game that brought the leading world

47

+



+

No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

ing but ashell filled with vast destructive poten-
tial. So far, the Central Asian republics have not
yet identified their geopolitical vectors—too
many countrieswith special interests are present
in the region.

This, together with the vast and varied raw
material resources, hasgreatly increased the new-
ly sovereign Central Asian countries geopoliti-
cal and geo-economic weight.

In 2005-2006, “new Asid’ attracted more

viet regions. The Tulip Revolutionin Kyrgyzstan,
the Andijan events in Uzbekistan, and the presi-
dential elections in Kazakhstan provided ample
forecasting material. Today the Central Asian sit-
uation has become relatively stable, yet serious
storms are still to come.

Russia’s policy, although betraying new
trends in this key region, remains vague. Today,
however, Russiashould acquire anew conception
of its political and economic presencein Central

attention from observers than the other post-So- | Asia

Post-Soviet Asia Demongtrates
Contradictory Trends

Theyears of independence of the five newly sovereign Central Asian states can be described as
aperiod when “timeis out of joint.” The power elites, the absolute majority of which took shape in
1960s-1980s as a product of the Communist Party, are completely engrossed in cementing their posi-
tion, trading, more or less profitably, in what was |eft after the Soviet Union collapsed, and building
up their image on an international scale.

Two countries—Uzbekistan (half of the post-Soviet Central Asian population, an authoritarian
political system that kept society together) and Kazakhstan (rich mineral and raw material base and
the most advanced market economy among its Central Asian neighbors with the conviction that this
alowsit to claim regional leadership)—were more active than the others.

The populations of the five republics experienced sharp social stratification, while freedom of
the press, human rights and the rights of the national minoritieswerelimited. In thelast ten years, the
domestic protest potential has been steadily mounting. In the absence of democratic reforms, the cor-
ruption-infested countries could neither offer enough jobsfor their people, nor adequate health serv-
icesto the generally ailing nations, nor high quality education. According to U.N. assessments, 70 to
80 percent of thoseresiding in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan live below the poverty level. In Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan (especially intherural areas), the situation is not much better. Most of the population
in Turkmenistanisalso struggling to survive. Thisisasource of continuous replenishment for all sorts
of extremist |slamist groups.

In 2000, Islamist radical sectsappeared in Central Asia, they even found their way into Kazakh-
stan and Kyrgyzstan, the titular populations of which (nomads and pantheists until the early 20th
century) have never been too biased toward the traditional and, even less so, toward the non-tradition-
al Islamic trends.

Today, national security inthe post-Soviet Asian republicsremainslow, afact amply confirmed
by the inroads of IMU fightersinto the Kyrgyz-Uzbek-Tajik border areas. twice (in 1999 and 2000)
about 200 to 300 fighters nearly defeated Kyrgyzstan and encountered no opposition on Tajik territo-
ry. Infact, only routing of the Taliban by theworld community’ sunited efforts saved the Central Asian
regimes from a massive extremist attack planned for the fall of 2002.

The defeat of the Taliban in Afghanistan weakened the Central Asian Islamist underground
network, however the situation remained tense.

Recently certain negative trends have cometo theforein the FerghanaValley, the meeting place
of Kyrgyzstan (three regions of which are found there: Jalal-Abad, with a 0.9 million-strong popul a-
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tion; Osh, 1.2 million; and Batken, 0.4 million people); Uzbekistan (three regions: Namangan with
1.8 million people; Andijan, 2.2 million, and Ferghana, 1.2 million), and Tgjikistan (the Sogd Region
with 2.3 million residents).

Thereisthe very real danger of destabilization in Kyrgyzstan; if this happens, tension on its
border with Uzbekistan will increase, probably plunging the region into awide-scale military-po-
litical conflict.

The armed Uzbek opposition, in turn, will build up its presence in southern Kyrgyzstan using
the Osh, Jalal-Abad, and Batken regions, areas with avast ethnic Uzbek population, asatoehold. The
semi-legal structures of Hizb ut-Tahrir and some other extremist radical organizations are aready
operating there.!

Recently, theregional Islamist structures operating in the south of Kyrgyzstan have been talking
about an“Islamic autonomy” (made up of the Namangan, Andijan, and Ferghanaregions of Uzbekistan
and the Osh Region of Kyrgyzstan), whichisunderstood asaterritory “living according to the Shari‘ a
laws,” etc.?

Inthe summer of 2005, onthe eveof presidential el ectionin Kyrgyzstan, radical 1slamists stepped
up their activitiesin the republic; the National Security Council and the Ministry of the Interior had
to conduct special operations. They neutralized two groups of Hizb ut-Tahrir, which were distributing
|eaflets, and liquidated the organization’s secret print shop.

In May 2006, small unitsof IMU fighters (according to certain sources, they acted together with
the fighting wing of Hizb ut-Tahrir) attacked the Tajik and Kyrgyz (the Batken Region) border guard
outposts to test their combat readiness.

Recently, border skirmishes on Uzbekistan’s borders with Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan have be-
come more frequent—destabilization is being stirred up through a series of domestic and interstate
conflicts.

Hizb ut-Tahrir is an obvious threat to Central Asian security, therefore we cannot help but be
puzzled by the attempts of certain forces (particularly in Kyrgyzstan) in 2005-2006 to legalize the party
for short-term political considerations. If realized thiswould have produced anegative effect and may
have even cost the country its statehood. For obviousreasons Russiais closely following the regional
developments.

ThelMU scattered underground groups (since 2004, the organi zation has been called the Islam-
ic Movement of Turkestan, IMT) are no less dangerous. After November 2001 when JumaNamanga-
ni, one of the leaders of the IMU’ s armed units, died, many of the well-known warlords, abetted and
financed by al-Qa’ eda functionaries, left the organization to set up armed groups of their own. The
resultant ramified underground network became al-Qa’ eda’ s additional resource in Central Asia.

Suicide bomberswere first used in Central Asiain Tashkent and Bukharain 2004. Before this,
the region had had no taste of this phenomenon, a sure sign of al-Qa’ eda’ s methods and tactics. In
2004, aseries of terrorist actsin Uzbekistan carried out by the Jamaat al-Jihad was thefirst practical
result of cooperation of the former IMU fighters and al-Qa’ eda.

The scattered (“ network™) terrorist groups directly cooperating with the so-called world terror-
istinternational, and operating onitsmoney and according toitsown instructions, haveincreased tension
and made the antiterrorist struggle much harder to wage.

During the years of independence, thelocal elites have been demonstrating not only aninability
to defend their countries' national security—they proved unable to close their own ranks: oligarchic
groups and clans are drawn into an endless war for the right to inherit presidentship.

1 See: S. Luzianin, “Prognoz dlia Kirgizii,” NG-Dipkur’er, 25 April, 2005.
2D. Glumskov, “Besslavnyi konets epokhi: blizhayshie mesiatsy dliaKirgizii stanut ochen’ slozhnymi i politicheski,
i ekonomicheski,” Ekspert-Kazakhstan, 12 April, 2005.
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The domestic problemsare not the only stumbling block—thereisno agreement among the Central
Asian countries, which are moving from sharp comments and diplomatic notes to demonstrations of
military might.

Loyalty and ethnic and spiritual kinship among them are superficial: relations are very compli-
cated, inconsistent, and far removed from mutual understanding on awide range of defense, econom-
ic and political issues: water and land use, delimitation and demarcation of state borders, disputable
border territories and enclaves.

Tajik-Uzbek relations have never been astense asthey aretoday: over 60 citizens of Tajikistan
perished in the Uzbek minefields along the border between the two countries; territorial disputes
are no less complicated. Over half of the areas settled by ethnic Tgjiks and Uzbeks do not coincide
with these states’ borders and geographic locations, a source of never-ending ethnic and state con-
tradictions.

Thereare between 70 and 100 disputabl e stretches of Uzbek-Kyrgyz border. The border between
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan has about 70 disputable areas.

Turkmenistanisstill involved in adispute with Azerbaijan over certain oil and gasfieldsonthe
Caspian seabed. Saparmurat Niyazov, in histime, went asfar as saying that the Caspian might “ smack
of blood.” It was only in the past twelve months, that Uzbek-Turkmenian tension was relieved some-
what and thetwo countriesremoved their troopsfrom the border areas. In view of the continued mutual
claims, this respite might turn out to be short-lived.

Exchanges of fire on the state borders in Central Asia are becoming more and more fregquent.
Armed clashes between border guards were first registered on the Uzbek-Kyrgyz and Tajik-Uzbek
bordersin 2006.

The water issue is another permanent factor of tension. Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, two water
monopolists, want Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan to pay them for the use of their water resources. The
problem isunlikely to be resolved: the Aral israpidly disappearing, while thelocal rivers have been
steadily losing water since 2006.

Inrecent years, theregion acquired two inner centersof attraction—K azakhstan and Uzbekistan—
involved in mutually exhausting rivalry over regional political leadership that is consistently under-
mining theweak regional integrationimpulses. Onthewhole, real consolidation and regional integra-
tion (under Kazakhstan's leadership) to which Kazakhstan is calling its neighbors are obviously far
away. Neither Tashkent nor Ashghabad, which are paying lip serviceto theidea, feel tempted enough.
Bishkek and Dushanbe have their own doubts.

Until recently, only “new Asia’s” closest neighbors paid keen attention to what wasgoing onin
the region. Russia and Iran helped Tajikistan end its domestic strife with a settlement, while China
reached certain agreements with Kazakhstan on localizing the separatist movements of the ethnic
Uighurs, who in the first half of the 1990s tried to use Kazakhstan as a toehold of their struggle in
Xinjiang. Chinaeven settled territorial disputeswith Kazakhstan. Kyrgyzstan chose to settle the ter-
ritorial and Uighur issues with China. Turkmenistan, the huge burden of its subjective problems not-
withstanding, organized effective trade and economic relations with Iran, Russia, Ukraine, and other
countries. Working together, Russia and China extended the Shanghai Five (SCO) membership to
include all the post-Soviet Central Asian republics (with the exception of Turkmenistan). The organ-
ization was set up to implement certain major transport, economic, and trade projects and to develop
a good-neighborly climate on the borders of the SCO members.

In an effort to balance out the mounting pressure of domestic and external factors, the Central
Asian countries have been actively working on the best possible security and stability models. Today,
their involvement in regional cooperation increased, but it has become neither more consistent nor
more efficient. They have not yet selected the best security system for the region, in which there are
several mutually excluding stability mechanisms.
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The countriesthat have recently gained their sovereignty should clearly identify themselves on
the international arena; they need foreign policy doctrines that will take into account their geopoliti-
cal and polyethnic specifics. Kazakhstan President Nursultan Nazarbaev has correctly pointed out:
“Central Asiaisapotentially conflict region... Conflicts might develop in the region and around it.
Some of them might flare up because of territories, water, and rich natural resources.”?

By sitting on two or even three chairs (if we take into account China’ s weight and influencein
theregion), the ruling elites acquire tactical advantages and alot of strategic headaches.

The still vague national interests of the Central Asian republicsareforcing the political lead-
ersto maneuver among several external forces, making their foreign policies less predictable with
every turn.

Western Strategies

Until 2001, the United States, and the West in general, paid little attention to the Central Asian
Soviet successor states; from timeto time they issued statements on the region’ srich energy potential
and did next to nothing to support the few local dissidents. When pursuing economic and defense
cooperation, Washington concentrated on (&) unilateral advantages and (b) minimizing spending.

Official Tashkent wasthefirst to respond to the anti-Taliban measures undertaken by the United
Statesand itsallies. President Karimov allowed Americato use his country’ sair space and permitted
the U.S. to deploy its troops on Uzbek territory. The air base in Khanabad (Karshi) was used by air
reconnaissance units with pilotless Predator aircrafts and radar surveillance units.

Kyrgyzstan followed suit: it allowed the coalition forces to use its military infrastructure.
Tajikistan was the third to permit the counterterrorist coalition to useits airfields for military trans-
portation aviation and military experts.

Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan werethelast two statesto allow the coalition to usetheir air space.
Astanasent asapper platoon to Irag, while Ashghabad is actively reviving the Turkmenistan-Afghan-
istan-Pakistan main pipeline project.

By the early 2005, Uzbekistan had the largest American contingent (over 2,000 privates and
officers) in Central Asiadeployed at the Khanabad airbase. In 2002-2003, Tashkent actively invited
Washington to rent the airbase for 25 years.

Over 1,500 military were stationed in Kyrgyzstan at the Manasairport in Bishkek, which hasthe
region’ slongest landing strip. Theterritory was considerably extended shortly before President Akaev
lost his post.

Fromthe very beginning the*honeymoon™ between the United States and the autocratic regimes
of “new Asia’ was a contradictory one. The United States was quick to set up a significant military
infrastructure in the region: air bases and “proto-centers,” at which local military were trained by
American (NATO) instructors. The Western special servicesobtained completeinformation about the
region’s airfield network and gathered exhaustive information about their new “Asian” alies. They
still finance certain joint military programs and supply ammunition, medication, and special devices
(communication, night vision and other high-tech military gadgets). The American and NATO bases
of great potential geostrategic (so far regional) importance and the“ proto-centers’ have becomeatool
of American and Western geopolitical influence in Central Asia, forming a springboard from which
the U.S. can bring pressure on the neighboring territories. In fact, the region can be easily controlled
from these advantageously situated local airfields.

3 N. Nazarbaev, Na poroge XXI veka, Almaty, 1996, pp. 78-79.
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At the same time, the U.S.”s newly acquired “third neighbor” status (not limited to geographic
interpretation alone) triggered anew phasein “ elitewarfare.” The seriesof Color Revolutionsand the
downfall of the Akaev regimein particular demonstrated that Washington would abandon the former
communist secretaries-turned-presidentsto their fate without any qualmsin an effort to replace them
with younger, and more pliable, pro-Western politicians.

The American money being poured into the newly independent Central Asian statesisnot enough
for al thecitizensof “new Asid’ and cannot solveall its problems. We can hardly expect Washington
toassumefull financial responsibility for thevast territory and its 50 million-strong popul ation plagued
with amultitude of domestic and international ailments.

Kyrgyzstan is agood example: after realizing that the republic has become a vast field of new
risks and unsolved problems, the West is energetically denying itsinvolvement in the Kyrgyz events
and has moved away. America’ s involvement—and the money it is prepared to spend in any given
case—islimited. Today, Washington is not as enthusiastic asit used to be about the “ Orange Revolu-
tion process.” It obviously went wrong in Kyrgyzstan and was shelved until better times.

For along time, the Uzbek |eaders were sure that economic and military-strategic cooperation
with the United Stateswould pay for their country’ snumerous economic problems. By the end of 2002,
however, Tashkent had grown tired of its excessive dependence on the United Statesin many spheres
caused by America’ s military presence in the country.

The Western state and human rights organizations unleashed awide-scal einformation war against
Uzbekistan in the wake of the Andijan events. Tashkent retaliated by expelling the American base
from the republic’ sterritory, siding with Russiaand China, and joining the EurAsEC and the CSTO.

After losing its positionin Uzbekistan, the United States hastily moved toward new strategiesin
Central Asia.

Today, Washington is tempting Astana with the role of “strategic regional partner.” Thereis
the opinion that “ America decided to place its stakes on Kazakhstan not only in the economic, but
alsointhe military sphere.”* Thisisalogical step: having lost Tashkent, Washington was left with
no choice. Out of thefivelocal countries, only Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan are eligible for therole
of regional leaders. There is another consideration: Astana s highly pragmatic policy in the Cas-
pianismaking it possible for the American transnational companiesto invest in oil production and
derive huge profits.

The current lull in America’ sadvancein Central Asia can dupe no one: after launching several
aternatives of regime change on the post-Soviet expanse (the so-called velvet revolutions) in late 2003,
theWest built up itspressure onthe former Soviet republicsand intensified the power strugglein them.
Despitethetalksabout “ strategic partnership” and the promisesof “dollar showers,” the United States
remains resolved to change the political leaders on the post-Soviet expanse.

Onthewhole, theU.S. and NATO intend to strengthen their long-term military-strategic pres-
encein Central Asia. However, thisisafairly complicated processinvolving numerousfactors, pri-
marily Russian, Chinese, and Iranian. In view of this, the United States might either carry out all
sorts of “democratic transformations” in the authoritarian Central Asian republics or usethem asa
threat.

Thereis every reason to believe that Washington has |earned the Iranian lesson: back in 1979,
it took the Islamic revolutionin Iran acouple of monthsto wipe out thefruits of adecade of persistent
work with the Shah regime, which looked pro-Western enough even though it was burdened with clan
and family corruption and the appalling poverty of over 80 percent of the Iranian population. The post-
Soviet Asian expanse brings pre-revolutionary Iran to mind.

4 P. Sviatenkov, “Kazakhstan sdelaiut liderom,” APN-Kazakhstan, 7 November, 2005.
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The Chinese Factor

Recently Chinaentered the new Asiafield as one of the central playerstogether with the RF and
the U.S. Theradical geopolitical changesin the region forced Beijing to radically revise itsrelations
with the Central Asian newly independent states.

This strategy was suggested by the local countries’ cautious attitude toward China's military,
economic, and demographic might. The local Sino-phobia obvious at the grass-roots and elite levels
should not be forgotten either.

The oil of Kazakhstan’s Caspian sector served as one of the key attractions that pulled China
into the Big Central Asian Game. In order to continue, China’ sunprecedented economic growth needs
more energy fuels. According to certain forecasts, in 2010, the Asian Pacific countrieswill import up
to 1.5 billion tons of oil alone, with China' s share reaching 200 million tons.®> Meanwhile, domestic
o0il production in Chinais dwindling.

Under the pressure of mounting energy consumption, Beijing decided on awide-scal e strategy
of gaining accessto Central Asian oil and gasfields. Today it isbusy realizing it. Russia, the United
States, and some other countries have already recognized Chinaastheir rival in the struggle for Cen-
tral Asia sfuel resources.

It should be borne in mind that the economic ties between China and Kazakhstan cannot be
described as* silent expansion.” Some Kazakh expertsand politicians are concerned about the flow of
Chinese goods into the country—yet this happens elsewhere in the world. As early as 2004, China
became the world' s trade leader with the trade turnover of $1 trillion. Central Asiaisnot alink de-
tached from the chain that connects Chinawith the rest of the world.

Sofar, therelations between the Central Asian republicsand China, aswell asthe potential rad-
icalization of Beijing's position on certain Central Asian issues, are still affected by the continued
Western (American to be more exact) military presence in the region, which potentially may bring
pressure on the neighboring territories, China s western provincesin particular.

In the altered geopolitical situation, Beijing deemed it necessary to complement its economic
cooperation with the Central Asian new independent countrieswith cooperation in the defense sphere.
Sofar itisacting selectively: itspolicies vary from one post-Soviet state to the next; the defense part-
nership still coming second to China s economic influence in the region.

Being very much concerned with America's presence in Central Asia, which is seen from Bei-
jing as a sphere of itsimmediate national interests, it is accelerating the process of turning the SCO
(which in 2001 developed from the Shanghai Five) into aregional counterbal ance of sortsto the “ex-
tra-regional forces.”

Recently Chinahas been making aclearer show of itsinterest inlocal raw materialsand thelocal
markets, aswell as making a claim to political and economic leadership, through the SCO structures
in particular.

Russiais drawing closer to China because its relations with the United States and the West de-
teriorated when it came to defining the spheres of influence on the post-Soviet expanse. The Russian
Federation is not yet strong enough to oppose pressure single-handedly; it has to look for, and find,
common interests with China. Indeed, the two countries are resolved to keep America s growing in-
fluencein Central Asiain check with the help of the SCO.

Recently, the Chinese factor became Moscow’ s utilitarian tool used to bring pressure on the
EU states that keep Gazprom away from the European gas distribution networks. It is precisely for
this reason that Russia is actively discussing, at different levels, the possibility and carrying out

5 See: O. Sidorov, “Neftianye interesy Kitaia v Tsentral’ noy Azii,” Gazeta.kz, 16 October, 2003.
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feasibility studies of investments in a vast gas infrastructure with the intention of increasing fuel
export to China.

The 2005 Astana SCO summit demonstrated that the SCO members perceive America srising
involvement in the region as a cause of concern prompted not only by the U.S. military presence, but
also by its efforts to “democratically transform” the local political regimes.

The SCO members do not agree with America’ s approachesto the Central Asian region. Partly
because of itsideological obsession, partly because of its deep conviction that democracy can cureall
social and geopolitical ills, Washington is resolved to “spread democracy” in Central Asia. Any im-
partial observer can see that any attempt at prompt democratization will bring chaos and make the
local republics “failed states.”

M oscow and Beijing are exhibiting much |ess democratic messianism, but they know theregion
much better. In it, democratization should come after economic and social modernization, otherwise
it would never strike root and would remain counterproductive; democracy is part of modernization,
not its vehicle.

Both Chinaand Russia prefer to preservethe Central Asian regimesin the short-term and, if the
worst comesto worst, long-term perspective; they prefer regional stability and the semblance of peace
among the local elites and nations.

So far the SCO is orientated toward “counteracting terrorism and creating an efficient mecha-
nism needed to cope with the task.”® There are signs, however, that with the active involvement of
Beijing and Moscow, the SCO may, in the near future, devel op into a powerful regulatory and attrac-
tive regional factor.

The 2004 Tashkent summit was marked not only by the statements of the heads of member states
to the effect that the SCO permanent structures (the Secretariat in Beijing and the Headquarters of the
Regional Antiterrorist Structure in Tashkent) would start functioning to their greatest capacities, but
also by the PRC’s much more active position. Chinais the SCO’s main donor; it also offered trade
creditsto its SCO partnersfor atotal of $900 million.” The offer was repeated at the Astana summit.

The SCO organizerswant to seeit one of the poles of the gradually emerging multipolar world;
in the future, the SCO may develop into alink of the future “arc of stability,” as opposed to the “arc
of instability” that stretches from Western Europe to Southeast Asia.

The above should not be taken to mean that the SCO has exclusive advantages over the other
regional security mechanisms. It looks as if the Central Asian republics have no specific and well-
substantiated strategies—both in relation to the SCO and to the other regional military-political projects.
We can agree with Kazakhstan expert Erlan Karin, who saysthat the Asian newly independent states
are guiding by their short-term rather than long-term interests.®

Russa’'s Interests

During thetimethat has elapsed since the Soviet Union’ sdisintegration, Moscow failed to el ab-
orateanintegral Central Asian policy. Therewere no moreor lessclear principles of what todointhe
region and how. There was no clear position in relation to the Russian and Russian-speaking diaspo-
ras in the Central Asian republics. Nothing was done to work in any consistent way with the local

5 K. Kosachev, “ShOS kak al’ ternativa amerikanskomu vliianiu v Tsentral’ noy Aziii,” NG-Dipkur’er, 29 Septem-
ber, 2003.

7 See: T. Stanovaia, “1z ShOS v ODKB pereletaia,” Politkom Ru, 21 June, 2004.

8 See: E. Karin, “ShOSii ee znachenie dlia Tsentral’ noy Azii. Gosudarstva TsA posle 11 sentiabria,” Assandi Times,
25 June, 2004.
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elites. In 1991-1996, the Russian political |eaders wanted nothing but to “uncouple the Asian car.”
This, and the unlimited Euro-Atlantic orientation, crippled Russia sinterests—the region was gradu-
aly pulled into the spheres of interest of third countries.®

In recent years, the situation has been gradually improving: slowly but surely the Russian Fed-
eration isacquiring its Central Asian tactics and a basic strategy. The foreign policy bloc of Russian
politics has changed to a certain extent: Moscow treated the power changein Bishkek very effective-
ly;¥ it offered avery balanced assessment of the Andijan riot; it is successfully promoting Russian’s
energy interests in Central Asia (this is especialy true of the recent Russian-Turkmenian-Kazakh
agreements on the Caspian pipeline) and some of the Kremlin's other steps. From this we can con-
clude that Russia is seeking a more active position in its dialog with the CIS regimes, which some
expertsregard as* candidates for regime change.” By the 21st century, its sphere of influencein Cen-
tral Asia had shrunk; Moscow, however, is not discouraged, it isworking hard to preserve and even
expand what is left of its regional position. In 2003 and 2004, it achieved a great deal, but its policy
isstill impulsve—Russiarespondsto loca devel opments. We get theimpression that Moscow ismerely
trying to keep up with the United States.

Central Asia's rich natural resources are landlocked; the region’s limited access to the world
markets and undevel oped communication networks make it dependent on Russia. The years of inde-
pendence have not brought about many changes: the Russian Federation isthe chief trade partner and
transit territory for energy fuelsand other raw materials, aswell asthe main supplier of fighting equip-
ment and weapons.

Foreign military presence is not Russia’'s only concern; the prospect of a very expensive and
prolonged struggle over the region’s natural and industrial resources is another. The territories of
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan hold 4.3 percent of the proven gas reserves (about 8 tril-
lion c m).

The Americans’ unwillingnessto reveal their long-term plansis adding to Russia’ sworries.

TheKremlin hasalready outlined itspolitical targetsin post-Soviet Central Asia: it will develop
its own oil industry and increase its export of energy resources. The Russian president has already
warned Washington that he will not shun steps going beyond the limits of his country’s cooperation
with the United States.

America smilitary presence underminesRussia' s, China's, and Iran’ sinfluence on the regional
economiesand policies. Today, the Russian Federation is cooperating withthe U.S. and, onthewhole,
sharesits antiterrorist aims. Asthe war in Afghanistan is developing into a slack, “chronic” proc-
ess, America’s continued military presence in the region annoys Russia, China, Iran, and India—
the Eurasian leaders with direct interests in the region.

Central Asiaisastrategic buffer that keeps external threats away. For thisreason, Russiahasto
keep Central Asiain the sphere of its interests. This explains its negative feelings about the foreign
military presence there.

Russia’' s Central Asian policy hinges on its economic interests, which calls for continued con-
trol over those countries that Russia finds to be very important. Kazakhstan is one of them, its eco-
nomic and political importance cannot be overrated: Soviet military and industrial facilities, includ-
ing Baikonur, are still on itsterritory.

Russiamaintainswide economic and political contactswith Kazakhstan; it renewed thelease on
Baikonur for the next 50 years.** There is an agreement on exporting Kazakh gas to Europe through
the Gazprom transportation network.

9 See: V. Khliupin, “Tsentral’naia Azia: kogda bessil’ na vostochnaia mudrost’,” Rosbalt, 6 April, 2005.

10 See: M. Walker, “Problema ‘Bol’shoy Karty." l1zdaleka i svysoka sobytia vidiatsia po-drugomu,” United Press
International, 29 March, 2005, available at [http://www.inosmi.ru/print/218443.html].

1 See: R. Streshnev, “Na novyi uroven’ integratsii,” Krasnaia zvezda, 21 April, 2004.

55

+



No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

Kazakhstan comes 13th (11th by Astana sofficial figures) intheworld asfar asoil reservesare
concerned and isthe second, after Russia, oil producer on former Soviet territory. It accountsfor about
60 million tons of oil production and isresolved to reach the figure of 100 million by 2010-2012 and
150 million by 2015. Control over energy resources and transportation meansis easily translated into
strategy and economic tools.

One of the key pipelines, Central Asia-Center, which brings Uzbek and Turkmenian gas to the
Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the Southern Caucasus, runs across Kazakhstan.

Uzbekistan is another important Central Asian state. Moscow has wrung dry the advantages
supplied by thewithdrawal of America s support of President Karimov because of the human rights
violations by hisgovernment. Russiaformalized its economic and military agreements with the re-
public, which strengthened its position in the Republic of Uzbekistan and in the region as awhole.
Under this agreement, the countries will work together on a wide-scale security system that will
involve their defense ministries, the ministries of foreign affairs and the interior, and the security
councils to oppose terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, drug trafficking, and
organized crime.

By reviving, after asix-year interval, its CSTO membership, Uzbekistan radically changed the
geopolitical game in the region. Today, four out of the five states (with the exception of Turkmeni-
stan) arein the CSTO’ s influence zone, which gives Moscow a much better chance of gaining more
weight in the region.

Gazprom is producing gas on the Shakhpakhty gas field*? and is prepared to invest up to
$1,500,000 million in the Ustiurt gas fieldsin Uzbekistan. The Russian company has already bought
up almost the entire transportation capacity of the region up to the year 2010: for at least three years
Moscow will remain the monopoly buyer of Central Asian gas.

It should be said that hydrocarbon reserves (gas in particular) are not Uzbekistan’s only trump
card: Russia s light industry largely depends on Uzbek cotton; the country is the world’ s ninth gold
producer and isin thefirst ranks of uranium producers. Thereisthe opinion that today therepublicis
theworld’ sthird largest uranium exporter and the fifth largest uranium producer with the seventh largest
uranium depositsin the world.®

On the whole, there are a great many economic ties between Russia and Central Asia.

Russia svital interestsinthe Central Asian raw material complex can be described by thewords:
hydrocarbons, uranium, steel, gold, rare earth metals, aluminum, cotton, etc. Thismeansthat M oscow
should alwayskeepitseconomicinterestsin mindin aregionrichin natural resourcesand, at the same
time, should tread with caution so as not to be accused of neo-imperialism.

Proper defense services do not come cheap. Russia’ s effective policy should be placed on the
firm basi s of awide economic presence and large-scal e and mutual ly advantageous economic projects.
Genuinealliancerelations require an economic basis—M oscow should take part in mining, it should
have a share in the region’s railways and highways, power lines, power generating facilities, and
pipelines.

Moscow should build up itsinfluence in the region and attract the local elites by investing in
oil and gas prospecting and extraction; large loans, modernization of transport infrastructure, pro-
motion of the Russian companies, and setting up JVs for the production and transportation of oil
and gas.

Central Asiaisstrategically important for Russia’ s control over oil and gas production and their
transportation to the Near Abroad. To avoid economic isolation Russia should build new pipelinesin

12 See: K. Aiapova, “Kranovaia diplomatia,” Delovia nedelia, Kazakhstan, 11 February, 2005.
13 See: D. Kholmatov, “ ‘Medvezhiausluga': SShA ne puskaiut evropeytsev k uzbekskomu uranu,” Transkaspiyskiy
proekt, 19 June, 2001.
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Central Asia. Russian oil and gas companies have stepped up their involvement in Kazakhstan, an
arena on which the world centers of power clashed over oil exports. Thisis true of Uzbekistan and
Turkmenistan as well.

A closealliance with Turkmenistan, still at the post-Niyazov crossroads, isvitally important for
Russia. The European Union has already offered to pay Turkmenistan 1.7 million Euro for feasibility
studies of the Trans-Caspian Pipeline project (TCP) to move gasto Europe via Azerbaijan, Georgia,
and Turkey. Earlier, shortly before President Niyazov's death, China (which by 2010 will import up
to 80 billion ¢ m of gas)** made Turkmenistan the offer of laying a pipeline across Central Asiawith
the future involvement of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan.

Whether Ashghabad can fulfill its export obligations remains to be seen. So far, it remains an
unpredictable state; no oneknowswhether its“ old-new” leaderswill stick totheir obligationsrelating
to new pipelines and gas deliveries.

Thenew president, G. Berdymukhammedov, hintsthat heisinterested in the TCP project, which
requiresatrans-Caspian pipelinewith an annual carrying capacity of 30 billioncm.®™ On the opposite
Caspian coast it will join the Baku-Thilisi-Erzurum pipeline and continue on to Europe through the
Nabucco pipeline. For several years running, Europe and Americalobbied a project that recently ran
into a dead end. The EU shelved it until the spring of 2008. If implemented the project will bring
Turkmenian gas to Europe bypassing Russia; it will become Gazprom’srival. It looks asif Moscow
is prepared to go far in its opposition to the TCP and will not limit itself when choosing means and
methods.

Russiahasto implement alarge set of measuresto preserveitsrole of an energy superpower and
tostep upitsinfluencein Central Asia. InMay 2007, Russian President Vladimir Putin visited several
Central Asian statesto avert the TCP danger and to create asingle energy system with Kazakhstan and
Turkmenistan, a sort of an energy alliance in which Russia could control fuel exports to the world
markets. By the sametoken, the Kremlininitiative will supply the Central Asian countrieswith wider
access to the foreign markets and increase their export revenue.

The Russian Federation has entered into along and exhaustive battle for its continued monop-
oly onthetransportation of Central Asianfuels; it hasalready scored success: it was decided that an
agreement should be drawn up by 1 September on building a Caspian gas pipeline with a capacity
of 30 billion ¢ m, construction is planned for the latter half of 2008. In addition, the Russian Federa-
tion undertook modernization and extension of the Central Asia-Center system (the agreement was
signed by Russia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan).

Inrecent yearsthe outlinesof Russia sinvolvement in Central Asiahasbeen changing: M oscow
is seeking a stronger position by extending itsinvolvement beyond the energy and transport-commu-
nication sphereto defense. It hasalready signed several bilateral and multilateral agreementswiththe
region’s countries.

Together with Russia’s economic and military contacts, the Collective Security Treaty, trans-
formed into the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), serves as another tool of Russia’ s
influence; in fact it makes the Russian Federation the key “player” in this structure. Russiais also
strengthening its position with the SCO.

To cement its regional position Russia should rely on the fundamental principles: its obvious
territorial superiority should not remain the linchpin of Russia sstrategy. Russiashould continuewith
strengthening stability as one of the foreign policy cornerstones, which makes the economic and mil-
itary tools most efficient.

14 See: N. Ziiadullaev, “ Tsentral’ naia Azia: konkurentsia i partnerstvo,” Nezavisimaia gazeta, 2 July, 2007.
5> Seer A. Matveev, “V tsentre geopolitiki superderzhav. Ekonomicheskaia aktivnost’ na Kaspii dopolniaetsia voen-
noy,” Voenno-promyshlennyi kur’er, 20-26 June, 2007.
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In the future, America’ s continued presence in the region and itsinfluence will threaten Rus-
sia sinterests. If the Central Asian states reorient themselves toward serving the West’ s interests,
Russia’ s military, economic, and energy ties with post-Soviet Asia, which are critically important
for Russia’ s national security, will suffer.

China’s attempts to establish control over Asia are no less detrimental: Beijing's constantly
mounting economic might and its military and economic influence may undermine Russia sinterests
in the mid-term perspective.

In view of the above, Moscow’ s new strategy in Central Asiacallsfor the harmonized interests
of Russiaand China, the two main “natural” guarantors of Central Asian stability; this processissuc-
cessfully developing within the SCO and within bilateral cooperation.

It was suggested that a regional Energy Club (united energy expanse) should be set up within
the SCO as an element of aglobal energy policy that would unite energy producer and energy con-
sumer countries.

Sofar it seemsthat most of thelocal elitesare much more attracted by Russia’ sdetermination to
preserve stability rather than by accel erated democratization enforced from the outside. The absolute
majority of theregional leaders prefer gradual economic and sociopolitical transformations—they are
rejecting attemptsto impose Western model s. For thisreason, Russiahasacquired a“window of oppor-
tunity” that will not be closed at least in the short term. If used rationally, it can be used to preserve
and even increase Russid sinfluencein Central Asia

GEORGIA IN RUSSIAN POLICY

Yuri SULABERIDZE

Ph.D. (Hist.),
senior research associate at the Institute of Political Science,
Georgian Academy of Sciences
(Thilisi, Georgia)

gian political eliteshavebeenengagedinin- | the domestic reforms of the post-Soviet societies
formation warfare. It haseven been seento | and the factors responsible for different vectors
occur incyclesand produce noxiousemissionsat | of their foreign policies.
regular intervals, which poison the relations be- Mineis a more modest task: | have under-
tween the two countries. taken to identify the political myths still current
Today, the relations between the two sov- | in Georgian-Russian relations aswell astherea-
ereign states, which not so long ago belonged to | sonsfor their viahility.
the same country, are described using Cold War They cometo the fore during periods when
terms. relations between the two countries worsen and
| have not posed myself the task of going | mutual alienation and rejections take on radical
back to the history of Russian-Georgianrelations: | tones.

F or along time now, the Russian and Geor- | thiswould have called for a detailed analysis of
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| CourLASA D THE AU s, 2
When the Sides Started
Drifting Apart

In search of the possible causes of mutual alienation, let us take alook into the past.

We all know that one of the parts of the bipolar world disintegrated amid the failed perestroika
reforms, becausethe“fathersof perestroika’ did not realizethat the convergence of two opposite systems
and their coexistence within the “new thinking” of the communist and liberal ideol ogies wereimpos-
sible. Under the global onslaught of liberalism, dogmatic Marxism had to retreat. The destruction of
asystem that could not respond to the challenges of the scientific and technological revolution raised
an anti-wave that brought not only liberal-democratic ideas. The political elites of the young post-
Soviet states were aweird symbiosis of Communist Party bureaucracy and nationalists. Radicalism,
anti-Sovietism, and anti-communism served as the soil on which theideologies of national self-iden-
tification flourished.

The states, particularly the young states, which had no “state-bureaucracy” or “state-nation”
experience to rely on, had to start from scratch.

Their developing national ideol ogies had to move against the anti-wave and oppose not only
the dying dogmatic Marxism, but also the globalistic highly ambitious ideologies. This caused the
ethnic conflicts and civil war at the first stage of Georgia's independence. It was then that Geor-
gia spolitical consciousness, patronizing initsnature, devel oped its main attitude—alienation from
the patron of the latest two centuries of cultural and political experience. The events of 9 April,
1989 played an important role in the nation’ s rejection of the old patron and started the process of
the mythol ogi zation of the heroeswho sacrificed themselvesto the sociopolitical idea. They played
an important rolein mobilizing public opinion and in creating the halo of acharismatic leader. The
nationalist-minded part of Georgia's political elite (the Zviadists, followers of Zviad Gamsakhur-
dia, thefirst president of Georgia) developed the idea of “democratic Russia’ as an heir to “impe-
rial Russia.” Democratic Russia supported the “aggressive separatism” of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia, which had split off from Georgia, while the |atter was presented as a victim of confronta-
tion between the Kremlin and the West.

Another group of Georgian expertshelievesthat “ aggressive separatism” andthe Y eltsinregime
that abetted it were the main reasonsfor the disagreements between Georgiaand Russia. They argued
that “the old patron” was merely punishing the “prodigal son who rejected hisfather.” Thereisaso
the opinion that in Abkhazia Russia was fighting Georgia in order to meddle with its independent
development.

Onething isclear: the interstate contradictions are rooted in the early years of the states' inde-
pendence. It was at that time that the absent national ideology was replaced by political myths; the
objective post-Soviet contradictions were aggravated by subjective reasons that bred mistrust and
animosity. The post-Soviet |eaders were acting on the momentum of the past; in the absence of new
strategies or methodologies they had no choice but to lean on the Soviet mentality and totalitarian
traditions. Mutual understanding was obviously lacking, even though the principles of international
partnership received alot of superficial support.t

Georgiaacquired ahybrid government system that smacked of an authoritarian bias. Democrat-
icinstitutions and values are still developing, but democracy isfairly contradictory. Some of the an-
alystsdescribeit as“virtual democracy,” aproduct of the huge PR project of the Color Revolutions.
Our researchers point out that democracy in Georgiais of afunctional nature conditioned by political
purposefulness; it serves the idea of restored territorial integrity. Thisiswhat the national project is

1 See: A. Neklessa, “Ordo quardo: chetvertyi poriadok: prishestvie postsovetskogo mira,” Polis, No. 6, 2000.
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about. Inthe absence of anational idea, it ispromoting PR projects using external resourcesand plays
on the contradi ctions among the main actors engaged in another redivision of the spheres of influence
in the Caucasus.

S. Lounev, who specialized ininternational affairs and writes extensively on Russia spolicy in
the Southern Caucasus, has identified several stages and pointed to their typical features. Heis con-
vinced that in the early 1990s, Russia had no clear strategy, there were merely “random responses to
local devel opments rather than forecasting them, and voluntarism.” On the whol e, the Russian author
describes Moscow’ s palicy in the Southern Caucasus in the last decade as a complete failure: “ The
Russian Federation had no clear and balanced conception about its relations with the former Soviet
republics. It wasgenerally believed that they should either beforced back, that they were nothing more
thana‘civilizational burden,” or that they should beleft to their own devicesfor sometime until they
realized there was no alternative to a new alliance with Russia.”

Hisconclusionishighly significant: “Inthisway Russiaitself created unfriendly neighborsin
the south,” and “the situation began to gradually improve when Vladimir Putin came to power...
Russia ... started acting more pragmatically,” however, he added, there is no clear ideas about the
future of the post-Soviet expanse in general and the Southern Caucasus in particular.?

His ideas are shared, to a certain extent, by Russia’s academic community, which proceeds
from an analysis of therel ations between Moscow and Thilisi to arrive at fairly radical conclusions.
He insists that Russia should abandon Georgia as a lost country: there is no strong pro-Russian
political forcein Georgia. It will inevitably join NATO, since the absolute mgjority of the local peo-
ple want this.®

Theseradical conclusions appeared in September-December 2006, at atime when the relations
between the two countries where at their lowest. Here | shall discuss theseideas, aswell asthe inter-
pretation of the eventsin Georgia and Russia.

Before going on, | would like to come back to the arguments offered above, which concluded
with: “ By withdrawing from Georgia, Russiawill not lose much economically, the sub-regionisof no
particular interest to the RF.” Some radically minded politicians go as far as suggesting that Russia
should abandon the “formal principle” of Georgia’ sterritorial integrity. They brandish the “strategic
weapon” of Kosovo, which can beusedinthe case of Abkhaziaand South Ossetia. According to Director
of the CIS Institute Konstantin Zatulin, this will make Russia’s policy more open. Georgia's future
NATO membership that “will makeit Russia’ senemy or rival will create numerous problemsthat are
better avoided.”*

There is another group that prefers the status quo: Russia should recognize the principle of
Georgia’ sterritorial integrity and insist on preserving the “frozen conflicts,” which is especially ad-
visablein view of the 2014 Sochi Olympic Games. The members of this group support the idea of a
“liberal empire,” moreactive“ economicintervention,” and the efforts of preventing Georgia SNATO
membership. They postulate the tactics of “relieving or increasing the sanctions against the recalci-
trant neighbor depending on the situation.”®

The politicians of both countries cannot ignore Georgia' s domestic problems; there is another
stumbling block: the Georgian leaders’ effortsto resolve the “ protracted conflicts’ in arevolutionary
way. The country’sforeign policy orientation toward integration with NATO and the European Un-

2 S. Lounev, «Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus. Geopolitical Value for Russia,» Central Asia and the Cau-
casus, No. 3 (39), 2006, pp. 22-23.

3 See: Ibid., p. 26 (see also: A. Fomenko, “Na kholmakh Gruzii — nochnaia mgla,” Moskovskie novosti, No. 45,
2006).

4 K. Zatulin, “Pravo, v kotorom otkazali,” Materik, Institut SNG, Bulletin No. 172, 15 July, 2007.

5 M. Grigoriev, “Politika umirotvorenia M. Saakashvili vediot k bystromu vytesneniu Rossii,” Akademia trinitariz-
ma, Moscow, El No. 77, publication 13855, 5 October, 2006.
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ion are closely associated with these intentions. Restored territorial integrity and the spread of Geor-
gian sovereignty acrossitsentireterritory are two priorities, which makes NATO membership doubly
important: thisisatool for guaranteed restoration of Georgia sterritorial integrity and of democratic
development and afinal divorce with the Eurasian civilization. These messages have found their way
into the ideological and PR set of ideas of the “color revolutionaries,” who in 2004 and 2005 were
talking about a* sanitary cordon around the reviving Russian ‘ liberal empire’.”

It isin this context that the Georgian political elite is putting forward the conception of re-
gional security inGUAM, TRACECA, and the Silk Roads system; the East-West transit energy routes
and Georgia’ s return to the “European Home” as the “oldest European country.” Thisis the domi-
nant conception that serves asthe cornerstone of Georgia sfutureindependence on theglobal scale.
Itsdesire to join the European Union and NATO is another manifestation of Georgia' s devotion to
democracy and freedom. Thereis alatent agreement that the old patron is not a paragon of democ-
racy, therefore, Georgia and its relations with Russiawill profit from the former’'s NATO and EU
membership.®

The Myths about the Split

Infact, itisinthisspherethat thefields of tension, Cold War waves, and political myths appear
to push the two countries apart.

Thesemythsareapplied to the charismatic leaders of thetwo statesand giveriseto variousimages,
such asa*“fair,” “bold,” and “heroic” bearer of the national ideas, “ gatherer of the lands,” or, on the
other hand, a*“ perfidious enemy,” “destroyer of order,” or “pragmatic imperialist.”

The formulas may change depending on the state of relations between the countries.

We all know that after the Rose Revolution, the President of Georgiawas seen in Russia as a
young and effectivereformer, who offered friendship to the Russian leaders. Mikhail Saakashvili was
greatly impressed by the Russian president when they met in February 2004. He wasimpressed by the
modesty and flexibility of the Kremlin master. There was the impression that the two countries had
entered a new stage of their bilateral, this time positive, relations.

InRussia, Vladimir Putinisseen asastrong and fair ruler who isrestoring Russia’ s autocracy”
and grandeur. V. Degoev has written the following on that score: “V. Putin precisely fits Russia, its
present state, problems and potential, fears and hopes. He is aleader whom the people trust, who'is,
on the whole, predictable and yet enigmatic.”’

Mikhail Saakashvili himself isan inordinately active and energetic leader; heis more open, he
isapopulist inclined to theatrical s. PR-shows have become an inalienable part of Georgia’ s political
theater. Asoften happens, hismeritsare hisdemerits. In our case, it isnot what the academic commu-
nity thinks of the Georgian president and what he is doing—we are interested in what the public and
the political class of Russiathink of him.® After meeting Putin for the first time, the young Georgian
president announced that he would learn from him how to govern the state.

The media even started calling him the “ Georgian Putin.”

The peaceful Rose Revolution that brought Saakashvili to power created the illusion that in
Abkhazia and South Ossetiatoo, the road toward peaceful conflict settlement would be an easy one,

5 Cf. N. Silaev, “GUAM and the Smaller Game in the Post-Soviet Expanse,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 4 (40),
2006.

V. Degoev, “Eshcho raz o zagadke Putina,” Politicheskiy klass, No. 1, 2007, pp. 28-29.

8 See: Art. Khachaturian, “Uspekhi M. Saakashvili. Politicheskiy portret,” Moskovskie novosti, No. 37, 2006;
V. Tret'iakov, “Politicheskiy dnevnik,” Politicheskiy klass, No. 10, 2006.

61

+



+

No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

even though the conflicts there were described as highly complicated and protracted social conflicts.
The“revolutionary attack” on Tskhinvali in the summer of 2004 blew away the myth of “revolution-
ary leader.” While accelerating the “chariot of the revolution” in the post-Soviet expanse, Mikhail
Saakashvili stirred into action those who wanted to preserve the power of the “fathers of perestroika.”
There were otherswho rejected the revolutionary methods. By that time, Russiahad lived through an
oligarchic“liberal-revolutionary wave” and started “ gathering” the state and devel oping itssovereign
democracy. The Russian politicians are working hard to restore the image of a state capable of em-
bracing democracy and to revive its functions as a“ union-forming” country.

The stages of post-Soviet development in both countries do not coincide. The Russian Federa-
tion set about strengthening its position on the ruins of the Soviet Union without a strategy or a con-
ception (the quasi-conception of a“liberal empire” that described geo-economics as the foundation
for devel oping the environment cannot betaken seriously). Thisexplainswhy the“idealism” of Boris
Y eltsin’ stimewas replaced with VIadimir Putin’ stough pragmatism. Hefailed to find common points
with the PR methodology of the Color Revolutions and with the ideals of the revolutionary leaders
resolved to restore Georgiad s territorial integrity by playing on the contradictions between the U.S.
and the EU, on the one hand, and Russia, on the other.

Stronger sovereignty through Color Revol utions meansrotation on the political Olympus, which
destroysthe old order and starts another round of squabbles over the spheres of influence in the Cau-
casus. At first, the newly elected president tried to accomplish thiswithout Russia, then he brought in
NATO, the EU, and other international organizations, which changed theformat of the conflict settle-
ment. Seen from Russia, which is caught between devel opment stages (the “liberal-democratic” peri-
od has been |eft behind, while a new period has not yet been reached), such revolutionary measures
looked misplaced and, worse, plain dangerous.

In Russia, he was seen less as arevol utionary who changed ideas than as adestroyer of order;
at home the Georgian president acquired the image of “hero-builder.” His activities, however, can-
not be described in unambiguous terms: he is a reformer, a builder of new Georgia, and a fighter
against corruption, but he is moving away from democratic principles. Violence predominatesin
everything he does; his actions are less pragmatic, tend to be highly emotional, and are often in-
competent. Hisexcessive ambitionsignite him with adesire to become the leader in the post-Soviet
expanse; he ignored the CIS standards and earned the fame of the “hero-destroyer.” At first the
Russian political technologists spoke of him in positive terms. Gleb Pavlovskiy said that he was
“not anti-Russian,” that hewas*“ resol ved to find anew way of restoring statehood and the economy
on foreign money, after creating a manageable crisis’ and that “bluffing was his style as aflexible
and skilled improvisator” whose aim was “to create the illusion of a conflict between Russia and
Georgia.”®

Later the attitude toward the political “actor” began to change: the Russian political elite was
displeased with the problems he created in the “far south.” The impulsive and energetic Georgian
president who, according to Kremlin political technologists Sergey Markov, Alexander Dugin and
Gleb Pavlovskiy, was building up a “sanitary cordon” around Russia, caused nothing but negative
feelings.

This gave rise to a myth that described the Georgian president as Moscow’ s arch-enemy who
followed in the footsteps of NATO and the West, which were moving into the post-Soviet expanse. It
was not arandom coincidencethat President Saakashvili’ s plummeting rating in Russiacoincided with
the great powers confrontation over the East-West energy projects and the desire of the Georgian
leaders to make their country the main transit-country.

9 G. Pavlovskiy, “Saakashvili budet iskat’ i nakhodit’ vsio novye povody vyiti na obostrenie otnosheniy s Rossiey,”
available at [www.sakartvelo.info], 17 August, 2004.
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Inthe context of the Russia-the West opposition, Mikhail Saakashvili hasacquired an “ominous
image;” it was commonly believed that he would plant Western ideasin every post-Soviet corner. In
September 2006, the Georgian authoritieswent to the extreme when trying to speed up the withdrawal
of the Russian military bases from Georgia: they detained several Russian servicemen. Thiswas the
last straw: Russia’ spatience was exhausted by what the* Georgian revolutionaries’” were doing to settle
their domestic problems and the disagreements with Russia. The Russian ambassador to Georgiawas
recalled; diplomatic relations were reduced to the minimum, and economic and other sanctions were
introduced against the Georgian state.

“What does Saakashvili haveto do withit?’ asked the author of an article in Kavkazskiy kur’ er
that appeared on 8 November, 2006. The West and Russiawere locked in a struggle over the Cauca-
sus, or rather over spheres of influencein the region. Washington announced that it was disenchanted
with Moscow.

In hisarticlethat appeared in Nezavisimaia gazeta on 5 October, 2006 entitled “ Moskva-Thilisi:
blokada po vsem frontam” (Moscow-Thilisi: Blockade Along all Fronts), Y u. Petrovskaia said that
Georgiawas pursuing an anti-Russian policy and had played itsanti-Russian card to speed up itsNATO
membership. The author quoted Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov as saying in Strasbourg that
Georgiadid not meet the NATO criteria, which meant that its anti-Russian policy was being used as
aclaim to special treatment.

Theideathe Georgiaisstill not ready to join the Alliance because of its undevel oped democra-
cy, violations of human rights and the rights of national minorities, and the inability of the country’s
leadersto deal with the conflicts has become an ideological weapon and a source of mythsand brain-
washing. Today, part of the Russian political eliteisindustriously tending to the myth about arepub-
lic with scanty natural resourcesthat lost the chance of pursuing an independent policy and finding an
identity of its own in global democracy. The myths about Georgia s economic miracle, investment
boom, the Georgian nation’ s exclusiveness, and the noteworthy political tolerance demonstrated by
the “revolutionary leaders of the oldest European country” are being dethroned. Some Russian polit-
ical scientists, Konstantin Zatulin in particular, who relies on sociological pollswhichreveal the Pres-
ident of Georgiaislosing popularity with his nation, are looking forward to a“ Georgian de Gaulle”
friendly toward the Kremlin.

The mythology of leaders has created a string of “heroes of our time” who perfectly fit thelogic
of a“manageableruler.” Isit an echo of the“Big Brother” conception still popular in certain political
circles? This highly consumerist ideais still fashionablein both capitals: it is more than a product of
the totalitarian past—it was born by the crisis of the liberal-democratic ideology in the post-Soviet
expanse.

Very much in the Cold War style, Mikhail Saakashvili was branded as a Russophobe and in-
competent leader.

The analysts of the Russian weekly Ekspert offered aset of recommendations on how to oppose
the anti-Russian policy of the Georgian president. It runs a section eloquently called “Gruzia protiv
Rossii” (Georgiavs. Russia), which has detected in everything what “ non-technol ogical and unman-
ageable” Mikhail Saakashvili triesto do: hewantsto wring dry the conflict with Russiaby provoking
it into aggressive actions to demonstrate to Georgia s trans-Atlantic patron that “small democratic
Georgiawas the victim of the Russian monster.”

V. lonov, apoalitical analyst, has written: “The main audience of Georgian demarchesis found
inthe United States,” while Saakashvili playsthe card of the pagan “usand them” dichotomy. Mikhail
Saakashvili has acquired the habit of turning to Europe for help: “What isgoing onin Russiais much
morethanabanal crisisinour bilateral relations. Wehaveto deal with peoplewho arerecklessly playing
the ethnic nationalist card. Thisis very dangerous, particularly for Russia. Thisisrelated to Europe
and all of us.” According to the Russian author, Mikhail Saakashvili istrying to humiliate Russiaand
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damage its image as a democratic country by opposing it to Europe of which Georgiais part. When
talking about the “asymmetric answer of Russiato Georgian provocations,” the author is obviously
doubtful that “ Saakashvili will profit from this. He will gain nothing. Russia, in turn, by reviving the
already forgotten argumentshaslost alot.”*® The “asymmetric answer” took the shape of an embargo
on Georgian products, discontinued air and postal communication, and the deportation of illegal
Georgian migrants.

Doubtswere voiced. A. Privalov has written the following in the same journal: “ One wonders:
what are the final aims of Russia’ s sanctions? It is very important to understand this: either it should
addressthe problemsin earnest (migration and the markets are contaminated with corruption) to move
them aside together with the anti-Georgian context. There is another option: the sanctions develop
into frillsand turn out to be asmall victorious war and the state school of chauvinism. This should be
prevented lest they become not merely another faux pas (there have been enough of them) but an Error.
Such gamesare easy to start and next to impossibleto stop.” Theanalyst isquiteright when hewrites:
“Totell thetruth the crisis of our relations with Georgiawas ashallow one. If werespond toitin this
way what shall we do when areal crisis occurs?’

A. Gromov, another expert, islooking for the roots of “anti-Georgian hysterics’ elsewhere. He
has asked: “What if the burning of bridgeswith Georgiaisnot a consequence, but theaim of Russia's
retaliation?’ He believesthat the fact that Russian policies oppose Georgia' s national interestsisthe
main flaw of Russia spolicy inthiscountry. Thisistrueof the Russian ruling class' snegative attitude
toward the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline that strengthened, in his opinion, Georgia' s economic and
political independence. By supporting the project, Russiacould have created pro-Russian forcesamong
the Georgian elite. Theterritorial issueis Georgia s main concern, writesthe Russian analyst, Russia
should have worked toward preserving the status quo. Instead, it sided with the separatists. Thesewere,
in his opinion, systemic errorsin Russia s policy in Georgia during the post-Soviet period.

A. Gromov’ srecommendations are paradoxical: he believesthat Saakashvili acted with theaim
of strengthening the anti-Russian national consensus and mobilizing the nation around himself. The
analyst suggests starting a new game by proclaiming Russia an “anti-Georgian state.” Thiswill de-
prive the Georgian leaders of their trump card, while the president will be forced to revise histactics
amid one of the most serious crises—any more or less serious move would have deprived him of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia forever.'?

Russian analysts are doing their best to find other reasons of the worsened relations between
Russia and Georgia. Some of them are convinced that “ Russia does not know why it needs Georgia,
with all its huge problems of building up its statehood, at all.” Russiais building its policy in its op-
position to the United States. P. Bykov and A. Gromov insist that “ members of Russian power are not
prepared to work with independent pro-Russian politicians” in Georgia. They have written: “ Oppos-
ing America and the Color Revolutions became Russia's total political idea across the post-Soviet
expanse to the extent that it practically deprived it of the chance of creating a pro-Russian political
force loyal to revolution.”

These authors are convinced that Mikhail Saakashvili tried to become the “ Georgian Putin,” to
restore his country’ sterritorial and statehood integrity yet failed to find the common tongue with the
Kremlin. “He has succeeded in establishing the regime of personal power and creating amore or less
effective army with American help. This separated Russia and Georgia even more.”

The authors of the article “ Sredstvo iz arsenalareal politic” believe that the “frozen conflicts’
issue reduce the compromise potential to the minimum and conclude: “ Today Russiais facing the

V. lonov, “Zagranitsa nam pomozhet,” Ekspert, 17 October, 2006.
A, Privalov, “O nas, ane o Gruzii,” Ekspert, 9 October, 2006.
12 See: A. Gromov, “Smysl antigruzinskoi isterii,” Ekspert, 5 October, 2006.
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challenging task of creating anew balanceinits relations with Georgia and Georgia s Western part-
ners—the U.S. and the EU." 12

The critics of the Georgian president speak of hisactions as*“atheatre of the absurd.” A. Kono-
valov, president of the Institute of Strategic Research, insists that Mikhail Saakashvili isfrantically
looking for away out of the political impasse—theactual and legal return of Abkhaziaand South Ossetia
to Georgia—only to discover to his disappointment that neither Russia, nor the U.S., nor NATO are
prepared to use force or throw their weight around to resolve the conflict for him.** The Georgian
president isfully aware of the quandary in which he and hisrepublic have found themselves. He can-
not use ultimatums (related to Russia’' s WTO membership, for example) as an anti-Russian weapon.
“Thilisi is not counting on a positive outcome of the protracted confrontation; nor does it probably
want it—this will deprive it of the chance of turning to NATO for protection.”*®

Russian analysts are calling on the Kremlin to abandon the myth-based Georgian policy and the
remnants of the obsolete “Big Brother” policy and launch a much more pragmatic course, while not
allowing the state’ s leaders to exceed “the limits of the acceptable and the possible.” 1

Experts regard Georgia as a devel oping state with numerous problems, low economic develop-
ment level, and limited economic and political resources. They are absol utely convinced that the“ myth
of aneconomic miracle” (whichimpliestherepublic' stransit-servicefuture) isunfounded. The Geor-
gian “revolutionary leaders,” meanwhile, are engaged in looking for geopolitical sources of the coun-
try’ s capitalization and foreign investments (from Russia among other countries) needed to privatize
the main industrial sectors (including strategic industries). The country’s military structure and the
authoritarian regime are receiving the lion’ s share of the newly found money. The social gap, which
iswide enough asit is, iswidening even more, the ruling class |acks the necessary cohesion, and the
democratic institutions and values are undeveloped. This has forced the leaders to tighten their au-
thoritarian grip on the state, look for fresh confirmation of their legitimacy in the West, and try to
accel erate the country’ s membership in NATO.

According to Russian experts, thisis going on against the background of the Georgian presi-
dent’s“improvisations,” who is meting out both peace initiatives and hostile anti-Russian steps. The
Kremlinisbeing called upon to use all itsforeign policy resourcesto make Russia’ s Georgian policy
“strong, reactive, and responsive; Russiashould drop itsgallantry and niceties’ together with the myth
about special relations with the republic.

In Lieu of a Conclusion

The post-Soviet myths are finding fertile ground in the contradictory developments of the post-
Soviet political and economic systems. They are transitional and are giving rise to opposition to var-
ious trends, which is moving “stable instability” to the fore. Georgia s policy istied to the negative
segment of Russia-the West relations by its desire to profit from their political confrontation. Geor-
gian-Russian relationsremain engulfed by the anti-wave—there arestill no positiveidealsin thissphere.
Georgia s process of political self-identification isfar from complete, while Russia’ s Georgian poli-
cy, aswell asitspolicy in the rest of the Caucasus, remains inconsistent.

The devel opment vectors of thetwo countries, aswell astheir approachesto conflict settlement,
arevery different. Thishasbeen amply testified by their interpretation of the“ alternative governments’

13 Ekspert, 9 October, 2006.

14 See: A. Konovalov, “Esli ne vragi, to kto?!” Moskovskie novosti, No. 42, 2006.

5 A. Bagrationi, “My ne sumasshedshie!” Moskovskie novosti, No. 43, 2006.

16 A, Skakov, “Krasnaia cherta dlia Thilisi,” Politicheskii zhurnal, No. 37-38, 9 October, 2006.
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in the conflict zones and the current formats of conflict settlement. The two countries do not agree
on how to develop their relations, while the political technol ogists on both sides of the border insist
on the enemy image. No neutral position is possible (the attempt to suggest that Georgia assume a
neutral position failed); the same can be said about retaining a normal level of relations. Personal
meetings between the two presidents failed to defuse the tension. In her interview to the Expert
weekly, Speaker of the Georgian parliament Nino Burjanadze said: “ The problems are created by
different approachesto certain fundamental issues rather than the presidents’ personal mutual dis-
like.” Ms. Burjanadze had in mind Russia’ s unwillingnessto see Georgia united and integrated into
the European structures.”

In response, Russian analysts stress what President Putin has to say about Mikhail Saakashvili.
He pointed out that there was continuity between the policies of the president-revolutionary and those
of Stalin’s minister of state security, Lavrentiy Beria. The Russian president said: “Thereis an obvi-
ousdesireto pinch and provoke Russia’ and concluded: “ These peopleimaginethat, protected by their
foreign sponsors, they can feel comfortable and secure. But can they?' 8

Thelatest meeting between the two presidentstook placein St. Petersburg. Their contactsare
still “consistently cool,” but the sanction conditions have been all eviated somewhat. The main prob-
lemsstill exist, with no solutionin sight. The thaw that followed the dangerous crisis of September-
December 2006 was probably atactical one. More likely than not it will be followed by another
spiral of information warfare in which political myths will continue playing their destructive role
and eating into cultural and political foundation created by centuries of joint existence in the same
civilizational space.

17 Expert, 16 November, 2006.
18 Nezavisimaia gazeta, 2 October, 2006.
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which can hardly be called well-ordered, | best to bring order to bilateral relations. To
have escalated beyond the bilateral level to | achieve thiswe should go to the root of the cur-
becomeaproblemthat hascaught international at- | rent tension. Itishighly tempting to find a scape-
tention. Some forcesaretrying to profit fromthe | goat, but I cannot describe myself asanimpartial

T he relations between Georgia and Russia, | present stateof affairs, whileothersaredoing their
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observer qualified to do this. It isequally wrong | undertaken hereto discussthe key issuesrespon-
“to spread the guilt between the sides” and boast | siblefor the current situation and thefar fromsim-
of an objective and unbiased approach. | have | ple quest for amodel of civilized relations.

Relations Based on Accusations

The time has come to bury the past and take alook at the post-Soviet period, during which, it
must be said, Georgian-Russian relations have been neither normal nor civilized. Russiais convinced
that Georgia s efforts to move closer to the West, its close contacts with the United States, and its
loudly announced intention to integrate into the Euro-Atlantic structures are nothing more than man-
ifestations of itshostile anti-Russian policy. Georgiaisfirmly convinced that Russiahas not yet aban-
doned itsimperial designsin the republic and is guilty of double standards: while paying lip service
to Georgia' s sovereignty and territorial integrity, it is not only actively supporting the breakaway
regimes in Sukhumi and Tskhinvali, but also intends to annex both regions.

The publications (mainly thosethat appear in both countries) on Georgian-Russianrelationsbrim
with mutual accusations and reproaches. To sort things out, we should first discuss the main stereo-
types and myths: to achieve civilized and rational relations we should expose and push them aside.

“Ungrateful Georgians’ and the“theenemy disguised asafriend.” Thefollowingopinionsin
Russiahave survived the death of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Unionto bereproducedin our time:

— Russiasaved Georgiafrom aggressive Muslim Turkey and Iran; but for Russia, Georgia and
the Georgians would have perished;

— Georgiajoined Russia on its own free will; it was never annexed. Russian politicians were
especialy irritated by the statement by Georgian President Mikhail Saakashvili, who likened
the two centuries of Russia’'s domination in Georgia to the Tartar-Mongol yoke, the hard-
ships of which have not yet been forgotten in Russia.

The above causes a lot of irritation among the Georgians: the Georgian czars did ask Russia,
another Christian Orthodox country, for help to drive the enemies back and to unite Georgia. Instead,
in1801, in flagrant violation of the agreement, Russia annexed Georgia; later, in 1921, Soviet Russia
occupied the Democratic Republic of Georgia and made it part of the Soviet Union.

“Bad” Georgiansin Russia’shistory. The Russian mediaare fond of accusing Stalin and Beria
of making Russiaatotalitarian state; the pair of them are held responsiblefor the repressions against the
Abkhazians, Meskhetian Turks, Chechens, and other nationalities. Somelay the blamefor the totalitar-
ian empire on Stalin; others believe that Shevardnadze was responsible for itsend. In both cases, Geor-
giaisseen asthe main culprit. Thereisthe opinion that by supporting the Abkhazian separatists, Russia
“was taking revenge on the very much hated Shevardnadze, who destroyed the Soviet Union.”

Some of the Western media seem to accept thisthesis. A Western journalist, who used to write
alot about the rel ations between Georgiaand Russia, pointed out: “ Stalin, who was a Georgian, made
Abkhaziapart of Georgia.” What is* Soviet Abkhazia’ and what happened earlier? The author seemed
toignore that “ Stalin, who was a Georgian,” was among those who occupied and annexed the Dem-
ocratic Republic of Georgia.

Georgiaisa*“failed state.” The Russian political circles are firmly convinced that Georgiais
an artificial structure*within the borders outlined by Soviet power,” an ethnic mosaic, to be more exact.
It survived as an administrative unit in the empire, but it is hardly viable as an independent state and
may even fall apart.

Thisis one of the pet ideas of Russia simperial thought of today; it serves as the basis for all
sorts of geopolitical projects mainly responsible for Russia’s aggressive treatment of Georgia.
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In Georgia, this and similar statements are taken as another sign of Russia’ s hostility toward
Georgia. Today, there is no serious political force on the Georgian scene that could support Russia,
not the West.

The separatist regimes asa means of keeping Geor giain check. Thethesis of Georgia s*“lack
of vital capacity” and itsunreliability from Russia’ s point of view are two reasons why Russia supports
the separatist regimes of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Russian analysts are quite open about this: the
regimes are being used to bring pressure on Georgiaand its policy, even though from time to time more
sober-minded experts describe Russia’ s support of Abkhazia*as not the wisest of steps:” it drove Geor-
giaaway from Russiaand added fuel to the smoldering separatist sentimentsin the Northern Caucasus.

Theintention to join NATO as a manifestation of anti-Russian policy. Today, Georgiais
mainly accused of seeking NATO membership—something that speaks of its “anti-Russian” inten-
tions. Georgia, in turn, looks at the Alliance as a guarantee of its security.

The“pro-Western” elitesand the*“ pro-Russian” public. The Russian mediaarefond of talk-
ing about the very limited segment of those who love the West in the pro-Western CIS countries. Itis
alleged that pro-Western sentiments are typical of a handful of politicians with no influence with or
popularity among the public. The masses, who found themselvesin appalling conditionsthanksto the
misrule of these people, look fondly at Russia. Thisis one of Russia s gravest blunders: during the
post-Soviet el ections, those politicianswho were accused of pro-Russian sentiments stood no chance.
The sanctions against Georgia and escalated tension in bilateral relations merely add more points to
the people at the helm. The Georgian opposition accuses the government of escalating tension in
Georgian-Russian relations to detract public attention from domestic to foreign problems, thus push-
ing critically-minded people to cast their votes for the ruling political force.

Georgia does not want “normal” relationswith Russia. From time to time Russian journal-
ists start moaning that normal relations with Georgia seem impossible; there is “nostalgia’ over the
“common fraternal past,” when stability and well-being were taken for granted. More likely than not,
“normality” is interpreted as Georgia' s close integration with Russia. In Georgia, however, people
feel that it is Russia that does not want normal relations with Georgia.

These and other myths and stereotypes still loom high in contemporary politics and in therela-
tions between the two countries.

Vladimir Putin
as Agha Muhammad Khan

Not infrequently, the past five centuries of uninterrupted rel ations are evoked to explain the present
developments. In recent history, however, 9 April, 1989 is the key event in the chain of events that
brought the two countries to their present relations. On that day, a peaceful rally and the Soviet riot
police clashed in front of the House of Government on Rustaveli Prospekt. The savage reprisal deter-
mined much, if not all, of Georgia' s future and its relations with Russia.

The Russian empire, alias the Soviet Union, is held responsible for the tragedy. “ The nation
cherishesthe memory of those who died on that terrible night at the hands of savageriot policemen as

! For several years now, the Russian public has been treated to negative information about Georgia spread by the
political and journalist communities. There is a commonly shared opinion (53 percent of the polled) that Georgiais the
most dangerous country to live in or to travel across. It is the third unwelcome and unfriendly country in the world (af-
ter the United States and China). The All-Russia Center for Public Opinion Studies obtained these results during a soci-
ological poll of 15-16 April, 2006 in six regions of Russia from 1,600 polled (see: Sakartvelos respublika (The Repub-
lic of Georgia), 26 April, 2006).
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heroes,” wrote one of the Georgian newspapers on the eve of the 17th anniversary of the event.2 On
the same day, another newspaper pointed out that even though the riot policemen were only armed
with shovelsand were Russians, thearmy “was not Russian, it wasthe Soviet army” and “ had nothing
to do with Russia and the Russian people.”® Still, few people in Georgia are prepared to accept the
thesis about “ Russia subjugated by the Soviet Union.”

It is hard to say what the Soviet |eaders expected to achieve by moving the army against the
peaceful rally. They probably intended to scare the Georgians and discourage others with the punish-
ment. However, this merely accelerated the processes the Kremlin hoped to stem.

On 9 April, 1989, Moscow refused to talk to the Georgian public, which wanted independence;
it still refusesto talk to Georgiatoday. The* confrontational model” of those days still dominatesthe
relations between the two countries. Georgiasuffered alot because of this, yet Russiafailed torestore
its former influence; Georgia moved further away from Russia.

The post-Soviet period of Georgian-Russian relations brings to mind another period: the late
18th century, when Iran waslosing its grip on the Southern Caucasus. In 1795, in an effort to fend off
the Russian Empire, Iranian ruler AghaMuhammad K han attacked the East Georgian kingdom, which
tried to protect itself with Russia’'s help. Assured of Russia’s help, Georgian czar Irakly Il was ill-
prepared for what followed. By attacking Georgia, the Iranian shah hoped to stop Russia, the results
proved to be opposite: weakened Georgiafell an easy prey to Russia, while the Iranian invasion in-
creased anti-lranian sentimentsin Georgia.* The Iranian shah merely accelerated his country’ sretreat
from the Southern Caucasus. Iran would have acted wiser if, unable to conquer Georgiaand yet will-
ing to keep Russiaaway, it had strengthened Georgiainstead of attacking it—Russia’ s conquest of the
Caucasus would have been made harder, if not impossible.

In the post-Soviet period, Russiaresembles Iran of the late 18th century: it istrying to preserve
its exclusive rights in the region with inadequate means; other world actors with their own interests
will never allow Russiato restore its domination. To strengthen its position Russia has opted for the
measurestested by AghaKhan at onetime: struggle against Georgia, support of the separatist regimes,
and sanctions. The architects of this policy expected to keep Georgiawithin Russia’ s sphere of influ-
ence and achieved the opposite result: there were no groundsfor apro-Russian orientation in Georgia,
while its pro-Western orientation grew even stronger.

Strange asit may seem, Russia’ s Georgian policy would have been much more successful had it
abandoned the separatist regimes to their fate. This would have defused the tension; the lifted eco-
nomic sanctionswould have revived theimportance of the Russian market—Georgiahas not yet found
alternative marketsfor its products. The very low level of confidence in the northern neighbor affects
Georgia s policy to agreat extent.

How Russia Can be Forced
to Recognize Its Interests

Therearefew, if any, peoplein Georgiawho do not want better relations with Russia. Cultural
and historical links apart, the Russia Federation is Georgia' s largest economic partner, normal rela-
tions with which would have added vigor to the Georgian economy.

2 See: Sakartvelos respublika, 8 April, 2006.

3 Svobodnaia Gruzia, 8 April, 2006.

4 At that time, Russia was an enemy: Georgians repeatedly (in 1802, 1804, 1812-1813) rebelled against it; Iran was
an even greater enemy: Prince of Kartli-Kakhetia Alexander, who fled to Iran, called on his supporters in Georgia to rebel
and assured them that he would not bring Iranian troops.
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Georgiawonderswhat Russiawants. Some of the Georgian public and politiciansare convinced
that Georgia should first understand what Russia wants, then do everything it wants to achieve com-
plete harmony.

Russian politicians and analysts who speak about Georgia and the Georgian media are often
insulting and aggressive. Vice Speaker of the Russian State Duma Lyubov Sliska, for example, dis-
missed Georgia as a small country unworthy of sorting out its affairs at the international level: “We
should grow accustomed to the thought that when dealing with acountry with apopulation of 2.5million
and no larger than a Russian province, Russia should not raiseitsrelations with it to the international
level as it does when dealing with large and serious states.”® This was said at an OSCE session in
reply to the statements of the Georgian parliamentarians.

In September 2003, shortly before the Rose Revolution, The Wall Street Journal published a
fairly long list of Moscow’ s demands, which ran contrary to the interests of the United States and the
West asawhole: Russiawants Georgiato abandon itspolitically and military cooperation with Wash-
ington and NATO; to let the Russian bases remain in Georgiafor an indefinite period of time; tojoin
the Russia-controlled Eurasian Alliance and the CSTO; and to become incorporated into the Russian
transport and pipeline system.®

In plain words, this meant that Georgia should abandon its pro-Western orientation. It should be
said that Georgia tried to establish good relations with Russia and take its interests into account. In
1994, having suffered defeat in Abkhazia, Eduard Shevardnadze signed a framework agreement on
friendship and cooperation with Russia, a new version of the Treaty of Georgievsk.” Having joined
the CIS and agreed to the Russian bases’ continued presence in Georgia, the country remained in
Russia' s “sphere of influence.” In exchange, Georgia asked Russia to help it develop its own army
and restore itsterritorial integrity. This meant that Russia should have abandoned the breakaway re-
gions—a compromise that Russia rejected as unpalatable.

Let’ stakeacloser look at what TheWall Street Journal says. Some of the demandsare obsolete: Rus-
siaremoved its bases from Georgia; the same can be said about much of the rest. Thismeansthat Russia's
policy iscutting back the number of itsinterests, which could have been preserved through acompromise.

Today, the Russian Federation isfacing a choice that will determinethe future of the Caucasus:
it will either continue supporting the separatist regimes and keep trying to join them to Russia, which
will create more economic problemsfor Georgia, etc. Inresponse, Georgiawill continue pushing Russia
to the north of the Caucasian Range; it is moving toward NATO and istrying to involve other states
in Caucasian affairsto decrease Russia’ sinfluence.

Thereisanother option: Moscow will not interfere with restoring Georgia sterritorial integrity,
which will settle the most painful issue of bilateral relations. Cooperation will surge ahead, while
Georgiawill pay much more attention to Russia’ sreal interestsin the region.

Until quite recently Moscow was not ready to make the U-turn—in fact, it had not much timeto
ponder on it.

The Fresh Start that Failed

We know what Russia wants of Georgia, but the answer is hardly conducive to better bilateral
relations. Some time ago, Georgiafinally realized that Russia’s true interests can be described as: a

5 Sakartvelos respublika, 3 July, 2005.

6 See: 24 saati (24 hours), 23 September, 2003.

7 Under the agreement of 1783 between Irakly Il and Catherine |1, the Georgian czar pledged to gear his foreign policy
to Russid' s interests and take part in al the wars that Russia waged in the Caucasus. In its turn, Russia pledged to keep an
armed unit (of two battalions) in Georgia, come to Irakly’s help in the event of an attack, and support his efforts to unify
Georgia. Very soon, however, Russia violated the treaty by annexing the Kartli-Kakhetia kingdom in 1801.
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united, strong, and stable Georgia on Russia’s southern borders, rather than a hostile country drawn
into conflicts. The problem is how can we convince Russia

After theRose Revolution, Georgia snew leadersinvited Russiato start everything from scratch;
they tried to convincethe Russian leadersthat a“ united and strong Georgid” on their country’ s south-
ernborderswasin their interests. The Georgian side interpreted “ the fresh start” asan “equal partner-
ship” between the two countries. Georgia pledged to recognize and take into account Russia’ s inter-
estsin the Caucasus, if they did not contradict the republic’s state interests.

The new Georgian leaders offered aplan of “wide open doors’ for Russian capital in exchange
for Russia' s discontinued support of the separatist regimes in Sukhumi and Tskhinvali. Immediately
after the downfall of the Abashidze regimein Ajaria, President Saakashvili announced that the Rus-
sian capital in the region was absolutely safe and promised the same for the Russian money invested
in Abkhazia when the republic returned to Georgia

Thepolicy that, on the one hand, offered Russiaalarge chunk of Georgia' seconomy in an effort
to pacify it and, on the other, presupposed integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures proved to be
contradictory to acertain extent and failed to removethe problemsin the countries’ bilateral relations.
Most of the facilities offered for privatization were bought by Russians, while political tension con-
tinued. Theissuesrelated to the conflict regions remained pending. The West found it hard to accept
Russia s economic plansin Georgia. For example, Gazprom, Russia’s main political tool, wanted to
buy Georgia s main gas pipeline; some people in the Georgian governments were |obbying its inter-
ests—but the Western experts and the United States were against this.®

Economic Sanctions Against Georgia

Those who accuse Georgia of anti-Russian provocations refer, first and foremost, to the deten-
tion of Russian servicemen suspected of spying.® The critics say that the noise and PR campaign that
accompanied the arrest were excessive. Thisis probably true—a small state should not produce alot
of noise. Russia’ s retaliation was inadequate in scope and duration. The sanctions are still in place;
they were introduced even before the Russian officers were arrested, and were not lifted when they
were transferred to Russia.

Russian politicians and experts are fond of saying that Georgia' s economy depends on M oscow
and that economic tools will “sober up” the country” or “bring pro-Russian people to power.” The
Russian Federation was Georgia' s main economic partner,® which made the blow very painful in-
deed.

Thiswas a stage-by-stage process: first the visaregime, then the Russian market was closed to
the main items of Georgia s export (fruit, herbs, mineral water, wine, and liquor), then the number of

8 Finally, Speaker of the Georgian Parliament Nino Burjanadze openly announced: “Any minister who starts talking
about privatization of the gas pipeline will be fired immediately,” while the U.S. Administration gave the Georgian authorities
enough money under the Millennium Program to restore the pipeline.

9 The accusations against the Russian servicemen channeled bilateral relationsin a different direction. “By accusing
the Russian servicemen of terrorism,” wrote Russian newspaper Kommersant on 25 July, 2005, “Georgia no longer ex-
pected bilateral relations to improve.” In actual fact, Georgian politicians said in chorus that they did not want confron-
tation with Russia and that they hoped the competent Russian services would help their Georgian colleagues to detain
those directly involved in planning and carrying out terrorist acts in Georgia (see: Akhali taoba (The New Generation),
28 July, 2005).

10 Between 1994 and 2003, trade turnover with Russia rose 5.6-fold: from $40 to 225 million. Georgian export in-
creased five-fold: from $14 to 75.5 million (see: Iveria, 6 August, 2004). On the whole, out of the total volume of export-
ed Georgian products worth $445 million, $76 million went to Russia, or 17 percent of the total. Seventy-five percent of
exported wine and 80 percent of exported mineral water went to Russia.
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Georgians allowed to work in Russia was cut back and illegal migrants were deported. These were
measures designed to create serious problems for the Georgian |eaders.

The Russian, Georgian, and Western media were quite open about the final goal: removal of
Mikhail Saakashvili. The Daily Telegraph of Britain wrote that Moscow’ s measures should be inter-
preted as an attempt to undermine Georgia s economy and remove President Saakashvili.! The plan
failed: the Georgian economy survived together with the president, who became even more popular.

On 22 January, 2007, President Putin restored diplomatic relations to their former scope by re-
turning Russian Ambassador Viacheslav Kovalenkoto Thilisi. Thistriggered talksin the Russian media
about Russia’ s defeat in economic warfare. Kommersant, for example, wrote that Putin changed his
mind about punishing Georgia because the sanctions proved useless and even made Georgia more
independent: “ The situation in Georgiaisnot as awful asMoscow would haveliked it to be” and “the
anti-Georgian campaign seriously undermined Russia’ simagein Georgiaand the West, aswell asthe
position of the pro-Russian paliticiansin Georgia. The population became even moreresolvedtojoin
NATO."12

The Georgian media pointed to the country’s serious losses: the deported Georgians, the Rus-
sian market closed to Georgian products, and the escal ated conflicts. Akhali taoba wrote: “L et ushope
that the return of Viacheslav Kovalenko will not be taken as Georgia s victory and Russia’ s retreat.
We all know that this was done because of big politics.” 3

Kommersant wrote that on 13 January, 2007 the RF Security Council decided the economic
sanctionswereinefficient and “the Kremlin’ s expectations that they would precipitate thefall of Saa-
kashvili and his Cabinet had proven wrong.”

Part of the Russian political and analyst community insists that Russia never wanted to remove
the Georgian president. Sergey Markov, Director of the Institute of Political Studies, has pointed out:
“The main aim of the economic sanctions was achieved.” He argued that they were intended to pre-
vent Georgia's possible military operations in South Ossetia.®® Other aims were also achieved: the
detained Russian officers were freed, the defense minister who “favored a military operation” was
fired, the belligerent rhetoric subdued, etc.

Chairman of the State Duma Committeefor the CI S Affairsand Rel ationswith Fellow Country-
men Abroad Andrey Kokoshin went asfar as saying that the economic sanctions had wakened up the
West and that “the Western partners were no longer pushing Georgia against Russia.” ¢

Contrary to the expectations, the economic sanctions were not lifted. Experts believe that there
is no hope of better relations with Russia and that both countries are suffering from this, however,
Georgiawas hit worse than Russia.

Former Foreign Minister of Georgialrakly Menagarishvili believesthat the confrontationisbeing
fed not so much by the subjective factors as by both countries' highly divergent devel opment vectors.
This means that until the Caucasian region acquires its final shape, relations will remain in turmoil.
The former foreign minister concluded: “ Russia should accept Georgia s Euro-Atlantic choice asfi-
nal and immutable. Georgia, inturn, should assure Russiathat itsmembershipin NATO will not dam-
age Russia sinterests.” Y

Today, Russia is not ready to accept Georgia's Euro-Atlantic bias and NATO membership;
domestic problems are adding to the tension between the two countries. Former Georgian Ambassa-

1 Seer Akhali versia (The New Version), 24-25 January, 2007.
12 Alia, 20-21 January, 2007; Akhali taoba, 20 January, 2007.
13 Akhali taoba, 20 January, 2007.

14 Kommersant, 19 January, 2007.

5 Rezonans, 25 January, 2007.

16 Akhali versia, 24-25 January, 2007.

17 24 saati, 7 March, 2007.
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dor to the Russian Federation Zurab Abashidze believesthat in view of the coming presidential elec-
tion, the Kremlin might need Georgia as an enemy. He is calling on the Georgian leaders to tread
cautiously in Moscow’ s direction in order to prevent new crises.

Thereisthe opinionin Georgiathat the Georgian leadersare profiting fromthetensionto acertain
extent. “The Russians need a Caucasian enemy, while the Georgians benefit from a non-European
enemy. If Russia did not exist, it would have been invented,” writes Ramaz Sakvarelidze. Giya
Khukhashvili agreeswith that: “ Thisconfrontation improved the persona ratingsof Mikhail Saakashvili
and Vladimir Putin, but damaged the situation in both countries.” 8

The economy is suffering because of the political confrontation, and Georgia’ slosses are much
greater: the country lost a capacious market and an important supplier of raw materials.

Today, Russiais out to show Georgia itsimportance by using economic tools; thisisdonein a
rude and even insulting way, which breeds nothing but the desire to move asfar as possible from this
country.

Georgia’'s Conditions
for Russa’'s WTO Membership

Russia’ s WTO membership isanother stumbling block in the two countries' bilateral relations:
tojoin it Russia needs Georgia' s consent, while the latter insists on Russia fulfilling its earlier self-
assumed obligationsto legalize the checkpoints on the Psou River (the Abkhazian stretch of the Geor-
gian-Russian border) and at the Roksky tunnel (the Osset stretch of the same border). Today, Russia
isusing the pointsto maintain contactswith the breakaway regimes. Georgiainsiststhat intheir present
form the checkpoints areillegal and that it should be allowed to send its customs services and border
guardsto man them. Foreign Minister of Georgia Gela Bezhuashvili has promised: “ By fulfilling this
condition Russiawill remove Georgia s objections to its WTO membership.”°

The Georgianleadersarevery firm: if the conditionsare not fulfilled, Thilisi will never agreeon
Russiajoining the WTO. Russia, in turn, seems absolutely unmoved: Russia believesthat it will join
the WTO without Georgia' s consent—thelatter’ s position will simply beignored. It is hoped that the
United States and the West, which want to see Russiain the WTO, will put pressure on Georgia

Some Georgian experts are puzzled by the Georgian leaders' position on Russia sWTO mem-
bership. Instead, they think, Georgia should stress the point of returning to the Russian market rather
than concentrating on the checkpoints, which Russia would never accept.

The Georgian leadersintend to stick to their guns. Thisisarigid position, however, it hasmoved
the key problem to the forefront. Thilisi wants Moscow to demonstrate with practical steps that it
recognizes Georgia sterritorial integrity. Whether the republic can defend its position isanother matter.

“Russa Wants to See Georgia
a Neutral State”

When removing its military bases from Georgia, Russiatried to obtain the promise that no for-
eign bases would appear on itsterritory in the future; the Russian leaders even wanted to include this

8 | bidem.
19 24 saati, 26 January, 2007.
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obligation in the framework agreement between the two countries. In December 2005, a representa-
tive of the Russian embassy in Georgia told the ITAR-TASS agency that the text had been agreed
upon, apart from the point under which Georgia pledged not to deploy foreigntroopsonitsterritory.?
The Georgians were dead set against this, but agreed to ask the parliament to vote on a ban on the
deployment of foreign military facilities on Georgian territory.

Thiswasclosely followed by aworsening of relations once more and suspension of thetalks. On
6 February, 2007, after returning to Thilisi, Russian Ambassador Kovalenko called a press confer-
ence, which was broadcast to Moscow. The most memorable of his statements was: “Russiawantsto
see Georgiaaneutral state.”# For the local experts, this sounded like nothing short of an ultimatum.?

Viacheslav Kovalenko pointed out that Georgiahad the unique chance to become aneutral state
because “it has no belligerent neighbors” and went on to say: “Russia has no egotistical interestsin
Georgia, Abkhazia, or South Ossetia,” “ neutrality should not beinterpreted asrestrictions on contacts
with the West,” Georgiawould profit from neutrality, said he, it was a great advantage, which many
countries sought and from which they profited.

This statement, which was not accompanied by any suggestions regarding the most burning is-
sues, caused a negative response. Aslong as Russia continues to support the separatist regimes and
avoid any practical steps toward restoring Georgid' s territorial integrity, it will not succeed in pre-
venting Georgia sNATO membership. From timeto timethe Georgian |eaders state that Georgiawill
never abandon its course toward the Alliance—maost of the opposition agreeswith them on this point.

Will Russia Take the “Risky Step”?

The devel opmentsin the Caucasus might be closely related with what happensin Kosovo. Rus-
sian officials stated long ago that if Kosovo acquires its independence in disregard of Serbia's posi-
tion, this will become a precedent to be applied to the post-Soviet conflicts in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia. Certain Russian political analysts have been urging the Russian leaders to do this.

Georgian experts think thismight prove “too risky”—the repercussions will be hard to predict.
Georgian-Russian relations will become even worse: foreign political observers and scientists agree
that the peak of bilateral tensionis still to come.?*

Itishighly nalveto believethat, after taking Abkhaziaand the Tskhinvali Region from Georgia,
Russia will be pacified enough to sort things out with “the rest of Georgia” in acivilized way. The
victory of Russia spolicy in the breakaway regions will totally discredit the Western orientation not
only in Georgia, but also across the Southern Caucasus and will spell the defeat of American, and
Western, policy in the post-Soviet South.

Had peacekeepers other than Russian been stationed in the separatist regions, Sukhumi and Tskhin-
vali would have been much more pliable and progressin the desired direction much more noticeable.

2 See: Rezonans, 1 December, 2005.

2 “Rossia khotela by videt” Gruziu neytral’ noy stranoy,” available at [http://www.regnum.ru/news/778077.html],
6 February, 2007.

22 See: 24 saati, 7 February, 2007.

% |bidem.

24 See, for example, an article by Lithuanian political scientist Saulus Lebauskas, in which he predicted an armed
conflict between Georgia and Russia in 2008 (Delfi, 21 June, 2007).
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is arelatively small country. Its natural

riches are limited to gold and water re-
sources; other than that it has nothing to offer on
the global and regional scale, which explainsits
insignificant geopolitical weight. Tucked away in
acorner of theregion, itisisolated fromthemain
routes of Asian freight turnover and itsmountains
make transit unprofitable (especially compared
with its neighbors).

It cannot deal on an equal footing with its
large neighbors—Kazakhstan, China, and Uz-
bekistan; potential investors prefer to keep away
from the region with its unstable or potentially
unstable countries, such as Afghanistan and Uz-
bekistan. The image of a backward country,
fromwhichitscitizensareleaving in hundreds
of thousandsto seek employment el sewhere and
which isshort of skilled workers, does nothing
to attract money to the Kyrgyz economy. Its
economic environment—closed to foreign in-
vestors and non-transparent because of corrup-
tion and clientelism—can hardly tempt real
money.

Thecountry’ sgeopolitical situationishigh-
ly disadvantageous, partly because of outsidefac-
tors on which the Kyrgyz elite, no matter what
shapeitisin, has no influence. The country isan

B y Central Asian standards, Kyrgyzstan

obvious regional, Eurasian, and even Asian pe-
riphery.

However, in keeping with Mackinder’ sthe-
ory of the Heartland as applied to Central Asia,?
people are apt to believe that the country’ s situa-
tion is not hopeless. This looks like an exercise
in wishful thinking.

| have undertaken here to explain how the
Kyrgyz leaderstried to respond to the geopoliti-
cal developmentsand to trace the dynamicsof the
relations with the former Center, very much af-
fected by a certain amount of latent momentum
in their bilateral relations. The larger part of the
local eliteregards Russiaasacenter of gravity that
could and should be consulted. Seen from Mos-
cow, the Kyrgyz capital lookslikethe center of a
former Soviet republic, that is, on the periphery
of itssphere of influenceto betreated, because of
its obvious weakness, with a certain amount of
condescension. This approach shaped a certain
type of relations and contributed, albeit indirect-
ly, to certain obstacles and problems.

+ On Kyrgyzstan's geopolitical situation, see, for ex-
ample: M. Suiunbaev, “Kyrgyzstan: A Geopolitical Por-
trait,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 1 (31), 2005.

2 See: S. Matikeeva, “Mackinder’'s Legacy: Was It a
Prophesy?” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 4 (34),
2005.

The article has been prepared within the MSM0021620841 “ Rozvoj ceské spolecnosti v EU: vyzvy a rizika.” The
author expresses his gratitude to the Bishkek Institute for Public Policy, which organized and financed his studies in Kyr-

gyzstan in March 2007.
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The Trends and
Turns of Kyrgyzstan's
Foreign Policy

For the reasons described above, the country’ s choice of foreign policy maneuversisvery lim-
ited, but former President Akaev, who dedicated much more time to and poured more effortsinto his
country’sforeign policy than the republic’s Foreign Ministry, tried to create the best possible image
of his small state worldwide. This approach laid the foundation for several foreign policy program
documents, the Silk Road Diplomacy among them, authored by the president himself.?

Themultivector nature of the country’ sforeign policy wasthe linchpin on which everything else
hinged: the republic recognized the interests of several countries (particularly Russia, China, and the
U.S) in Central Asia; and sustainable relations with neighbors formed another foreign policy corner-
stone. Kyrgyzstan orientated itself toward the CI S countries as marketsfor its products. They, prima-
rily Russia, were the guarantors of the republic’s security, even though the potential of such guaran-
teeswasin doubt. The CIS countries, particularly Kazakhstan and Russia, “import” alarge number of
Kyrgyz workers, which is reducing social tension inside the country.

The possibility of working together with the devel oped states (the EU, U.S., and Japan) in antic-
ipation of financial aid wastreated asapriority. Infact, in the early years of independence, President
Akaev created avery positiveimage of hisrepublic abroad, which opened accessto all sorts of grants
from these countries. It was at that time that local and foreign NGOs started mushrooming in the re-
public in numbers unrivaled elsewhere in the region. Aspersions may be cast on the ways the money
was used or the efficiency of the international organizationsthemselves, yet on the whole the money
flow was an obviously positive phenomenon.

Among the other main Central Asian actors, Chinais critically important for Kyrgyzstan be-
cause of considerable commercial immigration from Chinaand Chinese investments and grants. Re-
cently China has also been offering different kinds of loansin order to attract Kyrgyzstan.*

The Silk Road Diplomacy presupposes the republic’ s involvement in building the architecture
of regional integration. Its membership in al the Central Asian integration structures (the CSTO,
Customs Union/EurAsEC, and SCO) isexpected to reinforce therepublic’ sinternational position. The
republic’s membership in the WTO and Customs Union (which it joined simultaneously)® fulfilled
one of the key political tasks formulated by President Akaev.

The republic used America’ sfast infiltration into the region in thefall of 2001 in its own inter-
ests, but the deployment of the American military at the Manas airport caused a veritable storminthe
public and the local media;® the SCO members did not remain passive onlookers either.

The other foreign policy vectors are relatively weak even though the republic’s foreign policy
doctrine treated the Middle East and Southeast Asia as priorities.

3 See: A. Akaev, “Diplomatia sholkovogo puti. Proshloe i nastoiashchee Velikogo Sholkovogo puti.” The text ap-
peared on the site of the Foreign Ministry of Kyrgyzstan as an official document of the country’s foreign policy, available
at [http://www.mfa.kg/index_ru.php?section=& article=37], 10 August, 2004.

4 See: M.S. Imanaliev, “Kyrgyzsko-kitayskie otnoshenia na sovremennom etape,” Rukopisi |nstituta obshchestven-
noy politiki, August 2006.

5 See: K. Isaev, “ Vostok—delo tonkoe,” ili Litso kyrgyzskoy vlasti glazami ochevidtsa, TAS, Bishkek, 2006,
pp. 113-115.

5 The local public treats the American base and the Russian base that appeared in the country two years later differ-
ently. While the Americans are treated with a share of caution, the Kant airbase is viewed positively. Any blunder of the
American servicemen causes indignation, while the Russians are willingly tolerated. In fact, so far they look like “ours.” For
more on the military aspects of the relations between Kyrgyzstan and the United States, see: M. Kazakpaev, “U.S.-Kyr-
gyzstan: Partners in Different Weight Divisions,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 3 (39), 2006.
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Kyrgyzstan is pursuing two main foreign policy courses. The first is the Russia-Central Asia-
Chinavector; all of them aretherepublic’ smaintrade partners, to which the republic sellsits products
and workforce. Despite its obvious attractions, this course has its shady sides (the far from simple
relations with the Central Asian neighbors, China s and Russia’s policies, which can be described as
post-colonialist, and the contradictions between these two key regional actors).

The second course, which involvesdistant, but no lessimportant players, isformed by the EU
(+ OSCE), the U.S., and Japan. They have not yet acquired definite interests in the region (thisis
especially true in the case of Europe), yet they may serve as a counterweight to the first course.”
The former president favored a policy of mutual complementarity of the great powers in Central
Asia® Balancing isfairly tricky: the gap between the two courses has become dangerously wide.
Recently, the close, not distant (and not always reliable), neighbors have stepped up their involve-
ment in the country, which made its foreign and domestic policy alittle bit “ schizophrenic.” The
republic is making many promises right and left at present in order to remain everyone' s ally: this
iscosting it its partners’ confidence.®

Political and Diplomatic Relations

Bilateral relations between sovereign Kyrgyzstan and Russia began in June 1991 when Boris
Yeltsin arrived in Bishkek to sign an agreement on the principles of interstate relations between the
Kyrgyz Republic and the R.S.F.S.R.2> A year later, in June 1992, the countries signed a standard in-
terstatetreaty.'* The permanent representation office of Kyrgyzstan in Moscow became the Embassy
of theKyrgyz Republic.’? In September 1992, Russiareci procated with opening its embassy in Bishkek.
Diplomatic relations became even wider when, on 1 January, 2002, the Russian Federation opened its
General Consulate in Osh. Kyrgyzstan opened a similar office in Ekaterinburg, the republic’s very
important economic partner and a center of attraction for its workforce.

Political contactsand summitsarefrequent: official and working visits of Kyrgyzstan' s premier
and president arealmost annual affairs; Kyrgyz diplomatsvisit Russiamore often than any other country
of the world.

After 2000 when Vladimir Putin became president, the contacts at the top level became even
more frequent. The Russian president paid much more attention to the other Central Asian countries
(Uzbekistan in particular), yet Kyrgyzstan became Russia' s strategic ally.*®

7 See: L. Imanalieva, “The Main Results of the Democratic Reforms and Foreign Policy in Kyrgyzstan during Its
Years of Independence,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 6 (12), 2001, p. 82.

8 See: A. Shumilin, “Rossiai Tsentral’naia Azia: vzaimnoe pritiazhenie,” Global Affairs.ru, available at [http://
www.globalaffairs.ru/live/article.asp?rubric_id=1478&id=4448& region_id=1299#], 18 February, 2004.

9 1n 2005-2006, the American base issue was atypical example of this: on the one hand, in 2005, the SCO countries
(Kyrgyzstan among them) demanded in Astana that America should remove its troops from the region; on the other, Kyr-
gyzstan could not reject the much higher rent.

0 For the text of the treaty see: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudarstv (90-e gg.
XX v.). Shornik dokumentov i materialov, Compiled and authored by G.A. Rudov, ed. by V.M. Ploskikh, Ilim, Bishkek, 2001,
pp. 33-38.

1 Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance Between the Kyrgyz Republic and the Russian Federa-
tion of 10 June, 1992. For the text of the treaty see: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. |storia vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudar stv
(90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 40-45.

12 See: “Protokol ob ustanovlenii diplomaticheskikh otnosheniy mezhdu Rossiiskoy Federatsiey i Kyrgyzskoi Respub-
likoy, Kiev, 20 marta 1992 g.,” in: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudarstv (90-e gg. XX v.),
p. 39.

13 This should not be overestimated: Russia acquired many “strategic partners.” Strategic partnership with Kyrgyzstan
was officialy registered in Art 1 of the Declaration of Perpetual Friendship, Allied Relations and Partnership between the
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Thekey event of Vladimir Putin’ sfirst presidential term was hisvisit to Kyrgyzstan in October
2003, when the Russian airbase of the CSTO Collective Rapid Deployment Forces was opened.'*

The results of diplomatic relations were less impressive than their intensity. The declarations
weremerewords, while Russiaturned out to be an unreliable partner: during the events of spring 2005
when Askar Akaev stepped up diplomatic activity®® in the hope of enlisting Moscow’ s support, the
|atter was already investigating the opposition’ s potential and tilling the soil for alternative develop-
ments.

Following the events of March 2005, the former president and his family were granted asylum
in Russia, but Moscow was talking about relations with the new people in Kyrgyzstan.'® This was
easy: under President Bakiev, the pro-Russian vector of the republic’s foreign policy became more
pronounced. In 2005, even more Kyrgyz del egates visited M oscow; the country’ sleaders coordinated
with Russia everything that was said about the American base in 2006.

Thismeansthat in two yearsthe multi-vector balance of the country’ sforeign policy wastipped;
the United States, asone of theimportant components, lost itsposition.*” The republic was drawn into
Russia’ s orbit, something that the public also wanted.

Relations
in the Military Sphere

Relations between Kyrgyzstan and Russia in the security sphere are close enough; Kyrgyzstan
inherited all the military equipment stationed in its territory by the time the Soviet Union ceased to
exist, which means that the CIS borders with the outside world were still manned by Russian border
guards.’® They remained there until 1999 when Kyrgyzstan finally negotiated their withdrawal .*® This
was not the end: an operational group of Russia’ sborder guards stayed behind to train thelocal border
guard service.® Russiaretained the Test Base of Anti-Submarine Equipment of the RF Navy on Lake
Issyk Kul and the navy communications center in the settlements of Spartak and Chaldovar.?

Russian Federation and the Kyrgyz Republic of 27 July, 2000 signed in Moscow (see: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimoot-
nosheniy suverennykh gosudarstv (90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 167-173).

14 See: Diplomaticheskiy vestnik, November 2003.

5 See: Kommersant, 21 January, 2005. Askar Akaev took part in the celebrations of Moscow State University’s
250 anniversary and was present at the reception in the Kremlin.

16 See: “Feliks Koulov: Rossia—nash Iuchshiy drug, a druzey nel’ zia meniat. Pervyi vitse-premier Kirgizii,” Kom-
mersant, No. 95 (3179), 27 May, 2005, available at [http://www.centrasia.ru/news2.php4?st=1117169460], 1 June, 2005.

17|t should be said in this connection that Russia took prompt advantage of the worsened attitude of the Kyrgyz public
toward America’s military presence in the republic. The demonstrative transfer of old aircraft after the incident at the Manas
airport was presented as an act of friendship between Russia and Kyrgyzstan.

18 Seer “ Soglashenie mezhdu Rossiiskoy Federatsiey i Kyrgyzskoi Respublikoy o statuse pogranichnykh voysk Ros-
siiskoy Federatsii, nakhodiashchikhsia na territorii Kyrgyzskoi Respubliki, ot 9 oktiabria 1992 g.,” “Dogovor mezhdu Ros-
siiskoy Federatsiey i Kyrgyzskoi Respublikoy o sotrudnichestve v voennoy oblasti, ot 5 iulia 1993 g.,” in: Kyrgyzstan i
Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudarstv (90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 76-79.

19 Seer “ Soglashenie mezhdu Pravitel’ stvom Rossiiskoy Federatsii i Pravitel’ stvom Kyrgyzskoi Respubliki o poriadke
peredachi Kyrgyzskoi Respublike pod okhranu uchastkov ee gosudarstvennoy granitsy, okhraniaemykh Federal’ noy pogran-
ichnoy sluzhboy Rossiiskoy Federatsii, ot 17 iulia 1999 g.,” available at [http://www.businesspravo.ru/Docum/
DocumShow_DocumlD_84308.html], 10 August, 2004.

2 See: “Soglashenie mezhdu Kyrgyzskoy Respublikoy i Rossiiskoy Federatsiey o sotrudnichestve po pogranichnym
voprosam (Bishkek, 17 June, 1999). Prilozhenie: Polozhenie o poriadke finansirovania Operativnoy gruppy Federal’ nykh
pogranichnykh sil RF v Kyrgyzskoy Respublike,” in: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudar stv
(90-e gg. XX Vv.), pp. 154-165 (see also: D. Fayzullaev, “Rossia-Kirghizia: ekonomicheskoe sotrudnichestvo nabiraet oboro-
ty,” Azia i Afrika segodnia, No. 10, 2005, p. 33.

21 See: “ Soglashenie mezhdu Rossiiskoy Federatsiey i Kyrgyzskoy Respublikoy o poriadke ispol’ zovania rossiiskikh
voennykh ob’ektov naterritorii Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki i statuse voennosluzhashchikh V ooruzhennykh sil Rossiyskoy Fed-
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The war in Afghanistan and the ensuing American presence in Kyrgyzstan forced Russia to
“discover” idling Soviet military infrastructure in the republic.

Bishkek intended to host the SCO structures, particularly the antiterrorist center, but Chinaand
Russia preferred to have Tashkent as the host site.

In Kyrgyzstan, Russialimited its military activitiesto the CSTO; the agreement on the Russian
airbase in Kant was the key event of this cooperation.?? Moscow found it profitable to use the base
that formally belonged to the CSTO: it could demand itsfree use. The results of the 2005-2006 meet-
ingsof thetwo presidents presupposethat the basewill be expanded: sofar, Russia’ spresenceisminimal
and its military importance is negligible. The base serves to demonstrate Russia s force.

Moscow allowed Kyrgyzstan—and all the other CSTO members—to buy military vehiclesand
equipment at Russia’ s domestic prices. In fact, thisisthe structure’ s main integration factor, through
which Russia “subsidizes’ its members’ loyalty. In 2004 alone, Russia supplied Kyrgyzstan with
military equipment totaling $2.3 million.»

At first glance, military cooperation between Russia and Kyrgyzstan looks active enough, but
the real results are much more modest. In Russia's case, thisis the base in Kant. Russia’ s air forces
will be much less useful in the event of areal threat in the form of small groups of Islamic terrorists
acting in Kyrgyzstan. In Kyrgyzstan's case, the Russian base makes up for the absence of itsown air
force. Inthisway, Russiais cementing its regional status on a highly advantageous basis (at the ex-
pense of the CSTO).

The Economic Component of
Mutual Reations

The economic reformsin Kyrgyzstan and Russiawere carried out according to the recommen-
dations of the International Monetary Fund and caused the most profound economic collapse in the
CIS.% The revival that began in 1995 was cut short by Russia's default of August 1998. From that
time on, Kyrgyzstan became much less dependent on the Russian market than before—Moscow is
till the most important, yet not dominant, partner. The plummeting purchasing power of the local
people attracted cheap Chinese products. The opening of agold mining enterprise in Kumtor (on the
south shore of Lake Issyk Kul), which extracts up to 17 tons of gold mainly bought by Switzerland,
was a very important event against afairly discouraging background.®

Therepublic’s state debt to Russia plays an important rolein bilateral relations. In 1992-1993,
under bilateral agreements, Russia issued Kyrgyzstan loans totaling $272 million to buy Russian
raw materials, machinery, and equipment.? Inthelatter half of the 1990s, Kyrgyzstan received more

eratsii v Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki, ot 5 iulia 1993 g.,” in: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gos-
udarstv (90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 80-87.

2 |ntergovernmental Agreement on the Status and the Conditions of Deployment of the Russian Base in the Terri-
tory of the Kyrgyz Republic of 22 September, 2003. Ratified and enacted on 11 August, 2005.

2 See: Akipress.org, 26 April, 2004.

% The GDP level of 1994 is estimated at 63 percent lower than in 1990 (see: N.A. Volgina, M.S. Gafarly, Sozhnosti
i protivorechia perekhoda k sovremennoy rynochnoy ekonomike. Postsovetskaia Tsentral’ naia Azia. Poteri i obretenia,
Vostochnaia literature Publishers, Moscow, 1998, p. 321). About Kyrgyzstan's economy see: L. Tchantouridze, “Kyrgyzstan
at a Crossroads: Facing the Economic Causes of the Tulip Revolution,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 4 (40), 2006.
For an overview of the Kyrgyz economy see: G. Gleason, Markets and Politics in Central Asia: Structural Reform and
Political Change, Routledge/Curzon, London, 2003, pp. 65-81.

% See: Vneshniaia torgovlia stran SNG 2003, Mezhgosudartvennyi statistichekiy komitet SNG, Moscow, 2004, p. 232.

% See: Vneshniaia zadolzhennost’ stran-chlenov SNG; sostoianie, dinamika, perspektivy, IMEPO RAS, Moscow,
1998, p. 31.
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loans of atechnical nature to be spent on renovating the aircraft fleet of Kyrgyz State Airlines, on
equipment for the Bishkek thermal power plant, and on textbooks for Russian-language schools.
The money was sguandered due to the incompetence of the local bureaucrats and corruption.?” In
thisway, Moscow increased the republic’ s dependence on the Russian products, at |east in the spheres
that particularly interested Moscow. The treaties allowed Russia to use credits to put pressure on
Bishkek.

Under the new treaties signed in March 1996, Russia should have acquired the shares of sev-
eral Kyrgyz enterprises as part of the republic’ srestructured state debt.?? Theissueis still pending.
In 2000, Russia restructured Kyrgyzstan's state debt by writing off $40 million and postponing
payment of therest. According to the statements coming from Moscow, however, this practice will
be discontinued.®

After 2000, Russian investments have been rising every year from practically nothing to several
million dollars.*® Wimm-Bill-Dann made the largest contribution to the Kyrgyz economy: it bought
and refurbished the Bishkeksut plant, and the products are exported to neighboring countries (South
Kazakhstan).®* In 2003-2004, Russian investmentsin the republic’ s economy remained stable at alevel
of about $11 million.*

Asin Tgjikistan, energy in Kyrgyzstan too is one of the key branchesin which Russian compa-
niesareinterested. RAO UESwas expected to finish building the Kambarat-1 and Kambarat-2 hydro-
power stations; the corresponding agreement was signed in January 2004.% Nothing has happened so
far because of the Russian side’ s vague intentions to study the situation at the facilities. The fact that
both hydropower stations were removed from the Law on the Special Status of the Toktogul Hydro-
power Stations passed by the republic’s parliament in June 2007 may radically change the situation:
Russian business might lose the right to complete the projects.®

Energy suppliesto the Russian market started in 2003 were suspended; the talksresumed in 2007
arestill underway.®® To becomearegional energy power, Kyrgyzstan should first attract huge foreign
investments; the talks about building power linesdid not begin until 2006.% Asdistinct from Tgjikistan,

2" See: K. Isaev, op. cit., pp. 89-110.

2 The Russian side should have received shares of the Kyrgyz chemical-metallurgical concern in the Kemin District,
car engines, a joint-stock company, and part of the Kyrgyzkabel plant together with the Bishkek car assembly plant (see:
“Soglashenie mezhdu Pravitel’ stvom Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki i Pravitel’stvom Rossiiskoy Federatsii o sotrudnichestve v
oblasti elektroenergetiki, ot 28 marta 1996 g.,” “ Soglashenie mezhdu Pravitel’ stvom Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki i Pravitel’ stvom
Rossiiskoy Federatsii o restrukturizatsii zadolzhennosti Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki po gosudarstvennym kreditam, predostav-
lennym Rossiiskoy Federatsiey, ot 28 marta 1996 g.,” in: Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gos-
udarstv (90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 412-414, 442-444, respectively).

2 See: “Rossia ne spishet dolgi bedneyshim stranam,” Centrasia, 8 March, 2007, available at [http://www.centrasia.ru/
newsA .php4?st=1173414420], 9 March, 2007.

%0 Russia invests much less than other countries: in the first nine months of 2006, Russia was the sixth in terms of
volume of direct investments; its share in the total flow of direct investments being about 3.5 percent, according to the pre-
liminary figures of the Bishkek National Institute of Statistics, available at [http://www.stat.kg/Rus/Home/express-
invest.html], 7 March, 2007.

31 |n 2002, the company invested about $7.5 million, bringing the total volume of Russia’s investments to $17 mil-
lion ayear (see: D. Fayzullaev, op. cit., p. 35).

32 See: Investitsii v Kyrgyzskoy Respublike 2002-2004 godov, The National Committee for Statistics of the Kyrgyz
Republic, Bishkek, 2005.

3 See: A. Bel’skiy, “Pokhod Chubaysa na VVostok,” Respublika, No. 4 (04), 3 September, 2004, p. 12; Press release
of RAO UES of 21 January, 2004, available at [http://www.rao-ees.ru/ru/pobeda_60/news/news/pr_archiv/show.
€gi?pr210104rap.htm], 7 March, 2007.

34 See: 24.kg, 19 June, 2007.

% 1n 2003, Kyrgyzstan exported 713.9 million kWh of electric power to Russia; in 2004, 1,800 million (see: Vnesh-
niaia torgovlia Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki 2002-2004, National Committee for Statistics of the Kyrgyz Republic, Bishkek, 2005,
pp. 110-111).

3% Rosatom of Russia, as well as the American AEC corporation, displayed an interest in the project (see: 24.kg In-
formation Agency, 26 June and 16 December, 2006).
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Kyrgyzstan failed to attract foreign investors to create a competitive environment for the fairly pas-
sive Russians.

Cooperation with Gazprom, which has been controlling gas deliveries from Uzbekistan to Kyr-
gyzstan since 2006, is very important for the republic.®”

The republic’s membership in the WTO (since 1998) has become a stumbling block in itsre-
lations with Russia. From the Kyrgyz point of view, the Customs Union (which Kyrgyzstan joined
in 1996) profited from the republic’s WTO membership, but it was interpreted by the countries of
the Customs Union as a violation of the Union’s principles. After joining the WTO, Kyrgyzstan
acquired the possibility of importing cheap goods from other WTO members (including China
and the Southeast Asian countries) and re-exporting them to “itsown” sales markets (Russiaand
Kazakhstan). Bishkek insiststhat it ishighly important to keep petty trade between Russiaand Kyr-
gyzstan alive because trade in Chinese, its own, and other goodsis of huge social importance for
Kyrgyzstan.®

In the economy, aswell asin politics, asymmetry is glaring.®*® Moscow is holding onto certain
economic toolsin the form of limiting Kyrgyz exportsto the Russian Federation. Kyrgyzstan cannot
respond in kind.

So far the Russian companies that enjoy political support are still in a very favorable position
whenit comestoinvestmentsin Kyrgyzstan. Ascompared withitsrival Tgjikistan, Kyrgyzstanismore
open from the point of view of access and communications.

So far, the Russian companies have failed to fulfill their promises, especialy in the politically
important spheres, of which energy is one. Pointing out their failure to obey the agreements and the
threat of inviting Central Asian rivals may help to change the situation.

Russians
in Kyrgyzstan

Russians cameto thevalleysof northern Kyrgyzstanin thelast third of the 19th century.®® From
the very beginning, there was an imbalance between the north and the south in this respect, which
explains why under Soviet power and in the post-Soviet period, the people in the north were much
more Russified than in the south. Today, thisisone of the psychological justifications of the country’s
division into the north and the south.

In the early 1990s, Kyrgyzstan, like its Central Asian neighbors, developed an open anti-Rus-
sian bias. Coupled with the ethnic conflict in the south, it created an outflow of Russians. In 1992-
1993, 104 and 110 thousand, respectively, left the country; the majority of them were skilled Rus-

8" M. Karayianni, “Russia’ s Foreign Policy for Central Asia Passes through Energy Agreements,” Central Asia and
the Caucasus, No. 4 (22), 2003, pp. 93-94. In actual fact, this purely theoretical mechanism failed to deliver Kyrgyzstan from
its dependence on its neighbor. Every year, the two countries have to settle problems in the sphere of gas deliveries: the
republic cannot pay for its gas on time.

% See: A. Elebaeva, “Migration in Post-Soviet Kyrgyzstan: Nature, Trends, and Types,” Central Asia and the Cau-
casus, No. 6 (18), 2002, p. 151.

39 On the whole, one can say that in the last few years the volume of trade with Russia has more than doubled. While
in 2000, Kyrgyz export to Russia reached the figure of $65 million, in 2004, it was nearly $138 million; the figures for import
are $132.6 and $293.7 million, respectively (see: Sotsial’ no-ekonomicheskoe razvitie Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki, National Com-
mittee for Statistics of the Kyrgyz Republic, Bishkek, 2006, pp. 110-113). Russia outstripped Switzerland, the largest im-
porter of Kyrgyz products.

40 On the eve of the 1917 revolution, there were over 92 thousand Russian-speaking people in the Pishpek and Przhev-
alsk uezds (nearly 40 percent of the total Russian population) (for more detail, see: G. Gorborukova, Russkaia diaspora v
Kyrgyzstane, Sham Publishers, Bishkek, 2003, pp. 12-48).
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sians. By the mid-1990s, the flow stabilized.** In 2004, there were 502 thousand Russiansin the re-
public, or 9.9 percent of thetotal population (the sharefor 1989 being 21.5 percent). Thetrend has not
yet been stemmed.*? The outflow increased after March 2005, even though the revolutionary events
were not anti-Russian at all.** Since 2005, latent nationalism has been mounting, which obviously
alarmed those who wanted to and could emigrate.

So far, everyday ethnic relations remain stable: the Russians have preserved their social and
materia status; asdistinct from Uzbekistan, where Russian job seekers are openly discriminated against,
thereisno discrimination inthis spherein Kyrgyzstan, with the exception of structures where knowl-
edge of the Kyrgyz languageisamust. This meansthat Russians are excluded from state offices, but,
as distinct from neighboring republics, they can still be seen in many departments. There is no dis-
crimination in the private sector dominated by the clans, which explains why there are aimost no
Russiansthere. Petty trade is still Russian, but Russians are in the minority there.

The Language,
Media, and Education
as the Outposts of
Russa’'s Influence

Thelocal Russians, the Russian language, education in Russian, the Russian media, and culture
are the key factors of Russia sinfluencein Kyrgyzstan.

In 1996, the Russian tongue was accepted as the means of communi cation among various ethnic
groups, in 1998, it becametherepublic’ sofficial language,* yet thisfailed to stem the exodus of highly
qualified Russian speakers. Sofar it remains unclear how thelaw can beappliedin practice.” Despite
the present state and use of the Russian language at the official and state level, it will gradually lose
itsimportance.

The media, particularly the electronic media, are one of the outposts of the Russian languagein
the republic: the Russian media are considered to be more influential. In book printing, the situation
ismorebalanced; Russian TV programs are broadcast acrossthe republic under corresponding agree-
ments*® and are very popular and influential. Kyrgyz TV has Russian-language programs too. Rus-
sian-language TV isvery popular becauseit employsthebest journalists; all theinfluential politicians
and economists always find time in their packed schedules to watch Russian programs.#” Commer-
ciadlsare also mainly in Russian.

4 See: A. Elebaeva, op. cit., p. 153.

42 Seer Sotsial’ no-ekonomicheskoe razvitie Kyrgyzskoy Respubliki, p. 118.

4 According to the Kyrgyz Committee for Statistics, in 2004-2005 25 thousand Russians moved from Kyrgyzstan
to Russia (see: G. Toralieva, “Russkie begut iz Kyrgyzstana. Ostalos men’ she 500 tysiach,” Gazeta.kg, 14 February, 2006,
available at [www.gazeta.kg], 16 February, 2006).

4 This status of the Russian language is limited to Kyrgyzstan and Belarus.

% See: Law on the State Language of the Kyrgyz Republic of 12 February, 2004, available at [http://www.eurasia-
mediaru/law/kr_o_gos yazyke.shtml], 7 March, 2007. Strangely enough, the Kyrgyz parliament used the Russian language
to discuss this law intended to raise the role of the Kyrgyz tongue.

4 See: “Soglashenie mezhdu Pravitel’ stvom Kyrgyszkoy Respubliki i Pravitel’stvom Rossiiskoy Federatsii o pori-
adke rasprostranenia program rossiiskikh teleradioveshchatel’ nykh organizatsiy na territorii KR, ot 28 marta 1996 g.,” in:
Kyrgyzstan i Rossia. Istoria vzaimootnosheniy suverennykh gosudarstv (90-e gg. XX v.), pp. 434-436.

4 For details of journalism in Kyrgyzstan see, for example: A. Sukhov, “Pressa luzhnogo Kyrgyzstana: problemy
zhurnalistskogo obrazovania,” in: Postsovetskie SMI. Ot propagandy k zhurnalistike, Kavkazskiy institut SMI, Y erevan,
2005, pp. 128-138.
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The Russian language dominates the sphere of secondary professional and higher education; in
primary and secondary schools, the share of the Russian language is limited to 15 percent; in higher
schools, about 67 percent of students prefer Russian asthe language of study.*® Urban dwellers prefer
Russian-language schoolsfor their children—in large cities demand is much higher than supply. The
BorisY eltsin Kyrgyz-Russian Slavic University set upin 1993 isone of the best and most desirable
higher educational establishmentsjudging by the number of young people competing for placesiniit;
about 1,000 Kyrgyz students obtain a higher education in Russia annually.>°

The situation in the mediaand education remainsfavorable for the Russian Federation; it seems
that the larger part of the political elite will remain Russian-oriented to a greater or lesser extent. The
Russian leaders may rest assured that no other cultural or linguistic environment will distract part of
the local population—the Russian culture has much deeper roots.

So far Russia has no strategy for profiting from this; it is commonly believed that there is no
need to bother and that Kyrgyzstan will remaintied to Russiaforever. Other countries, however, might
move in with more tempting measures.

Labor Migration

The Kyrgyz labor migrants in Russia, as well as labor migrants from other places, are mainly
petty tradersand workers. They sell their merchandisein M oscow, Ekaterinburg, and some of the other
Volgaand Siberian cities.®! They tradein Chinesetextiles, fruit, and vegetables. In 2007, their chanc-
eswerereduced to naught; this not only aroused doubts about the future of the newly introduced rules,
but may also undermine Russia' s prestige among the Central Asian workers and petty traders.>

Bilateral relations between the two countries and their images are greatly affected by labor
migration to the Russian Federation. The main markets of the Kyrgyz workforce copy the key fea-
tures of Kyrgyz trade. No one knows how many Kyrgyz guest workers there are in Russia: the
Ministry of the Interior supplied the figure of 25,000 with permanent addresses and 41,000 with
temporary registration.>® They have no bearing on reality: according to different sources, there are
between 150,000 and 1 million Kyrgyz working in Russia.®* The number of migrantsin Russiain-
creased when Kazakhstan (until that time amore attractive country) tightened the rules and deported
alarge number of Kyrgyz and Tqjik citizens.®®

In January 2007, Russia, in turn, changed theregistration rulesfor theforeign workforce and the
possibility of illegal employment became greatly reduced. Theoretically, the rights of Kyrgyzstan

® Thisisafairly stable trend; about 30 percent of studentsin higher educational establishments study in Kyrgyz (see:
“Obrazovanie i nauka v Kyrgyzskoy Respublike,” National Committee for Statistics of the Kyrgyz Republic, Bishkek, 2003,
p. 97).

4 This provision is envisaged by Art 22 of the Agreement on the Principles of Interstate Relations between the Kyrgyz
Republic and the R.S.F.S.R. of 21 June, 1991.

50 See: Rossiiskiy statisticheskiy ezhegodnik 2003, State Committee of the Russian Federation for Statistics, 2003,
p. 238. Over time, the number of students wishing to go to Russia will decrease. In 2001 about 300 students began study-
ing in Turkey (see: A. Elebaeva, op. cit.).

51 Distribution of labor migrants is best illustrated by the maps of the flights from Kyrgyzstan.

52 For what Aygul Ryskulova, head of the State Committee of the KR for Migration and Employment, has to say about
the problems of labor migration and new rules for guest workersin Russia, see: |A 24.kg, 11 January, 2007. By the end of
2007, it will be clear how much the Kyrgyz traders lost because of the new rules.

53 See: A. Elebaeva, “Labor Migration in Kyrgyzstan,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 3 (27), 2004, p. 81.

5 See: A. Elebaeva, “Migration in Post-Soviet Kyrgyzstan: Nature, Trends, and Types’; idem, A. Elebaeva, “Labor
Migration in Kyrgyzstan.” According to a population poll, the permanent population of Kyrgyzstan is 4.8 million.

% Interview of the present author with “shuttle traders” who travel between Ekaterinburg, Astana, and Bishkek, July
2002.
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citizens are protected by a set of interstate agreements.®® In practice, however, they are not protected
against the imperious Russian law and enforcers of order. On the other hand, the ordinary Russian
citizens' stereotype about the Kyrgyz differ from that about Tajiksor Uzbeks. Over time, xenophobia
and crimes against the Kyrgyz will greatly damage Russia’s positive image in Kyrgyzstan.

Moscow may use the factor of labor migration and the threat of itslimitation to put pressure on
the Central Asian republics, and Kyrgyzstanin particular, even though this may misfire. Thisstrategy
may positively affect

(1) thelocal population’sideas about Russia and

(2) the degree to which Kyrgyzstan and the other Central Asian states become dependent on
Russia.

Thiswould promote its interests in the region better than the military bases.

Any Kyrgyzstan government should take into account the migrant issue for keeping social ten-
sionin check. Theleaders should oppose Russia s effortsto limit migration, which will also limit the
outflow of workforceto Russia. The phenomenon of labor migration can be described asan important
factor of the two countries’ relations.

Conclusion

Throughout the post-Soviet period, Russia s presence and influencein Kyrgyzstan hasremained
stable. The country’s economic dependence on Moscow and the local peopl€e’s positive attitude to-
ward Russiaaretwo favorablefactorsfrom the viewpoint of the Russian Federation. From Kyrgyzstan's
viewpoint, the RFisstill the main sales market and the only “window to the West;” other powershave
still to acquire all the positive factors that help Russia to keep the republic in its orbit.

Likethe Central Asian countries, Russiaproved unableto usetheserelative advantages. Expen-
siveand allegedly important steps, aswell asthe support of expensive, eventhough important, projects
are preferred to less impressive plansin labor migration, education, culture, etc.

After the March 2005 events, the new Kyrgyzstan leaders confirmed their pro-Russian orienta-
tion: they proved even more loyal than President Akaev and his multi-vector policy.

Inthefuturetoo, Kyrgyzstan will haveto reckon with the Russian factor, taking into account the
Russian-speaking people, the fact that the local people treat the RF as “ours,” and the hundreds of
thousands of Kyrgyz working in Russiato earn what their own government will not be ableto ensure
them for along time to come.

Despite the above, Moscow should keep in mind that its advantages are temporary and that it
cannot remain alifebelt indefinitely. Other global and regional powers—China, the U.S., and Kazakh-
stan—are building up their influence in Central Asia.

% See: The Treaty between the Russian Federation and the Kyrghyz Republic on the Legal Status of the Citizens of
the Russian Federation Permanently Living on the Territory of the Kyrghyz Republic and the Citizens of the Kyrghyz Re-
public Permanently Living on the Territory of the Russian Federation of 13 October, 1995, available at [http://www.
businesspravo.ru/Docum/DocumShow_DocumID_35203.html], 12 July, 2004. The treaty did not come into force until
6 January, 2001.
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Russia’ s most devoted and stable geopolit-

ical alliesin the post-Soviet space. Never-
theless, there have been both warming up and
cooling off periods in the history of Russian-
Tajik relations, and they are fraught with a
number of stumbling blocks, ulterior motives,
and rather acute contradictions. So, acloser look
revealsthat the future of Russian-Tgjik relations
is not as surefire and problem-free as it may

T ajikistan is traditionally considered one of

appear, at least, inthelong term. The main thing
to be figured out is what are the predominating
problems and trendstoday in the devel opment of
the rel ations between the two countries and how
will they affect the future? Will Tagjikistan re-
main an outpost of Russian foreign policy inthe
Central Asianregion, or will it gradually distance
itself from Russia, turning into an independent
geopolitical player or satellite for other region-
al and world powers?

A View of Russan-Tagjik Relations
from Russa—
From Democratic Idealism
to the Triumph of
Geopolitical Pragmatism

In 1991, after the Soviet Union collapsed and the former Soviet republics paraded their sover-
eignty, for sometime, the Russian government regarded the eventsgoing onin Tajikistan asastruggle
with the remnants of the communist past. Democrats, people from the Democratic Russia movement
who had made their careers during the struggle with Gorbachev and suppression of the August coup
of 1991, still predominated in President Y eltsin’s close circle at that time. The Russian democratsin
power openly lobbied the interests of the Tajik opposition, with the leaders of which they enjoyed
closerelations since as early as perestroikatimes. In so doing, most of them genuinely believed that
new Russia’ s future lay in eradicating the old communist elites and establishing democratic condi-
tionsthroughout the post-Soviet expanse. The group of so-called great power nationalists represented
by professional government officials and employees of the national security and defense ministries
were against thisformul ation of Russia sforeign policy inthe post-Soviet space. Asaresult, Russia' s
policy toward Tajikistan was essentially paralyzed for several months, when the political leadership
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(atleast asignificant part of it) lobbied theinterests of the Tajik opposition, and the national security and
defense employees, particularly at thelocal level (in theform of border guards and the 201st motorized
rifle division), openly supported the pro-government Peopl€e’ s Front.

The situation did not begin to change until thefall of 2002, when the viewpoint of the great power
nationalists ultimately took the upper hand in the Russian |eadership. In October of the sameyear, the
Russian Federation moved toward open political and military support of the pro-government forces,
which brought about the rapid defeat of the opposition by the beginning of 2003.

Since that time, Russia' s foreign policy not only in Tajikistan, but also in the other CIS coun-
trieswas formed under the influence and with the direct participation of the great power nationalists,
whose viewpoint was distinguished by exclusive pragmatism. The emphasis was not placed on the
ideology of aparticular regime or post-Soviet leader, but on their geopolitical orientation and attitude
toward the Russian Federation. In this respect, clearly communist and leftist movements, which did
not hide their nostalgiafor the united past and had a negative attitude toward both the Islamic world
and Western civilization, ever frequently becamethe natural “allies’ of Russia sforeign policy inthe
former Soviet republics.

Of course, thetransition to “ stark” pragmatism did not come about overnight, rather it took sev-
eral years. During Y eltsin’ s time, the momentum of the past was still in effect, which was expressed
in regarding the CI S states as a natural continuation, akind of inheritance new Russia had acquired
from the united Soviet and imperial past. Correspondingly, military-economic assistance and indul-
gences to the former Union fraternal states were still perceived for arelatively long time by both the
giving and receiving sides as something that went without saying. It wasonly afew yearslater that the
Russian leadership began making full use of the economic levers at their disposal to ensure the pro-
Russian orientation of the post-Soviet power regimes.

But it was not until President Putin came to power that full priority was placed on pragmatism
when determining Russia’ s geopolitical alliesand adversaries. Today, as distinct from the past, prag-
matism is essentially openly declared when defining the goals, interests, and priorities of Russia's
foreign policy.

The same strictly pragmatic approach is used with respect to Tajikistan asit iswith the other
ClScountries: for the Russian Federation, it isimportant that Tajikistan, likethe other Central Asian
states, remains in the zone of Russia’ sinfluence. Russiafindsit totally unacceptable that military
bases of third countries, primarily those representing the Western bloc and NATO, are present in
Tajikistan. In so doing, the Russian viewpoint is based not so much on political, as on economic
considerations.

Today, oneof Russia skey prioritiesistolink all the transport routes (including the shipment of
energy resources) to the Russian Federation, as well as to prevent the opening of alternative routes
that bypass Russian territory. The reasons for this are as follows.

m First, the Russian budget receives significant dividends for the transit of goods and freight
from Central Asiato Europe and back. For Tgjikistan, on the other hand, which is essentially
inageopolitical and transport impasse, Russian transitisin factitsonly accessto the Western
markets: the bulk of Tajik import and export, primarily energy resource deliveriesto the re-
public, passes through Russia. It goes without saying that if new transportation routes by-
passing the Russian Federation do indeed open (such as the railroad branch that is planned
from Tajikistan to Iran through Afghanistan), the Russian budget will be deprived of millions
of dollars.

! See: M. Pirogovskiy, “Bol’ shoe gazovoe ob’ edinenie, Kaspiyskiy truboprovod dostalsia Rossii,” available at [http://
www.global rus.ru/comments/783920/].
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m Second, the Central Asian energy resource market has acquired agreater, even strategic, sig-
nificance for Russia. At present, Russian energy companies, for example, Gazprom, deliver
gas and ail to the West at high prices, and the shortage of energy sources on the domestic
market iscompensated for by purchasing cheaper energy resourcesin the Central Asian coun-
tries. If European consumersgain direct accessto the Central Asian market, and local suppli-
ers can raise the price of the energy resources delivered to Russia, the entire system, which
had been developing for years and been extremely profitable for the Russian budget, would
be destroyed. Moreover, if this happens, it will be much more difficult for the Russian Fed-
erationto fulfill its plansto become aworld energy power that essentially has monopoly over
the delivery of energy resourcesto the EU countries, that is, to solve the geopolitical task that
currently forms the backbone of the country’ s strategic development.

Although Tajikistan is not a supplier state, it is, due to its geographic location, an important
element in ensuring the sustainability of the above-mentioned system. Therepublicisakind of “win-
dow” to Afghanistan, with further accessthroughitsterritory to South Asiaand the Middle East. There
can be no doubt that the pro-Russian orientation of the Tajik government would do much to ensure
that this “window” to Asiaremains closed for aslong as possible.

Of course, there are Turkmenistan and Uzbeki stan, which al so have opportunitiesto implement
new transport alternatives—through Iran and Afghanistan. But the Iranian vector istotally unaccept-
ablefor Western companiesand, inthelong term, will not be used; thisleaves Afghanistan, with which
Tajikistan has the longest border.

The Tajik “window” can also be opened in the opposite direction. At thisjuncture, it should be
kept in mind that most of the Tajik-Afghan border passes through rugged mountainousterrain with a
complex relief. So, if the situation in Afghanistan destabilizes and aregime such asthe Taliban comes
to power, radical 1slamic groups could pave themselves away to Tajikistan and on to other countries
intheregion, thusthreatening the viability of thelocal pro-Russian regimesand, correspondingly, the
sustainability of energy resource deliveries to the Russian Federation.

Therefore, the ideal alternative for the Russian leadership would be to, first, have geopalitical
partnersin the form of their Tajik colleagues, who are sufficiently orientated toward Russia, in order
to prevent the growing influence of other playerson itsterritory, particularly of the U.S. and NATO.
Second, to have apolitical regimethat is sufficiently strong to control the situation in the country and
sufficiently economically developed not to depend on direct subsidies from Moscow, but at the same
time not stable enough to be able to conduct an independent foreign policy.

Inthissense, itismuch easier today for Russian political technologists and diplomatsto ensure
thelong-term loyalty of the Uzbek regime. After the Andijan rebellion was crushed underfoot in 2005,
Uzbekistan became an outlaw state, and as a result was deprived of the opportunity to maneuver be-
tween Russiaand the West initsforeign policy. Pro-Russian moodsare growing stronger in Kyrgyzstan,
where there has been political instability for the second year running, and the government and oppo-
sition are vying with each other to make curtseys before Moscow in the hope of enlisting its support
in the domestic political struggle.

Today, Tajikistan has arelatively good image in the eyes of the world community, the secular
opposition has essentially been neutralized, and the only more or less influential opposition party—
thelslamic Revival Party of Tgjikistan (IRPT)—isnot seen asally, keeping in mind the | slamophobia
of the current Russian leadership. So Russian diplomacy hasfewer and fewer leversin Tagjikistan for
putting pressure on the domestic political situation. Tajikistan’sonly Achilles heel isthe continuing
mass labor migration to Russia. Without it, the Tajik economy will undergo an inevitable collapse—
thetotal hard currency incomeinto the country from labor migrants amountsto between one and two
billion dollars every year, while the state budget does not top 500 million dollars.
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In this respect, the Law on Migration adopted recently in the Russian Federation can very well
be used in Russian foreign policy interests for putting pressure on countries, whose economy is kept
afloat only dueto labor migration. Thethingisthat thisdocument envisages establishing quotas of the
number of labor migrantsfor each main supplier state of workforce to the Russian labor market. Asa
result, Russian politicians acquired an excellent and entirely legal mechanism in the form of thisleg-
islative act for putting pressure on most of the CIS countries, and particularly on Tajikistan. Indeed,
statesthat have chosen an “incorrect” orientation may havetheir quotacut back, sincethisisjustified
by the needs of the Russian market. For “ correct” states, the quotamay beincreased, or at least ablind
eyeturned to the presence of alarge number of foreignersin Russia.

All the same, labor migration is such acomplex phenomenon that its use as ageopolitical trun-
cheon could lead to unpredictable consequences, including in the sphere of future Tajik-Russian in-
terrelations. The truth is that in a country with no strong opposition, it is often impossible to predict
who will cometo power in the event of new poalitical upheavals and the extent to which the new lead-
erswill be loyal to the Russian Federation.

In thisway, the further development of Russian-Tajik relations requires new approaches and
the use of new mechanisms of influence. The Russian Federation has been trying to solve these dip-
lomatic tasksfor the past few years. The main achievement in thisdirection isthefollowing: today,
Russia has come to the understanding that if it does not take into account the interests of the Tgjik
side, any strategy it develops for ensuring Tgjikistan’s long-term pro-Russian orientation will be
ineffective.

View from Tajikisan—
Interests of
a “Little Brother”

When the Russian leadership made the decision in 1991 to withdraw from the U.S.S.R., it fol-
lowed arather ssimplelogic: thereisno point in expending the Russian Federation’ s resources, which
areinsufficient anyway, on raising the backward economies of other Soviet republics. On the contra-
ry, all the available reserves are required for carrying out the Russian reforms, taking aleap forward,
and returning both to the world arenaand the post-Soviet expansein anew way and with new strength.
In so doing, the possibility of the former Soviet entities |eaving the sphere of Russian influence was
not taken seriousdly: first, reform of the Russian economy, as people confidently thought back then,
should not take much time, and second, the economies of most of the Soviet republicswere so closely
tied to the metropolisthat, it seemed, they simply had no other choice.

Inthefirst decade after it acquired itsindependence, Tajikistan presented itself asaliving exam-
pleof acountry that indeed had no choice. During thecivil war, the economy wasessentially in astate
of collapse, the state’ sterritory was divided into zones of influence, and theruling regimewasstill too
weak, holding onto power mainly with the help of Russian military assistance and economic privileg-
es. In this situation, the Tajik government carried out an essentially one-vector foreign policy, and
Tajikistan was one of Russia’'s main outposts in Central Asia. Suffice it to say that it was the only
country in the region where Russia s widespread military presence was preserved in full: the contin-
gent of Russian border guards alone was estimated at around 17,000 servicemen in the mid-1990s. Of
course, the Tgjik authorities, being completely dependent on Russia’ s assistance, did not talk openly
of their interests, expressing them only in the form of requests and wishes, which the Russians could
either meet or not meet, this having no effect on Russian-Tgjik relations.
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The situation began to change somewhat after the Peace Treaty was entered in June 1997, which
put an end to the many years of civil war. Theensuing political stability promoted sustainable growth
of the macroeconomic indices; the standard of living was raised slightly, and post-war restoration
of the republic’s destroyed infrastructure progressed at arapid rate. The central government grad-
ually put an end to the tyranny of the warlords, disarmed the units of the military opposition, and
neutralized the political parties, which today are no longer able to communicate with the govern-
ment on equal terms. The sustained stability made the country more attractive for foreign invest-
ments, and today their flow into the republic is detained only by the incompetent investment policy
of the Tgjik authorities, aswell asby the high level of corruptioninthelocal government apparatus.
Tajikistan was chosen as one of the member states for the U.N. Millennium Development Goals
program, which in the long term guarantees it access to privileged loans and investments from in-
ternational donor organizations.

Asaresult, Tgjikistan gained the opportunity to carry out an extended multi-vector foreign policy,
sometimes deviating from the Russian vector to such an extent that this aroused Moscow’ s anxiety
and irritation. Over time, Tajikistan began to state itsinterests with increasing adamancy during con-
tacts with the Russian side.

The main interests of the Tgjik side in foreign policy can be formulated as follows.

m First, the Tajikistan leadership was interested in attracting large investments into the energy
and aluminum sectors as quickly as possible, which were called upon, asthe Tgjik state econ-
omists intended, to play the role of adriving forcein the republic’s economic devel opment.
Theimplementation of amega project drawn up in the 1960s by the U.S.S.R. State Planning
Committeeto build ahydropower plant cascade on the V akhsh River was endowed with spe-
cial importance. The matter primarily concerns the completion of the largest Rogun hydro-
power plant.? The government’s strategic task is essentially to turn Tajikistan into the same
supplier of energy resources as neighboring K azakhstan or Turkmenistan, only electric pow-
er will be the raw material it supplies.®

m Second, ensuring security, both within the country and within theregion, isimportant for the
Tajik side. In thisrespect, the matter concerns not only and not so much security asawhole,
as ensuring stability of the existing political regime and preserving the power distribution
system that has currently devel oped.

The certain cooling off in Russian-Tgjik relations during 2002-2003 was due to the growing
dissatisfaction of the Tajik government regarding Russia’ sclear unwillingnesstoinvest inthe state’s
economy. Tajikistan was not so much in need of economic assistance as of real large investments.
Since it did not receive them from the Russian Federation, the Tajik authorities began looking for
financial sources beyond the CIS, which aroused Moscow’ sirritation.

In so doing, the Russian Federation remained the most preferable investor and strategic part-
ner for the Tajikistan leadership. Both sides were tied by long years of partner relations, while the
Tajik political elite has always been distinguished by pro-Russian sentiments. For the most part, it
ismuch more convenient for the Central Asian leadersto cooperate with Russiathan with Western
countries and international donor organizations, which hinge the assi stance they render on an entire
slew of additional demands regarding human rights and the democratization of society. The Rus-

2 The building of the largest hydropower plant in Central Asia began in 1976. The projected capacity of the Rogun
hydropower plant amounts to 3,600 MW with an annual electric energy output of 13.1 billion kW/h. In 1992, the building
of the hydropower plant was halted due to insufficient budget funds.

3 See: B. Jusupov, “Gidroenergetika Tadzhikistana: segodnia i zavtra,” Analitik.ru, available at [http://
www.easttime.ru/analitic/1/10/172.htm].
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sian Federation, on the other hand, usually takes a more pragmatic approach, without placing any
“inconvenient” demandsonits partners, apart from the unvoiced, but easily performed, requirement
to maintain loyalty.

However, the Tajik economy wasin dire need of investments, and by the beginning of 2002, the
republic’s government did not really care where they came from—from Russia, China, Iran, or the
West. In thisway, the Tajikistan leadership gradually moved toward the use of tough pragmatismin
foreign policy by placing practical issues above ideological and historical elements or personal pref-
erences.

Third Parties—Interests of
Transnational Companies

In October 2004, an event occurred in the relations between the two countries that journalists
and expertsdescribed asa*“ historical breakthrough” and Russia’ s“triumphant” return to theregion.
Fifteen agreements were signed during Russian President Vladimir Putin’svisit to Tajikistan. The
most important for the Tajik side were agreements on investmentsin the republic’ s economy of ap-
proximately 2 billion dollars (primarily in the energy industry and aluminum production). In re-
sponse, the Tajik authorities consented to several significant concessions in military-strategic co-
operation, thus taking steps toward meeting the desires of the Russian side. In particular, an agree-
ment was entered about creating a permanent Russian military base in Tgjikistan and transferring
the Nurek opto-electronic center, which is of particular significance for the Russian army, to Rus-
sian ownership.

It seemed that the many yearsof effortsof the Tajik government werefinally crowned with success,
and the time would very soon come when the driving force of the local economy would work at full
capacity, aswas planned back in the Soviet period. All strata of Tajik society, from officialsto mem-
bers of the opposition and the mass media, experienced euphoria over the imminent opening up of
new prospects, but soon several additional circumstances appeared that complicated implementation
of the agreements reached.

m First, the agreements did not envisage direct participation of the Russian Federation’s of -
ficial structuresin the investment programs. Two of the largest representatives of Russian
business assumed responsibility for implementing the Tajik mega projects—transnational
companies Rusal and RAO UES of Russia. Moscow essentially acted only as a mediator
between Russian business and the republic’ sgovernment. In practice, thismeant therewere
no viable guarantees on the part of the Russian state—the Tajik | eadership would now have
to come to terms on the details of implementing the agreements directly with the heads of
both companies. Correspondingly, if a consensus could not be reached during talks with
investors, the contract would become invalid. On the other hand, an agreement on cooper-
ation could prove to be far less advantageous to Tajikistan in itsfinal form than it seemed
at first glance.

®m Second, it transpired that the Russian companieshavetheir own interests, which they are nat-
urally very keen to observe. Neither structure had any intentions of working at aloss, out of
altruistic considerations. Consequently, they tried to invest aslittle as possiblein the projects,
while stipulating the maximum amount of profit.

Construction of the Rogun hydropower plant was only of interest to Rusal, one of the world’s
largest aluminum companies, from the viewpoint of obtaining access to cheap electric power, which
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would makeit possibleto increase smelting and lower net production costs. Correspondingly, the project
was economically profitable for Rusal only if the company had full control over the entire aluminum
manufacturing process—from extraction and delivery of theraw material by means of thetoll system
to Tgjikistan, generation of electric power on the spot, aswell as of the metal itself, to sale of the prod-
uct on the world market. In order to do this, Rusal had to take control of TadAz (the Tajik aluminum
plant), the main source of hard currency revenue into the republic’s budget. In this case, TadAz and
the Rogun hydropower plant (plus another aluminum plant which Rusal planned to build in the south
of the country) were supposed to become part of an international aluminum production and sale sys-
tem operating within the framework and under the full control of Rusal .*

Asfor RAO UES of Russia, the company regarded the building of the Sangtuda hydropower
plantin Tajikistan only from the perspective of acquiring the most profit from subsequent sale of elec-
tric power abroad. Correspondingly, RAO UES planned to invest as little as possible in the project,
trying in so doing to obtain at least some of the necessary finances from the Russian budget, which
significantly prolonged implementation of the project. On the other hand, RAO UES insisted on in-
creasing the pay-off period of the project (that is, the period during which the investor uses the enter-
prise’s profit for covering his expenses).

Itisnot surprising that soon the talks on implementing the mega projects turned into exhausting
bargaining between the customer (the republic’ s government) and the investors. Asaresult, thetalks
with Rusal did not lead to anything. The construction of the Rogun hydropower plant was halted be-
foreit had barely begun, and on 26 April, 2007, the Tajikistan authorities announced the cancellation
of the billion-dollar transaction. To the displeasure of the Tgjik officials, Rusal refused to modernize
TadAz, which islocated close to the Uzbek border. According to the Tajik government, the political
pressure applied by Uzbekistan forced Rusal (and possibly the Russian political leadership aswell) to
curtail its plans regarding both the Rogun hydropower station and the aluminum plant.

At that time, the Tajikistan president stated that the country would finish building the Rogun
hydropower plant using domestic resources. But at the same time, the republic’s government is ac-
tively looking for new investors, this time beyond the CIS. In so doing, it was announced that any
Russian company, apart from Rusal, could join the international consortium created to complete the
Rogun project.

Talkswith RAO UES were more successful, but the Tajik government had to concede to signif-
icant concessions, thus almost doubling the pay-off period of the Sangtuda hydropower plant. Thisin
fact means that the country’s budget would receive real dividends from the completed hydropower
plant and the sale of the electric energy it generated (the first block is to be launched in December
2007) much later than the previously designated time.

Cooling Off Period

Today, observers note the advent of another cooling off period in the relations between the two
states. The Tajik leadership isnot pleased, to put it mildly, about the halt in construction of the Rogun
hydropower plant and the entering into less beneficial agreementswith RAO UES. It isvery possible
that some high-ranking Tgjik officials are extremely irritated about the fact that during the talks in
2004, Russiaachieved essentially all the concessions advantageousto it in the sphere of military-stra-
tegic partnership, while agreements on cooperation in the economic sphere, which are so important
for Tgjikistan, remain unimplemented for the most part.

4 See: D. Verkhoturov, “Tadzhikistan vprave trebovat’ ot ‘RusAl’ bolshei otvetstvennosti,” Avesta.Tj, available at
[http://sngnews.ru/archive/2005/09/25/].
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The Russian side, in turn, is unlikely to feel happy about the increased activity of Tgjik dip-
lomats and officials beyond the CIS. Recently, China,® Iran, and India have been showing an inter-
est in the republic’s energy sector, and thereis an active search for other foreign investors, both in
the West and inthe Near and Middle East countries. Iran has already assumed responsibility for and
is successfully implementing the Sangtuda-2 HPP construction project. It is very possible that the
PRC will soon enter an agreement to build two medium-capacity hydropower plants on the Zeravshan
River.®

But it can be presumed that the Russian sideis particul arly displeased about the growing activity
of the Tajik authorities with respect to Afghanistan. Thisincludes the plans actively lobbied by Iran
to open new transportation routes (for example, the building of arailroad branch and a power trans-
mission line) from Tajikistan through Afghanistan to Iran and beyond. Pakistan saysit iswilling to
invest 500 million dollars in building a 1,000-kilometer power transmission line from the Rogun
hydropower plant being built in Tgjikistan through Kabul to Peshawar.

Moreover, the plansto carry out joint Tgjik-Afghan hydropower mega projects on the Panj bor-
der river, lobbied by the U.S,, are unlikely to find understanding and support in Russia.

Inthisway, the multi-vector nature of Tajik diplomacy isgradually intensifying, largely by means
of the Russian vector. But thereis no need to talk in general about Tajikistan reorienting its foreign
policy from Russiato third countries. The Russian vector remains the dominating one, and in the near
future the situation is unlikely to dramatically change.

Further Prospects—
Possible Alternatives

Inthelong run, three main devel opment alternativesfor Russian-Tgjik relations can beforecast.

Alternative one—integration. Strengthening of the Russian vector in Tgjikistan’s foreign poli-
cy, right down to revival of aunilateral orientation or integration into a single state formation. Eco-
nomic gain and dividends for both sides, whereby primarily for Tgjikistan, are the prerequisites pro-
moting this scenario. This presumes at least expansion of the existing and creation of new Russian
investment projectsin the republic.

Moscow’s political and military-strategic influence is becoming increasingly dependent in
present-day Tajikistan on the development of cooperation in the economy. The country’s complex
socioeconomic situationisincreasingly forcing the Tajik officialsto regard foreign policy issuesthrough
the prism of economic interests.” Tajikistan could agree to integration with former Soviet fraternal
statesin theform of creating aunited customs union or other association, membership in which would
bring the Tgjik treasury significant economic dividends. But the big question iswhether the other CIS
states, for example, Uzbekistan or Russia, will agree to reducing transit fees for transporting Tajik
goods and freight through their territory.

This alternative also presupposes the arrival of big Russian business in Tajikistan. Today, the
Russian government is unable to assume responsibility for implementing investment projectsin the
former Soviet Union, while large transnational Russian companies, which have significant financial
resources and the ability to lobby their interestsin the higher echelons of the Russian government, do

5 See: V. Panfilova, “V ozhidanii ekspansii,” Nezavisimaia gazeta, 15 January, 2007, available at [http://www.ng.ru/
€is/2007-01-15/6_expanison.htmi].

5 See: B. Jusupov, op. cit.

7 See: “Tadzhikistan: Chto vliiagt na otnosheniias Rossiey?" IWPR, 4 April, 2007, available at [http://www.centrasia.ru/
newsA .php4?st=1175669520] .
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havethis opportunity. At present, analysts are singling out seven or eight main “ centers of influence’
in big Russian politics—so-called nomenklature-political groups (NPG) or alliances (among them are
Gazprom, Rosneft, the shareholders of Russia Bank, Federal State Unitary Enterprise Rosoboronek-
sport, RAO Russian Railroads, and Basic Element company),® which came to replace the financial-
industrial groups defining Russian policy in the 1990s. In contrast to their predecessors, NPGs are
distinguished by ahigh level of amalgamation with the government and, correspondingly, by ahigher
level of loyalty. Most likely, Russia’ s foreign policy will be defined in the future not only by purely
stateinterests, but also by theinterests of Russian NPGs. Russian diplomats and NPGs areincreasing-
ly acting in tandem in the CI S countries, complementing and supporting each other. But if big Russian
business does not have an interest in the economies of the CIS states, all the statements and plans for
economic cooperation and integration will remain on paper.

Only those NPGsthat specializein the energy industry and the production of nonferrous metals
areinterested in Tajikistan. In the extremely monopolized Russian economy, there are very few such
companies—primarily Rusal, whoserelationswith the Tajik | eadership have become hopel essly spoiled,
and RAO UES, which isalready involved in the construction of Sangtuda-2. But the state of affairsin
the Russian energy industry leaves much to be desired. All of RAO UES's resources are currently
being used to reform theindustry. Sincethiskind of reorganization essentially fell throughinthe U.S.
recently (the head of RAO UES Anatoly Chubais, who initiated the Russian reforms, referred to
American experience), it isunlikely that RAO UES will have new opportunitiesin the near future to
enlargeits presencein Tajikistan.

So there are few resources for building up Russia’ s economic presence. Correspondingly, there
islesslikelihood of the pro-Russian vector in Tgjik foreign policy becoming stronger.

Alternative two—confrontation. This presumes a relatively abrupt decrease in Russia’s influ-
encein Tajikistan and reorientation of the latter’ s foreign policy toward third countries. In the event
such a scenario develops, the economic factor will also play a decisive role, presuming that a third
country begins pumping largeinvestmentsinto branches of theeconomy that are strategic for Tgjikistan.
In this event, the Tajik leadership could quite easily agree to expand military-strategic cooperation
with athird country, right down to opening a military base or entering geopolitical alliances and as-
sociations unfriendly to Russia (for example, GUAM).

Russia sreaction to thisdevel opment of the situation can be predicted based on the state of current
Russian-Georgian or Russian-Moldovan relations. The only effective lever of pressure on the Tajik
government is labor migration to Russia. By intercepting or even significantly reducing the flow of
Tajik migrants, the Russian leadership could aggravate the sociopolitical situation in the republic to
such an extent that the matter might go asfar as survival of the regime. In this event, stakes might be
placed on replacing the country’ s government and promoting amoreloyal candidate from among the
ruling elite as leader.

But using such a powerful lever of pressure as labor migration could lead to unpredictable con-
sequences. Today, thereis no opposition party or movement in Tajikistan on which Russian political
technologists can rely. Therefore socioeconomic destabilization could activate uncontrollable politi-
cal processes and the advent to power of aparty or movement with an extremely anti-Russian orien-
tation.

Alter native three—evol ution. Preserving the status quo with gradual strengthening of the multi-
vector nature of Tajik foreign policy. On the one hand, this alternative presumes that cooperation
between the two countries in military and strategic partnership will be preserved at the former high
level. On the other, Tajikistan will relatively peacefully, without abrupt upheavals, and gradually
withdraw from its unilateral orientation toward Russia.

8 See: E. Rudneva, “Kto vliiaet na Putina,” Vedomosti, No. 99 (1873), 1 June, 2007.
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Theevolutionary aternativeisthe most acceptablefor both stateswith respect to observing mutual
interests. The long-term results of thefirst and, especially, the second alternatives are difficult to pre-
dict from the point of view of economic and political risks.

So, aslikely asnot, the development of Russian-Tajik relationswill ultimately progress accord-
ing to the third alternative. Nevertheless, the aforesaid does not exclude the fact that difficulties will
arise during implementation of thisscenario. Itislikely that periodsof cooling off and misunderstanding
will occur for both Russiaand Tajikistan. In thisevent, much will depend on the ability of the leader-
ship of both countries to steer clear of conflict.

CHANGES
IN THE CONFIGURATION OF
RUSSIA'S MILITARY PRESENCE
IN TAJIKISTAN AND ITS INFLUENCE
ON MAINTAINING SECURITY
IN CENTRAL ASA

Jafar USMANOV

Assistant research director
at the Shark Scientific-Research Center
(Dushanbe, Tajikistan)

Tajikistan began at theend of the 19thcen | Asian Border District stationed in the republic.
tury. Thefirst border unitswerecreatedin | And in 1979, construction began of the Nurek
the Pamirs 110 years ago, after the Russian Em- | high-altitude opto-electronic center of the Space
pire conquered Central Asiain the second half of | Monitoring System.
the 19th century. It goes without saying that during the Cold
During the Soviet period, more Sovietarmy | War, such animpressive concentration of military
contingentsweredeployedin Tajikistan. In 1945, [ might on the Soviet Union’s southern borders
the Gatchina 201st motorized rifle division was | fulfilled at least two functions: defense—in the
repositioned on the southern borders of the Sovi- | form of moral-psychological restraint of any rad-
et Union by a decision of the Union’s supreme | ical intentions of certain states in the opposing
leadership. Later, it became part of alimited con- | bloc, and preventive-deterrent—permanent con-
tingent of Soviet troopsin Afghanistan and, after | trol and the possibility of launching a preventive
its withdrawal, was deployed once more at its | strikeinthe southern and southwestern directions.
former basesin Tagjikistan. In addition to the 201st A large number of scientific, analytical, and
motorized rifle division, there were also combat | other works have been written today about the

R ussia's military presence in present-day | units and contingents of the U.S.S.R. Central
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consequences of theU.S.S.R.’scollapse, so | will
limit myself to saying that the disappearance of
the Soviet Union dramatically changed the plan-
et’ sgeopalitical configuration. Whenthe U.S.S.R.
disappeared from the political map of the world
and the Commonwealth of Independent States
formed in its place, the global strategic signifi-
cance of a large military contingent, now the
Russian Federation’s, in Tgjikistan was reduced.
Today the question of a possibly earlier change
in the configuration of the Russian military pres-
ence in the republic, and more precisely, of the
withdrawal of regular units of the RF army from
it asearly asthe beginning of the 1990s, ispurely
hypothetical. History has already dictated its
needs. Thecivil war in Tgjikistan and the perma-
nent domestic political instability in neighboring
Afghanistan posed real threats to the security of
the Central Asian region and the Russian Feder-
ation. The common interest of Tajikistan and
Russiain ensuring stability and retaining securi-
ty in the two countries (taking into account the
domestic situation in each of them), just as
throughout the entire region, was the main driv-
ing force behind comprehensive rapprochement
between these countries, primarily inthe military-
political sphere. Russian-Tajik cooperation,
which grew into a strategic partnership, was re-
inforced by a mutual agreement on the creation
of Russian military basein Tgjikistan; and in ad-
dition, alarge Russian border contingent was sta-
tioned there.

Right up until the beginning of the NATO-
led antiterrorist campaignin Afghanistan, Russia
was the only guarantor of external security for
most of the Central Asian states. Inturn, Russia’s
interest in the region’s security had three main
motivations: to fight international terrorism and
religious extremism, to oppose drug trafficking,
and to assist in ensuring the domestic stability of
the Central Asian states. Generally speaking,
Russiawanted stability and security intheregion
in order to turn this territory into the Russian
Federation’s rear and thus prevent it from being
controlled by other nations, which would pose a
strategic threat for Moscow.

A littlelessthan ten years after the collapse
of the Soviet Union, in September 2001, theworld
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geopolitical map underwent significant changes
once more. There can be no doubt that the begin-
ning of the NATO-led antiterrorist campaign in
Afghanistan dealt a blow to Russia’'s strategic
positionin Central Asia. The United States' pen-
etration into this region shattered the prevailing
idea that the Russian Federation was the only
power with theright to deploy itstroops and have
amilitary presencein thisregion. Thisencroach-
ment by the U.S. on Russia' s sphere of influence
indicatestheimmense changesthat have occurred
in Moscow’ s geopolitical position. Despite the
fact that Washington has not assumed precise
obligations with respect to Central Asian securi-
ty, the U.S.” smilitary presencein thisregion has
essentially become a security alternative for the
region’ sstates. This, inturn, hasdecreased therole
of Russiaandthe CSTO, itsmilitary lever in Cen-
tral Asia, even more.

Against the background of the U.S.” sgreater
significanceintheregion, the Tgjik-Russian stra-
tegic aliance, which became a strategic partner-
ship, prompted Tajikistan’ spolitical leadership to
reconsider Russia’ spresenceand participationin
the country’ saffairs. The Tajik government’ sad-
justed attitude toward Russia’ smilitary presence
intherepublic wasexpressedin delaying thetalks
on the status and conditions for the existence of
the Russian military basein Tgjikistan—hitherto
aninvariable guarantee of security for both coun-
tries and the region, aswell asin the accelerated
transfer of control over the Tajik state border to
the Tajik border troops.

There can be no doubt that due to the weak
combat potential of the country’ sarmy, including
the border troops, the decision to place protection
of the state border under the control of the repub-
lic's forces aroused justified concern about how
efficaciousthis protection would be and how well
penetration of destructive groups (primarily into
Central Asia) would be opposed. It also aroused
fears that the volume of drugs being transported
viathe northern route through the region to Rus-
siaand Europe would increase.

What ismore, the changesin configuration
of Russia’'s military presence in Tajikistan
should be viewed not only through the prism of
ensuring Central Asia’ s security, but also in the
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context of ageopolitical breakdown intheinter-
ests of the leading world players on the Central
Asian arena, primarily Russia, the United States,
and China (and to alesser extent, the European
Union).

The transformation that occurred in the
structure of Russia’ smilitary presencein Tajiki-
stan served as a new boost for discussing the

present-day realities of security in the Central
Asian region, aswell as Russia srolein Central
Asiaandintheglobal geopolitical picture. At the
sametime, it should be admitted that when carry-
ing out this study, the author had to admit that, as
of today, this discussion did not transpire into a
full-fledged research study either by national, or
Russian, or foreign experts.

Military Aspects of
Mutual Relations
between Tajikistan and Russa

Aswenoted, Russia’ smilitary presencein Tgjikistan hasalong and special history. Itsmilitary
presence as such in Central Asia began in the mid-19th century, when the Russian Empire started
encroaching on the region and adjoining onelocal state formation after another. The historical chron-
iclersrecorded the presence of separate military corps of the Russian Empirein the eastern part of the
Bukhara emirate (the central region of present-day Tajikistan), Gorny Badakhshan, and some uezds
of theK okand khanate (north of Tajikistan). Themilitary forcesof HisImperial Highnesswerelaunched
into action to carry out the foreign policy tasks of the Russian authoritiesin the southern (or Asian)
direction. Of course, | am referring here to the well-known Big Game, the struggl e between the Rus-
sian and British empiresfor influence in a particular region of Central Asiaduring the second half of
the 19th century.

With the advent of Soviet power, contingents of the Red, and then Soviet, Army were called
upon to play the role of a stabilizing and restraining force in the Central Asian region. (We have al-
ready mentioned the 201st motorized rifle division and the situation that arose in Tajikistan after the
Soviet Union’s Afghan campaign of 1979-1989 ended.)

When evaluating the overall dynamics of the development of military-political cooperation
between the Russian Federation and Tajikistan, it should be noted that their mutual rapprochement
was an objective necessity that answered the interests of both countries, primarily in ensuring and
preserving security intheregion. Tajik President Emamoli Rakhmon stated: “ For several reasons, the
Russian Federation occupies a specia place in the domestic and foreign policy of Tajikistan.”* This
is understandable—thanksto Russia s military presence, Emamoli Rakhmon has succeeded in stabi-
lizing the situation in the republic and reinforcing his position in the country. The president’ s former
press secretary, Z. Saidov, specified the Russian Federation’ sindubitable rolein stabilizing the situ-
ation in Tajikistan: “It was Russia that took on the main responsibility, during the armed confronta-
tion between the government forces and opposition contingents, for keeping the scale of the combat
action to aminimum and for supporting the Group of Russian Border Troopsin Tgjikistan in protect-
ing the Tgjik-Afghan border.”?

1 E. Rakhmonov, Nasha tsel—natsionalnoye edinstvo, Dushanbe, 1997, p. 72.
2 A. Saburov, Z. Saidov, Tadzhikistan: vneshniaia politika i massovaia informatsiia (1993-1995), Sharki ozod, Dush-
anbe, 1997, p. 8.
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In the geopolitical respect, Russia’ s special rolein regulating the inter-Tajik conflict, in assist-
ing the subsequent post-conflict rehabilitation, and in monitoring the execution of the General Agree-
ment al so ensured the Russian Federation a unique position among the undeniable foreign policy pri-
orities of war-devastated Tajikistan. Tajikistan became part of Moscow’ s permanent sphere of inter-
ests and influence in the Central Asian vector of itsforeign policy strategy.

Transformation of
Russa’'s Military Contingent
In Tajikistan into a Military Base,
Its Role in Ensuring Security
in the Central Asian Region

The reorganization of Russia s military contingent in Tajikistan into afull-fledged legally reg-
istered Russian military base took more than five years. There was anumber of reasonsfor the delay
in opening thisfacility and essentially legalizing the de facto existence of Russia' s military presence
in Tajikistan, just astherewasanumber of prerequisitesfor deciding to transform the 201st motorized
rifle division into amilitary base.

A closer look at registration of the Russian military basein Tajikistan reveal s a certain amount
of ambiguity in the action of the sides during the last years of preparation for opening this facil-
ity. Bilateral talks on the issue passed through different phases, from controversy to active steps
toward each other. On the whole, the process by which terms were reached on the status and
conditions for the existence of a Russian military base in Tajikistan can be described as a mili-
tary-economic tender, or to use the simpler language of arithmetical equations—investmentsin
exchange for the base.

Despite the opinion of many expertsthat the Tajik leadership is ready to go to any lengths to
establish close cooperation with the United States, this argument does not entirely correlate to the
actual state of affairs. Opinionswere expressed that Vladimir Putin’ svisit to Tgjikistan in October
2004 and the documents signed as a result were merely Moscow’ s diplomatic achievement, and in
no way geopolitical victory, and that the steps Emamoli Rakhmon took toward the Kremlin were
more tactical concessions dictated by domestic policy than a strategic choice in favor of Russia.
Today it is obvious that the results of the military-economic bargaining that took place between
Tajikistan and Russia, in which the Tajik authorities skillfully used American assistance as an ef-
fective lever of pressure on the Russian |leadership, were mutually acceptable and satisfactory to
both sides.

The sides did not dispute the role of the military base in ensuring stability in the region, nei-
ther the Russian leadership, nor the Tajik authorities had any serious intentions of withdrawing
Russia’s 201st motorized rifle division from the republic. The Russian military base, being aland
component of Russia’ smilitary presencein Central Asia, iscapable of securing the southern region
of the Commonwealth from terrorist and extremist attacks. The sides are unanimous about the fact
that the presence of the Russian military contingent in the country meetstheinterests of both coun-
tries and is maintaining stability in Central Asia as awhole. In addition to this, Russia's military
base in Tajikistan now has something to defend (in addition to carrying out the main tasks of mil-
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itary security), and that is, energy and industrial facilities, in which there are plans to invest more
than 1 billion dollarsin the near future. The Russian Federation has reinforced its own positionin
theregion slightly by legalizing the presence of the Russian contingent in Tajikistan. Dushanbe has
already acquired Moscow’s full support of its regime, as well as real (not potential) investments
into the country’ s economy.

The Tgjik leadership’s particular affinity for its new Western partners can be seen if special
attention is paid to the current domestic political mosaic of Tajikistan’ s neighbors. The shift in power
that took place in Kyrgyzstan, as well as the Andijan events in Uzbekistan cannot help but have an
effect on Tajikistan’s attitude toward the West, the democratic reform support programs, and other
Western values and attributes. Tajikistan is still the only country in Central Asiawhere there are no
serious limitations on the activity of international nongovernmental organizations. It is obvious that
Tajikistan’s political leadership will be closely following the development of eventsin neighboring
Uzbekistan. Depending on the consequences of the domestic trends, the Tajikistan authorities will
possibly reconsider their attitude toward the widespread and in-depth activity of different internation-
al nongovernmental structures.

Withdrawal of Russa’'s Border Troops
from Tajikistan.
Changing the Configuration of
Military Forces and
its Influence on the Prospects
for Security
in the Central Asian Region

The agreement on transferring protection of the Tajik state border with Afghanistan under the
complete jurisdiction of the Tajik defense and law-enforcement structures is the most dubious and
ambiguousitem, with respect to Central Asia ssecurity, in the entire bloc of military issuesregulated
between Russia and Tajikistan. As we noted, in light of the relative weakness of the technical and
personnel potential of Tajikistan’s border structures, the threat of an increase in drug, firearms, and
ammunitionstrafficking and the easier penetration of variouskinds of destructive elementsfrom neigh-
boring Afghanistan could have the most negative consequencesfor security intherepublicandin Central
Asiaasawhole. How justified isthe Tajik authorities’ decision to take protection of the state border
under their control ? What influence could the shuffling of military forcesin Tajikistan have on secu-
rity in the country and the region?

From the very beginning of the negotiation process, the prospect of losing relative control over
the drug flows from Afghanistan to the Russian Federation could not hel p but worry the Russian side.
Russiahasrepeatedly stated that its border presencein Tgjikistan is seen asaguarantee of itsown and
regional security. Now the group of Russian border guards is remaining in the republic as military
advisors. The Provision on the Operational Border Group of the Russian FSS defines the functions of
thisformation, which include, assisting the Tajik border troopsto protect the state border; coordinat-
ing action to protect the Tajik state border with authorized bodies of Tajikistan; studying the state of
itsintegrity; exchanging information with the Committee for Protection of the State Border (CPSB)
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of Tajikistan on issues of mutual interest; drawing up proposals for protecting the Tgjik state border;
hel ping to organize and render material and technical support of authorized Russian and Tagjik struc-
tures; and participating in the organization and carrying out of joint measuresfor protecting the state
border of Tajikistan.®

Inthe Russian Federation and beyondit, different opinionswere expressed about the consequences
of transferring the Tajik-Afghan border to Tgjikistan’s control. In May 2004, First Deputy Head of
the Russian Foreign Ministry V. Trubnikov described the withdrawal of Russian border guardsin no
uncertain terms: “We are withdrawing from Tagjikistan and in so doing denuding the border, and this
means that drugs will have free reign.”* According to the evaluations of various experts, the with-
drawal of the Russian border guards from the Tajik-Afghan border would essentially mean opening it
up and could becomethe reason for new destabilization of the situation in Tgjikistan and Central Asia.
Various expert assessments confirmed that neither Tajikistan, nor Russia, nor the world community
would benefit from the withdrawal of the Russian border troopsfrom the Tajikistan border, and it may
even be dangerous for them.® There are more than 150,000 drug addicts in Moscow alone, and so it
would be much easier to close the main channel of drug trafficking in Tajikistan than look for large
batches of heroinin Russialater.

Theanalytical report of the Center for Strategic Forecasting published in June 2004 said that the
withdrawal of the Russian military contingent that helped to fight drug trafficking could lead to an
extremely unfavorable situation on the border, which neither the Tajik border guards, nor even the
American soldiers would be able to control.® The assessment given in the U.S. State Department’s
2005 International Narcotics Control Strategy Report deserves special attention. It saysin particular
that “the withdrawal of Russian border troops by the end of 2005 may negatively impact Tajik drug
interdiction efforts.”” The possibilities of the Tajik leadership were also assessed: “... The Tajik Gov-
ernment’ sresources for counternarcotics efforts remain limited, however, and the Government itsel f
is vulnerable to pressure from prominent traffickers, many of whom are in a position to threaten do-
mestic stability if seriously challenged.”®

At the sametime, some high-ranking employeesin Russia s defense and law-enforcement struc-
tures do not share the opinion that the flow of drugs to Russia will increase and do not see a big
tragedy in yielding control of the border to Tajikistan, particularly since drugs from Afghanistan
have been coming and continue to come to Russia not only through Tajikistan, but also via other
republics of Central Asia. In this respect, the need for reinforcing Russia’ s own borders was em-
phasized.®

Head of the Russian FSS Border Service V. Pronichev believes the border should not have two
landlords. He al so talked about implementing measuresfor installing technical equipment on the com-
mon border with Kazakhstan, which has essentially been missingin the past.® V. Pronichev’ s deputy,
A. Manilov, also pointed out how capital- and labor-intensive it isto install technical equipment on

3 See: Provision on the Operational Border Group of the Russian Federal Security Service in Tajikistan—Appendix to
the Agreement between the Russian Federation and the Republic of Tajikistan on Cooperation on Border Issues of 16 Octo-
ber, 2004.

4 M. Gavriushin, “Uiti nel’zia ostat’sia,” Rossiiskoe voennoe obozrenie, No. 7, 21 July, 2004, available at [http://
military.rian.ru/articleprintversion.html ?art_id=25410].

5 Ibidem.

5 See: M. Gavriushin, op. cit.

7 Excerpts: International Narcotics Control Srategy Report 2005, Published by the U.S. State Department in March
2005, available at [http://usinfo.state.gov/xarchives/display.html?p=washfile-english& y=2005& m=March& x=
20050309200420x|rennef-0.4634363].

8 |bidem.

9 See: V. Kulikov, “Pamirskie tainy,” available at [http://www.rg.ru/2004/11/17/granica.html].

10 | bidem.
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the border with Kazakhstan. He claimed that a control system could certainly be installed with the
help of technical means on the border with Afghanistan, but, in hiswords, Uzbekistan and Turkmen-
istan were not actively cooperating with the Russian border structure, as aresult of which hardly an-
ything is known about the situation on the external borders of these states.™*

Tajik experts were asked the same question about how capable the Tajik border and other law-
enforcement structures were of coping with the responsibility assumed, and the extent to which the
statements about the country’ s willingness to protect the state border were realistic.

According to the information of competent sources, the situation in the border regions with
Afghanistan has not improved, either with respect to material and technical support of the contin-
gents of Tajik border guards, or with respect to maintaining security on the borders at the level of
previous years.

Economic stratification isgradually intensifying, both among the residents of the border ar-
eas and among the personnel of the border troops on the state border with Afghanistan. Small
retail trade networks and service outlets used to provide the poorest popul ation of the border areas
with more or |ess stable earnings, which was enough to at |east feed itself. The high salariesby local
standards of the soldiers of Russian border troops were an economic prerequisite for the func-
tioning of the micro economy in the border areas and provided the main income in the families of
border guards among Tajik citizens. Now, however, it is extremely likely that there will be more
evidence of residents in the border areas becoming more involved in drug trafficking. Thisis al-
ready happening in the Moscow and Panj directions (the most popular narcotics transit routes),
wherein recent years the “complicity base” index hasinvariably increased. When Tajik citizens
employed in the Russian border troops were recruited to serve in the Tajik border forces, they were
told that former contract soldiers would receive afringe benefit of $100, which wasin no way jus-
tified.®

The number of Tajik citizens kidnapped during attacks from the Afghan side as ransom for the
payment of drug trafficking debts hasincreased in the Badakhshan area. In this sense, the exampl e of
the Kalailkhumb section isindicative: the border is poorly protected, the CPSB does not have enough
fundstoinstall the necessary equipment, and most of the food supplies and some other material means
were soldillegally in order to receive profit before the end of the winter period.*® In thisrespect, itis
worth presenting an excerpt from an interview by the CPSB chairman on the results of the 2004-2005
winter in the Badakhshan area: “ And, to be frank, it was frequently aquestion of survival and making
it through the winter.”

Thetask force activity of the CPSB contingentsin the Badakhshan areaisrelatively perfuncto-
ry. Border posts provide their own protection, and detachments are sent to the border irregularly. Fuel
and lubricants, money, food, and commoditiesare often demanded of local citizensat the border check-
points. Thisis arousing a negative reaction among the population of the border areas of the Gorno-
Badashkhan Autonomous Region and threatening to provoke conflict situations on the border and in
the regions where CPSB contingents are deployed.’®

In addition to this, thereisinformation that in some border areas, envoys from Afghanistan are
already busy recruiting Tajik citizens—former border guardswho are now unemployed.’® Itisimpos-

1 See: V. Kulikov, op. cit.

12 Interview with source wishing to remain anonymous.

3 | bidem.

4 Interview by CPBS Chairman S. Zukhurov to Information Agency Azia-Plus, “Narkotrafik ne vozrastiot,” 17 March,
2005.

!5 Interview with a source wishing to remain anonymous.

16 | bidem.
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sible to say for sure what these people are being recruited for, but it should be emphasized that those
who have Russian citizenship (and, consequently, a Russian passport) are the main targets, there be-
ing approximately 10,000 such people in the Gorno-Badashkhan Autonomous Region alone. Aswe
know, if aperson has a Russian passport he can move freely throughout the territory of several Com-
monwealth states (apart from Russia itself). In this sense, such mobile people can be used to great
advantage, both in legal and inillegal activity.

Asof theend of April 2005, the number of narcotics confiscated by the Russian border guards
in the Moscow and Panj vectors amounted to approximately 300 kg, almost half of which was her-
oin.'” From the beginning of 2005, CPSB contingents confiscated 193 kg of narcotics.®® What is
more, according to the information of Chief of Staff of the Narcotics Control Agency (NCA) of
Tajikistan U. Toshmatov, recently an increase has been noted in the volume of drug transit from
Afghanistan. In the first quarter of 2005, NCA employees intercepted 34 attempts at illicit drugs
circulation and confiscated more than 200 kg of narcotics (2.3-fold morethan in 2004). In addition,
since the beginning of 2005, in the border Afghan provinces of Kunduz (across from the section of
the Panj border contingent), Takhor (across from the section of the Moscow border contingent),
and Badakhshan (across from the Pamirs), additional |aboratories are being set up for processing
heroin.

Specialists (and | mean specialists, and not officials) from the border structures of both the
Russian and the Tajik sides are unanimousin their opinion that transferring the Tagjik-Afghan sec-
tion of the state border under the control of the Tajik Committee for Protection of the State Border
was premature. The question of transferring the border under the control of the Tgjik side was not
disputed; however, there was always disagreement about the deadlines and conditions of the proce-
dure. It is commonly believed that the process should have been carried out gradually, slowly re-
placing the border patrols under thejurisdiction of the Russian servicemen with Tajik border guards.
Thetransfer of thereal and personal property of the border poststo the Tajik colleagues did not do
much to preserve the existing infrastructure; on the contrary, with respect to logistics support, the
Tajik servicemen have to begin from the mid-1990s level. The objective shortcomings and weak
technical, material, aswell as personnel potential of the Tajik border troops cannot hel p but have an
effect on how well the state border is protected, how efficiently drug trafficking is controlled, and
how well the penetration of various kinds of destructive elements both into Tagjikistan and into the
region asawholeis prevented.

TheNATO armed contingent in Afghanistan, whichismainly busy ensuring its own safety, does
not have much influence on the cultivation, processing and sale of narcotics. Aswe know, since for-
mation of the new Afghan government, Great Britain hastaken on theresponsibility for narcotics control
in Afghanistan. The British placed their stakes on two vectors—training local national security em-
ployeesin waysto fight illicit drug circulation and developing alternative farming. But today, it has
to be admitted that their efforts have been a complete fiasco.

It should also be kept in mind that representatives of the Northern Alliance found themselves
essentially detached from power on Afghanistan’ s domestic political arena. This Alliance, despiteits
friendly attitudetoward Tajikistan and Russia, isatraditional supplier of heroin viathe northernroute
through Central Asiato the Russian Federation and Europe. It stands to reason that in order to rein-
forceits position and try to restore its previous power niches, the Alliance leaders are trying to build
up their military power, apparently by increasing heroin deliveries. As early as 2004, in Alliance-

7 | bidem.
8 See: L. Kenjaeva, “S. Zukhurov: ‘My v sostoianii okhraniat’ rubezhi gosudarstva!’” Azia-Plus, No. 21(279),
26 May, 2005.

101

+



No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

controlled Badakhshan, asignificant increasein land for growing opium poppy was seen. Taking into
account the dramatically increased areas of drug cultivation in the northern provinces of Afghanistan
and thetransfer of control over the protection of the Tajik-Afghan border to the national armed forces
of Tajikistan, Russiaand Europe arejustifiably concerned about the prospect of an increasein narcot-
icstransit through Central Asiato corresponding terminals.

In Lieu of a Conclusion

After the beginning of the NATO-led antiterrorist campaign in Afghanistan and the chang-
esin configuration of Russia smilitary presencein theregion, the situation in most Central Asian
states looks rather complicated from the viewpoint of ensuring security and stability in these
countries.

The overall development of the sociopalitical situation in Central Asiais defined not so much
by the presence of foreign troopsinitsstates, asby theweaker role of the Afghan factor in the political
decision-making system in the region’ s countries. The leaders and the elite used to place the priority
on preventing various Afghan groups from influencing the domestic political situation using force.
This particularly appliesto the decision-making procedure in Uzbekistan, Tgjikistan, and partially in
Kyrgyzstan. The power-related requirements of corresponding states and the foreign rel ations system
were made part of this task. At the same time, the following should be noted: the Afghan factor re-
vealed the fact that the main threat to the security of the Central Asian countries came and comes not
so much from the outside, as from within.

The existence of the Afghan factor stimulated the need for an outside guarantor of security.
Russia provided this guarantee for a long time, although in reality it could not perform the func-
tions of a universal power-related and sociopolitical stabilizer. Russia’s military presence in the
region, particularly the large group of troopsin Tajikistan, was called upon to morally and psycho-
logically deter possible invasionsinto Afghanistan. The destructive groups of thelatter wereforced
to proceed from the relative indefiniteness of a potential Russian response to their harsh actions,
for example, the beginning of widespread penetration into the territory of Tajikistan. To what ex-
tent could the Russian Federation carry out operations in Tajikistan using force? Tajikistan’s im-
portance was defined by the fact that it was the central point in the regional domino system for a
certain time, and, most important, it was the key to the ultimate defeat of the Northern Alliance,
without which the Taliban movement could not count on solving its future political and power-rel at-
ed tasks.

But amilitary-political guarantee system on the part of Russia under relatively virtual condi-
tions did not provide a sufficient basis for the existing regimesin Central Asiato survive, particu-
larly considering the fact that the policy of the new Russian |eadership aimed at reinforcing Rus-
sia’ s position as the main military-political partner of the Central Asian countries was essentially
not reinforced by any significant economic enlargement of Russian capital. In this sense, the ap-
pearance of new foreign forces (primarily the NATO states) as unofficial guarantors of security in
the countriesin question was perceived with traditional Central Asian hospitality, particularly since
Russia had earlier broke the taboo on internationalization of security issuesin theregion and trans-
ferred (although theoretically) the resolution of a whole series of vital problems to the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization.

After this, the Russian Federation wasforced to play, at most, an equal rolewith the PRC, while
morelikely act asajunior partner for Beijing, which possessed incomparably greater and qualitative-
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ly broader levers of influence on the situation in Central Asiaasawhole, aswell asin theindividual
republics of theregion. All the more so since, in contrast to M oscow, which designated the priority of
the western vector in its foreign policy, the enlargement of Beijing's presence in Central Asia, pre-
cisely at the end of the 1990s, became a significant state priority. In this way, it was unrealistic to
count on Central Asiaremaining in the sphere of Russia’ s exclusive influence, even before the ques-
tion was raised of the West’ s enlarged presence in Central Asiain light of the antiterrorist campaign
in Afghanistan.

Today, it isbecoming obviousthat the leaders of the Central Asian countries are not perceiving
the American and Western presence asawholein their states asafactor of military stabilization. The
matter more likely concerns the fact that a new financial and political resource has appeared for the
local elites, which has significantly expanded the possibilities of political maneuver. Judging from
how the conditions of the existence of foreign military contingentsin the Central Asian countrieswere
discussed, our elitesdid not count on the Western states, at least in latent form, assuming responsibil-
ity for ensuring security and, particularly, domestic stability in these countries. At the same time, it
should be noted that the political elites of several Central Asian states, particularly the leadership of
Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, maintained rather active contacts with Western politiciansregarding the
patronage of certain countriesin building the new statehood. However, these relations did not lead to
any serious breakthrough in state-building. On the contrary, they gaveriseto serious problemsfor the
ruling elites due to the appearance of political groupsin the Central Asian countries that were demo-
cratic in form and pro-Western in essence. This cast aspersions on the legality of the existence of
authoritarian regimes. At present, the relatively more stable regimes of the Central Asian republics
(Turkmenistan and Tajikistan) are much lessinclined to agree with the appearance of politically alter-
native groups, particularly those enjoying the West’s patronage and receiving its political and eco-
nomic support to one extent or another.

Itisobviousthat the main goals of the Central Asian regimes’ political gameinvolving the for-
eign military presencerelated to the antiterrorist operation in Afghanistan wereto obtain an addition-
al lever of pressure on Russia, as well asform anew source of extra-budgetary income. To acertain
extent, Tajikistan’ s political |eadership succeeded in making use of thislever and was ableto bargain
certain political and economic advantages from the Russian Federation. Confirmation of this are the
legally registered contracts and agreements between Russiaand Tagjikistan on an entire series of eco-
nomic and military-political issues.

Inthissituation, aspecific context isformed: theruling elitesin the countriesin question are not
interested in Russia swithdrawal from theregion, for the Russian political and military presence makes
it possibleto avoid discussing with the West such problems as the el ection system, human rights, and
the fight against corruption, particularly at a time when some states are about to enter the difficult
period of apower transfer to the younger political generation. The Central Asian leaderswill still need
Russiafor along time to come as areal counterbalance to the West.

There can be no doubt that the destruction by America and its allied troops of most of the
infrastructure of the Taliban movement and al-Qa’ eda network in Afghanistan has significantly
changed the military-political picture in the region. We can primarily say that the Afghan fac-
tor—asthe prevailing basisfor political and military planning—has ceased to exist. At present, the
Central Asian countries do not consider that the situation in Afghanistan will rapidly destabilize
and spread beyond the boundaries of the country. The processis perceived asrelatively flaccid, in
which military-political tension and religious, aswell as ethnic, contradictionswill be played out
within the framework of the inter-clan struggle, which is traditional for Afghanistan. This neu-
tralizes the possibility of an external upsurge even of those forces that might be inclined to pose
the most serious tasks. In this sense, it should be admitted that the U.S. campaign in Afghanistan
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had a significant stabilizing effect on the region and excluded the likelihood of a major conflict
emerging.
At the same time, several opinions should be expressed.

m First, potential threatsto Central Asian security, directly or indirectly related to Afghanistan,
essentially boil down today to the possible increase in narcotics deliveries from this country
and the penetration of small bands of various destructive groups into the region. In the first
case, the danger of increasing drug transit, in light of transferring the Tajik-Afghan border
under the control of the national border forces of Tgjikistan, is more global in scope, which
was discussed in the previous section of the study. Second, it is entirely clear that the small
bands mentioned are ultimately headed for the Ferghana Valley, which is arousing the con-
cern of the statesin question.

m Second, aleviating the influence of the external Afghan factor of instability on the situation
in the Central Asian countries brought to the foreground those in which internal contradic-
tions are most manifest, that is, where the building of the new state systems is progressing
with significant defects or has not been completed. In this respect, it is entirely natural that
Kyrgyzstan was the country in which serious political instability was designated after neu-
tralization of the Taliban and most of the radical Afghan groups. In this state, building of the
power system was extremely inconsistent, which aggravated the traditionally existing con-
tradi ctions between the southern and northern clans. In addition, the leadership of thisrepub-
lic was distinguished by significant maneuvering in the choice of the system of foreign guar-
antees. Akaev’ sdesireto uphold, asmuch as possible under theregion’ sconditions, theU.S.’s
demands on democratic states, went hand in hand with the attempts to draw Russiainto im-
plementing stabilizing measures not only inthe power-related, but also inthe political sphere.
For example, the question of the Russian language as the second state language did not have
and could not have any consequences for power-related relations, but it significantly stabi-
lized social relations. Inthefinal analysis, in Kyrgyzstan, where domestic contradictionswere
regarded as |less aggravated compared with Uzbekistan, events developed in amore negative
vein, although it is still too early to say that Kyrgyzstan can become a central point in the
domino systemin Central Asia.

m Third, the appearance of new sources of financing and the decreasein urgency of the exter-
nal force threat are leading to very ambiguous results with respect to the development of
the domestic political situation in several countries of Central Asia. On the one hand, po-
larization is occurring in the region’ s states between those in the elite who have access to
distribution of unplanned revenue from the foreign military presence, and those who are
removed from this. Thisin itself cannot pose a direct threat to the stability of the existing
regimes, but under certain conditions, by way of self-identification of those who found
themselves outside the new system, theregional or religiousfactor could be chosen. Onthe
other hand, it is obvious that the degree of consolidation of the elite in the face of a com-
mon enemy has significantly declined, and this could have very specific consequencesin
the form of aggravating the inter-clan struggle within the ruling stratum of “the chosen.”
The eventsin Kyrgyzstan, which cannot fully be classified as examples of such conflicts,
neverthel ess demonstrate amodel of the possible devel opment of the situation in the event
that significant and influential segments of the elite continue to be deprived of direct levers
of political and economic power.

The main conclusion to be drawn on the basis of an analysis of the current situation isthat insta-
bility in the Central Asian countries and in the region as a whole has not been eliminated by the
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American-led operation in Afghanistan, or asaresult of the change in configuration of Russia’ s mil-
itary presence there. On the contrary, in the mid term, conditions have been designated for restoring
the political standoff in the context of state-building, and to be more precise, completing the forma-
tion of the independent states of Central Asia. Thereisafeeling in the region’s political circles that
those forces now curbing completion of the state-building process, as well as the integration of the
U.S. and several Western countriesinto the system of relations developing in the statesin question,
will form the political elite in the post-transition period.
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Introduction

hisis an attempt to assess the endogenous
security factorsof theregiona political sys-
temsof the Caucasusand Central Asiainor-
der tofind out, in particular, how theregion’ ster-
ritorial-demographic and ethnic factors affect the
basi c perceptions of security, aswell asthe secu-
ritization' processes occurring in this context. |

1 The securitization phenomenon originally interpret-
ed as a process of comprehension by society/the state of cer-

do not claim to provide exhaustive answers here
to all the questions relating to the problems | in-

tain phenomena as an existential security threat was theoret-
ically substantiated by the Copenhagen School. For more
detail, see: B. Buzan,O. Weaver, J. De Wilde, Security. A New
Framework for Analysis, Rienner Publishers Boulder, Lon-
don, 1998; O. Weaver, B. Buzan, M. Kelstrup, P. Lemaitre,
Identity, Migration and the New Security Agenda in Europe,
Pinter, London, 1993, and also B. Buzan, O. Weaver, Regions
and Powers. The Structure of International Security, Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, 2003, etc.
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tend toinvestigate. At the sametime, the specifics
of the territorial, demographic, and ethnic struc-
tures, especialy in the regions in which “modern
states’? predominate (Central Asiaand the Cauca-
sus belong precisely to this category), directly af-
fect the perceptions of the threats and vulnerabili-
tiescreated by theforeign political environment and
domestic sub-national groups. Thisapproach might
clarify the reasonsfor the post-Soviet conflict dy-
namicsin the Caucasus and Central Asia

This assessment is based on certain specif-
ic conceptual -categorial provisions calling for
preliminary explanation. First, this article looks
at the regional political systems of the Caucasus
and Central Asiaas Regional Security Complex-

2 By way of assessment of the states’ sociopolitical
development, B. Buzan and O. Weaver have identified three
types (levels): pre-modern states (with a very low level of
internal sociopolitical cohesion and state organization; weak
government control over the territory and population); mod-
ern states (strong government control over society, limited
openness, sanctity of sovereignty and independence and
related attributes, including territory and borders, and
stakes placed on self-sufficiency, self-reliance, and nation-
al identity), and post-modern states (relatively moderate
treatment of the sovereignty, independence, and national
identity issues, openness in economic, political, and cultural
contacts with the outside world) (for more detail, see: B. Bu-
zan, O. Weaver, op. cit., pp. 22-24).

es (RSC).% Second, | do not intend to operate
using the fairly limited traditional spatial politi-
cal division of the Caucasusinto two segments—
the Northern and the Southern Caucasus. | am pro-
ceeding from arelatively recent, yet much more
adequate structure (the Northern, Central, and
Southern Caucasus) better suited to objectively
reflect the region’s most important geopolitical
and ethnocultural specifics.*

3 B. Buzan's model of the regional security complex
is based on the interdependence of the national security in-
terests of a geographically close group of states. The origi-
nal interpretation speaks of RSC as “a group of states whose
primary security concerns link together sufficiently closely
that their national securities cannot realistically be consid-
ered apart from one another” (B. Buzan, People, States and
Fear. An Agenda for International Security Sudies in the
Post-Cold War Era, Second edition, Lynne Rienner Publish-
ers Boulder, Colorado, 1991, p. 190).

4 This conception divided the Caucasus into three
parts: the Northern (the autonomous entities of the South-
ern Federal District of the Russian Federation); the Central
(the independent republics of Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Ar-
menia) and the Southern (the Northeastern ils of Turkey, or
the Southwestern Caucasus, and Northwestern ostans of
Iran, or Southeastern Caucasus) (see: E. Ismailov, Z. Ken-
gerli, “The Caucasus in the Globalizing World: A New Inte-
gration Model,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 2 (20),
2003; E. Ismailov, V. Papava, The Central Caucasus: Es-
says on Geopolitical Economy, CA&CC Press® AB,
Stockholm, 2006.

The States, Borders,
and Formation of the Basic Security Perceptions
within the Caucasian and
Central Asan RSC

The processes that led to the security perceptions at the national level in the RSC were very
different, mainly because they required different periods of time to come to fruition, which could not
but affect the stability of the perceptionsthemselves. The autonomousregional political systemstook
shape during different historical periods divided by afairly wide time gap.

The RSC in the Caucasusis not a post-Soviet reality to be described as an aftermath of the So-
viet Union’s disintegration: it was an earlier structure, the dynamics of the relations of which were
revived in the post-Soviet period.® The basic interdependence vectors in the security sphere and the

5 See also: B. Coppieters, “Conclusions: The Caucasus as a Security Complex,” in: Contested Borders in the Cau-
casus, Ed. by B. Coppieters, Brussels, Vubpress, 1996, pp. 194-195; S.E. Cornell, Small Nations and Great Powers. A Sudy
of Ethnopoalitical Conflict in the Caucasus, Curzon Press, 2001, p. 24.
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corresponding dynamics of relations appeared in the pre-Soviet period; the total Soviet control that
took shape in the 1920s merely “conserved” them; B. Buzan describes this as “ overlay.”®

The security relations system in Central Asiais post-Soviet realia; the difference between the
two regionsis easily explained by the different periods of statehood formation in the Caucasus and
Central Asia. Intheformer, the national states cameinto being inthefirst quarter of the 20th century,
after the Bolshevik revolution and disintegration of the Russian Empire (the Azerbaijan Democratic
Republic of 1918-1920; the Georgian Democratic Republic of 1918-1921, and the Armenian (Ararat)
Republic of 1918-1920).7 In Central Asia, on the other hand, the national republics proper are the
product of Soviet power; they became sovereign statesin the early 1990s, during the post-Soviet pe-
riod. Thismeansthat in the Caucasian RSC, the endogenous security factorswerefirst activated inthe
first third of the 20th century, which hel ped to create stable perceptual security constructionsthat were
revived as soon as outward “overlay” disappeared and the Central Caucasian republics restored their
independence in the 1990s.

The basic constructions of political relations of Central Caucasian states of the late 20th century
(both among themsel ves and with the external actors) almost completely coincided with the construc-
tions of the first independence period.

In the early 20th century, territorial issues were very much prominent in the three independent
republics; Azerbaijan and Georgiamanaged to resolvetheir territorial disputes more or less promptly
and painlessly, while their territorial disagreements with Armenia developed into an armed conflict.
Infact, moderation and the desire to cooperate that Azerbaijan and Georgiademonstrated in their mutual
relations during the first and the second independence periods offered a striking contrast to the fairly
complicated relations with Armenia and its relative alienation.

The same appliesto the nature of the perceptual constructionsin the threerepublicsasfriendly/
hostile toward other states. During both periods, Armenia demonstrated an obvious pro-Russian bias
irrespective of who ruled Russia: beit Denikin’ VVolunteer Army, or the Bolsheviks. Today thisisthe
Russian Federation. In every case, Armeniatended to neglect the harm this bias might do to itsinde-
pendence. Azerbaijan and Georgia, on the other hand, placed their stakes on cooperation with Turkey
and the West.

Thefive Central Asianrepublicsacquired their official territoriesand institutionswithin the Soviet
Union, which explains why the autonomous conceptualization of the security sphere at the national
level could have occurred only in the post-Soviet period. This could not help to create stable percep-
tions of the threats and vulnerabilities conditioned by the regional geopolitical environment. Theter-
ritory and the bordersasthe main objects of securitization of modern statescould not develop in Central
Asiainto an active and determining security relations function. Asdistinct from the Caucasus, where
the autonomous national -state formati ons have been settling the national territorial issuesincethefirst
third of the 20th century, with all the ensuing conflict potential, in Central Asiathisfunction belonged
to the Soviet Center.®

A mere glance at the political map reveals the striking differences of delimitation in the two
regions. In the Caucasus, the land border meanders to form enclaves and exclaves, while the Cen-
tral Asian bordersare mainly lineal and very simple. Thisfully appliesto the 2,203-km-long® bor-

5 See: B. Buzan, op. cit., pp. 219-221.

It should be said that in the wake of the Russian Empire’s disintegration, several more republics appeared in the
Caucasus, including the Gorskaia (Mountain) Republic in the north (1917-1919); the Southwestern Caucasian (Kars) Dem-
ocratic Republic (1918-1919), and the Araz-Turkic Republic (1918-1919) in the southwest; the Republic of Azadistan (1920)
and the Gilian Republic (1920-1921) in the southeast.

8 For more details about the Central Asian borders, see: S. Golunov, “The Post-Soviet Borders of Central Asia: Se-
curity and Cooperation,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 5 (11), 2001, pp. 141-152.

9 See: The CIA World Factbook 2006—Kazakhstan, available at [https://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/
kz.html], 3 December, 2006.
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der between Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, the 379-km-long*® border between Kazakhstan and Turk-
menistan, and the 1,621-km-long™* border between Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. This could have
been explained by the terrain; however, it reveals the importance of the territories with different
terrains and climates (or, rather, the possession of such territories) for securitization in the states
concerned.

Securitization of
the “Territorial Deficit” and
the Conflict Leve

The specific features of the Caucasian borders speak of the very high importance of the territo-
ries enclosed by them, and of the never-ending struggle for possession of the territories, aswell as of
the much higher securitization level of the geographic conditions and factors (geo-securitization) in
the Caucasus compared with Central Asia. Modern states assess the territories from the point of view
of their natural conditions conducive to material and economic development. This much is obvious
and should not surprise anyone. In the Caucasus, where the nearly entire territory was highly favora-
ble, attemptsto enlargethe“ L ebensraum” were frequent. In the periods when the region was control -
led by outsideforces, territorial rivalry went on at the social level, whichlogically andinevitably created
a“historical insults’ complex inthe minds of the regional ethnoses, aswell asthe“lost lands’ percep-
tion together with the threats and vulnerabilities related to potential occupation of their “historical
lands.”

In Central Asiathesituation wasdifferent: deserts, which occupy alarge part of theregion, could
not be perceived as territories suitable for the local ethnoses’ material and economic development.
TheFerghanaValley wasthe only areathat could beregarded assuch. Today it isdivided among three
Central Asian states—Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. In the late 1980s, it became the most
dangerous seat of regional tension.

We can argue that the conflict level should be higher in regions with an obvious deficit of
desirable territories. Anyone wishing to compare the dynamics of security relations in the Cau-
casian and Central Asian RSC from the viewpoint of this stimulating element will be forced to
conclude that, under identical conditions, the negative dynamicsin the Central Asian RSC gen-
erated by the endogenousterritorial contradictionswould have been more pronounced than in the
Caucasus. Such an analysis, however, requiresthat other, and highly important, factors should also
be taken into account. In the final analysis, they change the anticipated situation by 180 degrees. It
should be said here that the territory/population size correlation is different in the two regions
(see Table 1).

Table 1 showsthat if we take into account the autonomous central part of the Caucasus (Azer-
baijan, Georgia, and Armenia) and exclude the corresponding parameters for Afghanistan from our
investigation of Central Asia(for the same reason we exclude the Northern, Southeastern, and South-
western Caucasus, due to the absence of de facto fairly developed autonomous political behavior,
including independent security policy), we shall discover that the average population density of the
Caucasian RSC is more than five times larger than the same parameter for Central Asia. Even if we

10 | bidem.
1 See: The CIA World Factbook 2006 — Uzbekistan, available at [https://www.cia.gov/cial/publications/factbook/geos/
uz.html], 3 December, 2006.
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Table 1

General Correlation between Population and
Territory (Population Density)
in the Caucasian and Central Asian RSC*?

Regional Territory Population
Security (thou. Size Density
Complex sq km) (million)
1. Central Asian
(including Afghanistan) 4,564.8 91.2 19.8
2. Central Asian
(without Afghanistan) 3,917.3 60.1 154
3, Caucasian
(entire region) 905.1 50.5 56.1
4. Caucasian
(limited to the independent
republics—Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Armenia 184.2 15.6 84.6
\ ‘ : Y

discusstheindicesfor the entire region (the Central, Northern, Southeastern, and Southwestern parts
of the Caucasus, aswell asthe five Central Asian republics plus Afghanistan), the difference remains
large (nearly three-fold). All other conditions being equal, this means that the risk of social conflicts
in Central Asiaproduced by “territorial deficit” securitizationisat least four timeslower. The case of
the Ferghana Valley confirms the point: the region, which since the late 1980s has been the seat of
potential conflicts, is marked by the highest population density (up to 500 per 1 sq km).® Thisisthe
only areain the region where territorial rivalry is high. Central Asia differsin this respect from the
Caucasus, where there are much more similarly densely populated areas.

Ethnic
Homo/Heter ogeneity

Ethnic and religious specifics of the competing entities are additional, and very important, fac-
torsthat could affect any of the territorial conflictsin the regions discussed. The natural and logical
conclusion isthat thelikelihood of rivalry over favorable living conditions devel oping into a conflict
ishigher in ethnically and confessionally heterogeneous populations. Regional realities demonstrate
considerable differences, which can be used to explain the general stimuli for regional security rela-
tions and the current differences in their relative negative/positive nature within the Caucasian and
Central Asian RSC.

12 The figures for Central Asia and the Caucasus are based on information taken from The CIA World Factbook 2006.
The figures (2002) are based on calculations for the sub-regional divisions of the Caucasus (Northern, Southwestern and
Southeastern) found in E. Ismailov, V. Papava, op. cit., pp. 67, 73.

13 Seer N. Ziadullaev, “Central Asiain a Globalizing World: Current Trends and Prospects,” Central Asia and the
Caucasus, No. 6 (42), 2006, pp. 125-126.
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Let’shave alook at the ratio between the conventionally titular and non-titular ethnoses, as
well asthe average population density of thetwo regions’ political expanse (see Table2). Thisratio
may affect the domestic bias toward conflicts in the countries of the Caucasian and Central Asian
RSC and their relations. We all know that the conflictive nature of the region came to the fore on
the eve of the Soviet Union’s disintegration and the weakened “overlay” regime. The table takes
thisfactor, which isdated to 1989 (based on the last Soviet popul ation census), and the current data
into account.

Table 2

Correlation between the Titular and
Non-Titular Ethnoses and Population Density
in the Countries of the Caucasian and Central-Asian RSC
(1989 and 2006)*

Total Titular Non-Titular Coefficient
Population Ethnos Ethnoses of Popul'ation
(percent) (percent) Density
1. Azerbaijan 7,021,178 7,961,619 82.7 90.6 17.3 815 924
2. Armenia 3,304,776 2,976,372 93.3 97.9 6.7 21 116.3 104.8
3. Afghanistan — 31,056,997 — 42 — 58 — 479
4. Georgia 5,400,841 4,661,473 70.1 838 299 16.2 774 66.8
5. Kazakhstan 16,464,464 15,233,244 39.7 534 60.3 46.6 6.2 5.7
6. Kyrgyzstan 4,257,755 5,213,898 52.3 64.9 47.7 35.1 222 27.2
7. Tajikistan 5,092,603 7,320,815 62.3 79.9 37.7 20.1 357 513
8. Turkmenistan 3,522,717 5,042,920 72.0 85 28 15 7.2 103
\\9. Uzbekistan 19,810,077 27,307,134 71.3 80 287 20 46.6 64.1 )

The above suggests that although the three states of the Caucasian RSC are ethnically |ess het-
erogeneous, thisrel ative homogeneity isaccompanied by their much higher population density, which,
theoretically, should have exacerbated securitization of “territorial deficit” in this region compared
with the Central Asian states. Thetable offers several very interesting figures: Azerbaijan and Arme-
nia are the two most densely populated countries. We all know that the Armenian-Azeri conflict re-
mains the most acute and bloodiest across the post-Soviet expanse. There is an obvious correlation

4 The table does not contain data relating to the ethnic situation in the Northern, Southeastern and Southwestern
Caucasus, even though the heterogeneous nature of the Caucasus is associated more with these three sub-regions (particu-
larly with the Northern Caucasus) than with the three Central Caucasian states. | explain this by the fact that it is very dif-
ficult to identify the titular or the non-titular status of the ethnoses in the three parts of the Caucasus. The sub-regions are
not politically independent parts of the Russian Federation, Iran or Turkey. Under these conditions, the titular/non-titular
label is meaningless. The figures are based on data taken from The CIA World Factbook 2006, as well as on the data of the
U.S.S.R. population census of 1989 (see: “Rasselenie narodov SSSR po soiuznym respublikam po perepisi 1989 g.,”
Soyuz, No. 32, August 1990).
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between the acutest conflict dynamicsbetween Armeniaand Azerbaijan and the“territorial deficit” as
perceived by the public of the two countries, even though there are other factors that triggered the
conflict and are keeping it going. The late 1980swas a very important period and turning point in the
development of the post-Soviet bias toward conflict in the relations between the two nations. It was
during this period that the two republics reached the highest level of ethnic heterogeneity: in Azerbai-
jan, it was 82.7/17.3 and in Armenia 93.3/6.7 percent.

The “territorial deficit” as perceived by the public is becoming an independent securitization
object and, assuch, affectsthe states’ behavior inthe security sphere. Thisisbestillustrated by Arme-
niaand its behavior in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and in its geopolitical context asawhole. The
conflict was initiated by Armenia sterritorial claims (its population density coefficient in 1989 was
116.3, the highest in the Central Eurasian region) to the neighboring republic. By 1994, by the time
the cease-fire agreement was signed, Armeniahad occupied not only Nagorno-Karabakh withits pre-
dominantly Armenian population (thewar’ soriginal cause), but also seven districtsof Azerbaijanwith
atotal area of about 9,988 sq km*® and a predominantly Azeri population that was driven away from
the captured areas. The facts of illegal settlement of Armenians on the Armenia-occupied territories
of Azerbaijan exacerbated the conflict in late 2004 and early 2005 to the extent that a Special OCSE
Mission had to come to the conflict area. It registered that at least 15-16,000 Armenians had settled
illegally in the occupied Azeri territories.’

This exampleisillustrative in another respect: “territorial deficit” securitization in Armenia
turned out to be powerful enough to affect the country’ srelations with nearly all of its close neigh-
bors. Indeed, itsrelations with three (Azerbaijan, Turkey, and Georgia) out of four of its neighbors
(Azerbaijan, Turkey, Georgia, and Iran) are strained to different degrees because of territorial is-
sues; there are other factors behind this as well. The hostility perceptionsin Armenian’s relations
with Azerbaijan and Turkey are especially strong: it isat war with the former and has no diplomatic
relations with the latter; in the case of Turkey, the conflictive level is high enough to develop into
an armed confrontation.

To assess the domestic ethnopolitical dynamics, let’s have alook at the ethno-territorial de-
scriptions of the two republics on the eve of the Soviet Union’s demise. These countries, now part
of the Caucasian RSC, are today, as they werein 1989, the most densely populated. By the end of
the 1980s, that is, on the eve of the heightened ethnopolitical conflict, the titular/non-titular popu-
lation ratio was different from what we have today. It would belogical to expect that the presence
of ethnic minorities in the densely populated states and other social problems (economic decline,
theideological vacuum, and the still unfinished quest for national identity) may create aconflictive
domestic ethnopolitical situation. Whether or not ethnic minorities have been living in compact
groups on definite territories for along time may prove to be very important: population mobility
within a state or its permanent settlement in definite places may affect the intensity of ethnopoliti-
cal conflictsto different extents.

On the one hand, the prospects for the ethnopolitical situationin Azerbaijan, seen in the con-
text of the correlation of domestic demographic and territorial factors, are much more complicated
than in Armenia, which is essentially a mono-ethnic state. In Azerbaijan, on the other hand, there
are compact ethnic communities. Thisisone side of the coin. “ Territorial deficit” securitization in
Armeniais much higher than elsewhere in the Caucasian RSC, which will affect its security policy

5 They are the Lachin (1,835 sq km), Kelbajar (3,054 sq km), Agdam (1,154 sq km), Fizuli (1,386 sq km), Jebrail
(1,050 sgq km), Gubadla (802 sq km), and Zangilan (707 sq km) districts.

16 According to the calculations made in Azerbaijan, there are 23,000 Armeniansillegally residing in the occupied
districts (see: Republic of Azerbaijan, Ministry of Foreign Affairs [http://www.mfa.gov.az/img/map_eng.gif], 2 August,
2007).
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and maintain tension in itsrelations with its neighbors. This may trigger negative dynamicswithin
the region.

The case of Georgiaoffersno less pertinent generalizations. The population density coefficient
on the eve of the end of the Soviet eraand in 2006 was much lower than in Azerbaijan and Armenia
(77.4in 1989 and 66.8 in 2006), but higher than in any of the post-Soviet Central Asian states. At the
sametime, today, asinthelate 1980s, Georgiaremainsethnically the most heterogeneous of the states
in the Caucasian RSC.

The ethnic minorities of Georgia comprise a considerable part of its population, even after the
post-Soviet migration wave. They mainly livein compact groups along Georgia s borders. Two such
areas, Abkhaziaand South Ossetia, were highly autonomous parts of the Georgian S.S.R. bothin the-
ory and in practice. This, aswell as the weakened central power structures and the acute political in-
stability of the late 1980s channeled “territorial deficit” securitization within rather than beyond the
country (the casesof Azerbaijan and Armenia). | n other words, thetwo autonomousrepublicsvs. central
power in Thilisi became securitizing actors; the role of referent object applied to Georgia sterritory
asawhole. The ethnic groups of the two autonomous formations, aswell asthosein other parts of the
country (the Georgians of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the Abkhazians and Ossets living elsewhere
in Georgia), were regarded as sources of danger. Hereisan interesting fact: with atotal population of
525,061 in the late 1980s' and a total territory of 8,600 sq km (population coefficient of 61.0), the
numerical strength of the Abkhazian population proper was merely 93,267, or 17.8 percent.’® The
number of local ethnic Georgians was 239,872, or 45.7 percent,’® of the republic’s total population.
This ratio might have strengthened securitization of the “territorial deficit” in the autonomy, which
had been striving for independence from Georgia for some time, and encouraged the Abkhazian au-
thoritiesto evict the Georgians from the republic. By the late 1980s, South Ossetia reached the same
threshold: of the total population of 98,500 living on aterritory of 3,900 sq km, 29 percent were
Georgians and 66.2 percent Ossets.?°

The Central Asian territorial-demographic picture offersnolessinteresting conclusions. Tgjikistan
is apertinent example: its ethnic heterogeneity/population density coefficient-conflict potential cor-
relation isthe most indicative. The newly independent republic had to cope with the bloody civil war
of 1992-1996, the first manifestation of troublein the more or less stable post-Soviet situation in the
region asawhole. It remains specific to the same extent to which the ethno-territorial situationin the
republic is specific.

It isthe smallest in the Central Asian RSC with the third largest population (see Table 2). The
ethno-linguistic situation and the degree of the population’s heterogeneity are also highly specific.
First, Table 2 showsthat today, asit wasin 1989, the population density in Tajikistan isone the high-
est among theformer Soviet Central Asian republics(35.7 and 51.3, respectively): the country comes
second after Uzbekistan. Second, the difference between the shares of the titular and non-titular pop-
ulation in the total population isrelatively insignificant: the republic comesthird in this respect after
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Third, the republic’ s titular population belongs to the Iranian Indo-Eu-
ropean ethno-linguistic group, which meansthat Tgjikistan isthe only non-Turkic republicin an oth-
erwise Turkic region.

Thisledto arelatively high level of “territorial deficit” securitization yet, likein Georgiaof the
late 1980s, its vector was directed within the country rather than beyond it. Just like in Georgia, eth-

7 Seer G. Hewitt, “ Abkhazia, Georgia and the Circassians (NW Caucasus),” Central Asian Survey, No. 18 (4), 1999,
p. 463.

18 | bidem.

9 | bidem.

20 See: Georgia: Society, Language and Culture, Population, available at [http://webzone.imer.mah.se/projects/geor-
gianV04/DEM O/GeoL INK/Intro2.html], 2 August, 2007.
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no-political conflict trends accelerated in Tajikistan because central power proved to be weak; local
ethnic and clan groups acted as securitizing actors. The civil war ended in the mid-1990s, probably
not so much under theimpact of endogenousfactors: the Russian armed forces deployedin Tajikistan
obviously did not limit themselves to peace keeping and border guarding, which means that the do-
mestic conflict dynamics were suppressed or overlaid by Russia’s military presence.

Theexternal vectorsof Tajikistan’s“territorial” securitization are closely connected with Uz-
bekistan, the most populous post-Soviet Central Asian state with the third largest territory in the
region, which makestherepublic theregional leader intermsof population density coefficient: 46.6
in the late 1980s and 64.1 today. In this respect and in the titular/non-titular population ratio, Uz-
bekistan comes close to the states of the Caucasian RSC. Table 2 shows that in both periods, the
difference between the shares of the titular and non-titular populations in the total population of
Uzbekistan was one of the region’s highest.?! Logic suggests that judging by the first parameter,
Uzbekistan should have ahigh level of “territorial” securitization and, correspondingly, ahigh con-
flict level inside therepublic and initsrelations with its neighbors. For the same reason, the second
index should have quenched the domestic conflict potential. On the other hand, however, whereas
thefirst parameter isfairly prominent, the second parameter cannot always reduce the conflict level
of the country’ srelationswith its closest neighbors. Destabilization of such relationsis highly pos-
sible. In this case, the possible scenario depends on the other factorsinvolved in “territorial” secu-
ritization of the countries discussed. The ethnic minorities in one state, which are in the mgjority
(titular ethnoses) in aneighboring state, the extent to which they tend to livein compact groups, the
distance between such places and their historical homeland, thelevel of political autonomy, etc. are
al ethno-territorial factors.

Uzbekistan’ s strained relations with its neighbors—Tgjikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and to aconsidera-
ble extent, Kazakhstan—are caused, among other things, by the specifics of population distribution
withinitsborders. Thelargest part of its 25 million-strong popul ation is crowded in the east, whilethe
west and the center with their harsh climates are sparsely populated. The western parts of Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan, which border on the densely populated parts of Uzbekistan, are also overpopulated.
Herel particularly havein mind the FerghanaVValley, an overpopul ated and ethnically variegated area,
whichinthelate 1980swasthe scene of one of the most tragic eventsintheregion’ shistory: an ethnic
conflict that drove away over 90,000 Meskhetian Turks.?? This population distribution on both sides
of the border (in Uzbekistan, on the one hand, and in Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan, on the
other) presupposes a high level of “territorial” securitization in al of these countries. The loca na-
tions regard one another and the compact ethnic groups on their territories ethnically related to the
ethnic majorities across the border as a threat.

On the whole, according to Table 2 the population density coefficient in Turkmenistan, Kyr-
gyzstan, and especially in Kazakhstan ismuch lower than in the other two Central Asian states, which
somewhat defusestheimpact of the“territorial deficit” onthegeneral securitization process. Thismeans
that these states are less inclined to military-political expansion. The above, however, does not ex-
clude the possibility of them taking up arms against their neighbors to defend themselves. Internal
ethnopolitical dynamics might cause an international conflict: because they have the highest level of
ethnic heterogeneity in the region, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan are potentially more likely to be in-
volved in such conflicts.

Turkmenistanistheregion’smost stable statein terms of the popul ation density coefficient/eth-
nic structureratio. Indeed, its popul ation density coefficient® isone of thelowest in Central Asia(even

2L In this respect, Uzbekistan comes second after Turkmenistan (see Table 2).
22 Seer A. Yunusov, Meskhetinskie Turki: Dvazhdy deportirovanniy narod, Zaman Publishers, Baku, 2000, p. 95.
% |n this respect, Turkmenistan comes second after Kazakhstan.
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if wetakeinto account the fact that alarge part of itsterritory iscovered by desert), which meansthat
therepublic’ svast territory, second to Kazakhstan's, is one of the least densely populated of the Cen-
tral Asian countries (see Table 2). This creates alow level of “territorial deficit” securitization and
limits contacts with neighbors on territorial issues. The domestic ethnopolitical conflict potential is
likewisevery low mainly dueto the country’ srelatively simpleethnic structure. Today, asinthe Soviet
past, Turkmenistan istheleast ethnically heterogeneous republic among its Central Asian neighbors.
Table 2 showsthat thetitular/non-titular correlation in these periodswas 72/28 and 85/15, respective-
ly. The share of the non-titular popul ation will continue decreasing, which will soon make Turkmen-
istan the only mono-ethnic Central Asian republic.

In Lieu of a Conclusion

Theterritorial-demographic correlation and ethnic heterogeneity obviously cannot serve asthe
only, or asufficient basisfor a comprehensive assessment of the securitization processes now under-
way inthe states of the Caucasian and Central Asian RSC. At the sametime, thesefactorsare obvious-
ly important for forming basic security perceptions within the regional political systems. The degree
of development of such systemsand thelevel of its" maturity” affect the degree of securitization of al
the factors mentioned above.

The development level of the Caucasian and Central Asian RSC does not allow us to talk
about a considerable degree of de-securitization of the geography- and ethnicity-connected fac-
tors, which can be observed in Western Europe. It means that they should be taken into account
as the key endogenous factors of the security relations within these two regional complexes of
Central Eurasia.

Thedifferencesin theterritorial-demographic and ethnic structures can explain why the securi-
ty relationsin post-Soviet Central Asiaare not developing into open armed conflicts, asdistinct from
what isgoing on in the Caucasus. Ason the eve of the post-Soviet conflict situation, the level of “ter-
ritorial deficit” securitizationishigher today inthe Caucasian RSC thanitisinthe Central Asian RSC.
The conflict potential is somewhat aleviated by the populations' fairly active mobility and labor
migration asits part.

The situation might change because of different demographic dynamics and population mobil-
ity?* or, to be more precise, dueto astronger “territorial deficit” factor in the securitization processin
the Central Asian states and, correspondingly, to its weakening within the Caucasian RSC, with all
the repercussions for regional security. No matter what, thisis possible, all other things being equal,
which, aswe know, very rarely remain equal.

24 For example, the demographic differences in the two regions suggest very interesting ideas. According to UNDP
Human Development Report 2006, an annual population increase in the Central Caucasian republics in 2004-2015 will be:
in Azerbaijan (+0.8), in Armenia—(-0.2), in Georgia—(—0.7); in the republics of Central Asia: in Kazakhstan—(0.0), in
Kyrgyzstan—(+1.1), in Tajikistan—(+1.5), in Turkmenistan—(+1.3), and in Uzbekistan—(+1.4) (see: UNDP Human De-
velopment Report 2006, Demographic Trend, Annual Population Growth Rate (%), available at [http://hdr.undp.org/hdr2006/
statisticg/indicators/39.html], 11 June, 2007).
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Introduction

Union in 1991, Kyrgyzstan started hastily

building its own Armed Forces. Although
the Kyrgyz Republicinherited somemilitary units
and weapons from the powerful Soviet Empire,
it lacked defenseinfrastructure and efficient com-
mand personnel. Morethan 15 years have passed
sincethen. During thistimeanationa military se-
curity system has been put in place, the Armed
Forces being its core.

F ollowing the disintegration of the Soviet

This article considers the status of Kyr-
gyzstan’ sArmed Forces, the evol ution of state se-
curity policy, and measures to advance military
reform in the republic.t

1 In the present article, the terms “military reform”
and “reform of the Armed Forces’ are used interchangeably.
Since the Defense Ministry is the core of the Armed Forc-
es of the Kyrgyz Republic, this article devotes more atten-
tion to activities implemented by the ministry.

1. The Composition and
Structure of the Armed Forces

Kyrgyzstan’s Armed Forces comprise ground, naval, air, and air defense units, military agen-
ciesand military training establishments, and local military command and control agencies.? At present,
in accordance with the Military Doctrine of the Kyrgyz Republic (Art 2.12), the Armed Forces of

Kyrgyzstan comprise:
1. The Defense Ministry.
2. The Border Service.

3. ThelInterior Ministry (MVD) Internal Troops.

4. The National Security Service.

5. The Environmental Protection and Emergency Situations Ministry.

6. The National Guard.

2 The Law on Defense No. 1462-XI1 of 13 April, 1994, Art 13.
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7.
8.

The State Protection Service.
Military Justice Agencies.

Structurally, the Armed Forces include general purpose forces, rapid deployment, rapid reac-
tion and state border protection forces.

The Armed Forces are built on the basis of a professional, regular army. The president is the
commander in chief of the Armed Forces. The general supervision of the Armed Forcesis exercised
by the president and the government. Immediate command of the Armed Forces is ensured by the
Defense Ministry through the General Staff, which is an agency that provides direct command and
control of troops and develops plans for the use of troops.®

At present, the Defense Ministry has about 8,0000 servicemen.*

2. State Military Policy and
Military Reform
in Kyrgyzstan

Before considering specific movesin the organi zational development and reform of the KR Armed
Forces, it isessential to answer the question: “Why ismilitary reform so important for the republic?’
There are several reasons for that.

First, following the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of a bipolar world order, the
nature of security threats has changed substantially. Global warswith large armiesand clear-
ly defined adversaries have become history. Now other threats are on the agenda: local con-
flicts, international and national terrorism, drug trafficking, and so on.

Second, during the Soviet era, military servicemen weretrained for operationson the Western
theater—that is to say, in Europe. That isirrelevant for Kyrgyzstan today. Practice shows
that infiltration into Kyrgyzstan, 70 percent of whose territory is occupied by mountains,
occurs mainly viamountain paths: In other words, militants prefer to operate on mountain-
ousterrain. Therefore, the modern military should bein aposition to respond to real needs—
i.e., be compact, mobile, flexible, well controlled and effective in operating on mountain-
ous terrain.

Third, the principle of manpower acquisition in the military should change from draft to
professional, contract service. In that case, specially trained personnel will operate and
service military equipment and conduct combat operations. Furthermore, many outstand-
ing problemswill be eliminated—e.g., corruption in the process of recruitment, desertion,
hazing, and so on.

Fourth, the KR Armed Forces are still rather off-limits to society. In the context of a demo-
cratic state, it isnecessary to practice greater openness and transparency—for example, with
the help of civil and parliamentary oversight.

Several stagesin the evolution of state defense policy can be singled out in Kyrgyzstan.

3 |bid., Art 13 (see also: Military Doctrine, Arts 1.11-1.18).
4Seer A. Kasybekov, “Armia opiat’ stala ne nuzhna?’ Vechernii Bishkek, 22 September, 2006, available at [http://
members.vb.kg/2006/09/22/protivn/3.html], 3 March, 2007.
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2.1. Stage 1 (1991-1999)

In 1993, Kyrgyzstan sent a peacekeeping force to neighboring Tajikistan (500 troops) to protect
Tajikistan's state border with Afghanistan, which remained there until February 1999.°

At that time, a public debate about the expediency of the military was ongoing in the republic.
On the one hand, the proposal that the Armed Forces be disbanded stemmed from the country’ sfinan-
cial difficulties. The thesis about the republic’s peace-loving policy was quite popular: “We are a
peaceful nation; wewill not attack anyone nor will anyone attack us.” On the other hand, the inappro-
priate attitude toward national defense arose from the fact that force devel opment was driven not by
athreat of attack from the outside, but rather by the need to create a semblance of such an institution
as an essential element of statehood.

That initial stage was marked by declining morale in the Armed Forces, caused by financial
problems, the nonpayment of wages and other allowances, and thefalling prestige of military service.
Military servicemen wereleaving the defenserelated structuresin droves. That trend wasreflected in
official documents. In particular, in 1994, in aspecial resolution, the government directed the Defense
Ministry to “analyze the causes of the outflow of officer cadre from the Armed Forces of the Kyrgyz
Republic and ... to submit their proposals to the Government.”® Other shortcomings, according to
government agencies, included alack of coordination between the various arms and branches of serv-
ice, especially in operations on mountai nousterrain, negligence with respect to storage, operation and
maintenance of arms and military equipment, theft, desertions, and rampant crime in the military.”

The subsequent document regul ating the course of military reform appearedin 1998.8 |n accord-
ance with that government resolution, an essential element of military reform was to be a national
security concept, amilitary reform program for 1998-2005, and guidelinesfor military doctrine. Those
documents provided for adownsizing of the Defense Ministry staff to 9,000, starting in 1999.°

In 1992 through 1999, the following lawswere adopted: On Alternative (Non-Military) Service
(1992, asamendedin 1994), On Defense (1994, asamended in 1997), On the State Border of the Kyrgyz
Republic (1999), and On the Border Service of the Kyrgyz Republic (1999).

In 1994, thefirst institution of civil control over the Armed Forces appeared in the country—the
Public Association of Soldiers’ Mothers. Representatives of thisorganization started visiting military
units, meeting and talking with military commanders and servicemen with the aim of identifying in-
stances of hazing, bullying, violation of servicemen’s rights, and combating corruption and graft in
the defense sector. Therefore, outstanding military problems had a big public response, causing law-
enforcement and other agencies to take robust measures to tackle those problems.

2.2. Stage 2 (1999-2005)

One of the fundamental documentsin state military policy isthe 2002 Military Doctrine, which
formul ated the state policy of organizational devel opment and reform of the Armed Forcesinthe Kyrgyz

5 KR Government Resolution No. 298 of 9 July, 1993, On Sending a Military Contingent to Reinforce the Protec-
tion of the Tqjik-Afghan State Border. In September 1993, the peacekeeping force comprised, in addition to a Kyrgyz bat-
talion, a Russian division (6,000 servicemen) and an Uzbek battalion (450) (see: R. Burnashev, “ Tadzhikistan: politika i
vooruzhennye sily,” KontinenT, available at [http://www.continent.kz/2002/14/13.html], 20 May, 2007).

8 KR Government Resolution No. 396 of 8 June, 1994, On Progress of Reform in the Armed Forces of the Kyrgyz
Republic.

” Ibidem.

8 KR Government Resolution No. 570 of 28 August, 1998, On Measures to Implement Resolution No. 1 of 31 July,
1998 of the KR Security Council, On the Status of Military Reform in the KR and Measures to Intensify It.

9 |bidem.
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Republic. The document stipulated that organizational development of the Armed Forces would pro-
ceed in three stages.

m At Stage 1 (2002-2003), it was planned to create alegislative basisin ensuring military secu-
rity and to continue preparing rapid reaction forces to rebuff possible penetration by interna-
tional terrorists.

m At Stage 2 (2004 through 2007), it was planned to organize and maintain armed forces that
would be able—after being brought to full strength and mobilized—to perform various mis-
sionsin local armed conflicts, independently or as part of the Collective Rapid Deployment
Forces of the Central Asian Collective Security Region.

m At Stage 3 (2008 through 2010), it is planned to train and maintain the Armed Forces capa-
ble of performing missionsin armed conflicts on aregional level, independently or as part of
the Coalition Armed Forces of the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO).%°

Strictly speaking, before 1999, the main goal was to build national armed forces. Although
the republic inherited basic military components from the Soviet Union, the Armed Forces as a
national institution and an essential element of the state had to be built from scratch. After 1999,
first progress was madein the reform process. One landmark, in a sense, were the so-called Batken
events (1999-2000). For two yearsin arow, agroup of militants had been penetrating the territory
of the Kyrgyz Republic, while its Armed Forces had to repel attacks by international terrorists.*
Fifty-five military servicemen werekilled and 88 wounded in clashes with terrorists who had twice
intruded into the Batken region. The fighting displaced 8,000 people.'? Terrorist attacks caused the
state $30 million damage.*®

Those events showed how defensel ess the republic was without its Armed Forces. Society and
the ruling authorities realized the vital importance of maintaining the so-called power structures—
both financially and morally, in order to boost the prestige of the Armed Forces.

Speaking in 2004 during the unveiling of a monument to military servicemen killed in action,
Prime Minister N. Tanaev said: “ The events of the past few years have shown that in order to ensure
its stability and prosperity, the country needs powerful Armed Forces. The danger of regional desta-
bilization remains; After al, variousterrorist and extremist organizations are attempting to raise their
profile.” 4

So, what has been done in practice since then?

Thefirst step was the unification of three western districtsin the Osh region—L.ialiak, Batken,
and Kadamdzhai, which bordered on Tagjikistan, aswell aswith the towns of Kyzyl Kiaand Suliukta.
Theformation, in October 1999, of anew province—the Batken region—hel ped tackle socioeconom-
ic development problemsin the area by increasing the all ocation of budgetary funding. Furthermore,
units of the Kyrgyz Defense Ministry Southern Grouping of Forces were deployed in the region and
in 2001, amilitary exercise was conducted there.

The next step was an increasein spending for the Armed Forces. In the spring of 2000, the gov-
ernment said that stablefinancing wasensured for the military.*® In 2001, the republic’ s defense budget

10 KR military doctrine was adopted on 23 March, 2002 by the KR Security Council Resolution On the Military
Doctrine of the Kyrgyz Republic during the Transition Period until 2010.

1 The raid was an attempt by militants to break through Kyrgyz territory to Uzbekistan. In addition to that, shortly
before the incursion, neighboring Tajikistan announced the closure of a civilian disarmament program.

12 Seer E. Satybekov, A. Kasybekov, “Batken: ispytanie na prochnost,” Vechernii Bishkek, 16 October, 2002, avail-
able at [http://members.vb.kg/2002/10/16/vizit/2.html], 15 May, 2007.

3 |n relation to the average rate of the dollar in 1999-2000—1.2 billion som.

14 A. Kasybekov, “Batken zhivet v nashikh serdtsakh,” Vechernii Bishkek, 31 May, 2004, available at [http://
members.vb.kg/2004/05/31/panorama/1.html], 17 May, 2007.

15 See: D. Glumskov, “Mirnogo neba, zemliaki,” Vechernii Bishkek, 24 March, 2000.
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was $18.7 million (897 million som), or 1.2 percent of GDP; in 2002, it was $22 million (1.03 bil-
lion som), or 1.4 percent of GDP; in 2003, $26.7 million (1.12 billion som), or 1.3 percent of GDP.¢
Subsequently, the question of increasing defense spending was brought up on several occasions. In
particular, addressing a meeting of the National Security Council in May 2004, President Akaev
said that “the economic growth of the past few years makesit possible to support the Armed Forces
not only morally but also financially.”*” G. Afonina, a representative of the Soldiers Mothers’
Committee who had just inspected a number of military units, also pointed to an improvement in
the military’ sfinancial situation: “ The food and supply situationinthe Army hasimproved recent-
ly. So young men form poor families are joining the service without any coercion: They will befed
and clad here.” 8

Y et another important measure implemented during that period was the reorganization of state
control inthe security and defense realm. Thus, on 4 January, 2001, the National Security Servicewas
created (replacing the National Security Ministry). Furthermore, the NSS was placed outside the ex-
ecutive chain of command and control and was made answerable directly to the president. The reor-
ganization also applied to the Border Service. It was created in 1997 as the Main Directorate of the
Border Service® inthe structure of the National Security Ministry. Following the withdrawal of Russian
border guardsin 1999, the service had by 2002 gone through a series of reorganizations.?’ The Border
Service, comprised of the Main Border Protection Directorate of the Defense Ministry and the Main
Border Control Directorate of the National Security Ministry, in August 2002, was reorganized asan
independent agency. Whereasin 1999, the Border Service had about 3,000 servicemen,? by 2002, its
numerical strengthincreased to 5,000 and in the subsequent two years, to 6,000.2 Today the Border
Service answers directly to the president of the Kyrgyz Republic.

Alongside the reorganization of the existing “ power bodies,” in 2002, formation of rapid reac-
tion units began. These specia purpose units were created to repel attacks by international terrorists
and extremists. Their main distinguishing feature was their ability to conduct combat operations on
mountainousterrain. Special purpose unitsare provided with special gear and equipment to operatein
mountain areas. They also receive special food rations. They are manned on acontract basis.?* 1t would
be appropriate here to draw a parallel with Russian mountain brigades. Incidentally, the only Soviet-

16 According to the KR National Bank exchange rate. Sources for 2001-2002 data: Otchet po itogam proverki Otch-
eta Pravitelstva Kyrgyzskoi Respubliki ob ispolnenii respublikanskogo biudzheta za 2002 god, Schetnaia palata KR,
available at [http://www.ach.gov.kg/otchet_2.html], 31 May, 2007. Sources for 2003 data: Raskhodnaia chast biudzhe-
ta za 2003 god, KR Finance Ministry, available at [http://www.minfin.kg/modul es/smartsection/item.php?itemid=296],
31 May, 2007.

T A. Otorbaeva, “Ves generalitet, i ob odnom,” Vechernii Bishkek, 15 June, 2004, available at [http://members.vb.kg/
2004/06/15/panorama/6.html], 1 June, 2007.

18 “Pomogi armii,” Vechernii Bishkek, 20 April, 2004, available at [http://members.vb.kg/2004/04/20/prizyv/4.html],
25 March, 2007.

19 Statute No. 332 of 14 October, 1998, On the Main Directorate of the Border Service of the Defense Ministry of
the Kyrgyz Republic.

20 For example, in May 1999, the Border Service was divided in two wings—the Main Border Protection Directo-
rate, as part of the Defense Ministry, with the function of protecting the state border (about 3,000 servicemen). The second
wing, the Main for Border Control Directorate (about 300 servicemen), as part of the National Security Ministry, tasked with
ensuring controlled border crossing (see: Decree of the President of the KR No. 131 of 28 May, 1999, On the Border Service
of the KR).

2 |bidem.

22 Decree of the President of the KR No. 241 of 31 August, 2002, On the Border Service of the KR.

2 Decree of the President of the KR No. 366 of 18 November, 2003, On Introducing the Amendments into the De-
cree of the President of the KR On the Border Service of the KR of 31 August, 2002, and Decree of the President of the
KR No. 352 of 13 October, 2004, On Introducing the Amendments into the Decree of the President of the KR On the Bor-
der Service of the KR of 31 August, 2002.

2 See: lu. Orlova, “Kirghizia sozdaet sobstvennye sily bystrogo razvertyvania,” RIA Novosti, 2 August, 2002, avail-
able at [http://www.rian.ru/defense_safety/20020802/201750.html], 20 March, 2007.
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eramountain brigade (the 68th I ndependent Motorized Rifle Brigade) wasbased inthe Kirghiz S.S.R.,
intheAlai Valley.”

At that stage, personnel training programswere launched at national military training establish-
ments. One of them was the Bishkek Higher Military School (formerly the Bishkek Military Flight
Training College). First four-year training programs were started in 2001.2

The structure of the Armed Forces was also reorganized: The Defense Ministry abandoned the
Soviet-era “regiment-division” system and adopted the “battalion-brigade” system, which makes it
possible to conduct independent action in specific sectors of operation.

Intheinterest of strengthening the nation’ s defense capability and enhancing the prestige of the
Armed Forces, the course was set for increasing the share of career and contract servicemen. Theterm
of conscript servicewasreduced from 18 monthsto 12: President A. Akaev issued an appropriate decree
in 2004.2¢ The transfer of the Armed Forces to a professional [contract] basis was designed also to
help resolve numerous social problems. According to E. Topoev, the country’s defense minister in
2002, “today, the number of conscripts greatly exceeds the Army’s manpower needs.” %

During that period, the Soldiers Mothers Committee continued to work proactively, initiat-
ing checks at military enlistment offices throughout the country and instituting the use of anony-
mous comment cards at all military units.*® In addition to that, special parents’ committees were
periodically inspecting military subunits, reporting the results of their “raids” to the Defense Min-
istry leadership.®

Despiteall of those measures, the situation in the Armed Forces|eft much to be desired. “ Today,
our Armed Forces are, figuratively speaking, in adormant state. The situation in that areais deplor-
able,” MP K. Baibolov said in 2003.%

That situation eroded the credibility of the “ power agencies’ and prompted the Kyrgyz parlia-
ment to consider instituting parliamentary control over the military.* In 2003, a group of MPs pre-
pared adraft law on civilian control of the country’ s Armed Forces. Under the document, the activity
of the republic’s power agencies was to be monitored not only by state structures but also by repre-
sentativesof civil society—political parties, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and research and
scientific establishments. The draft also provided for the introduction of a new post—official repre-
sentative for military servicemen’ saffairs. The parliament wasready to consider yet another proposal
within the framework of military reform—to permit civiliansto be appointed to head military depart-
ments and agencies. * But for various reasons the draft law was never passed.

% See: |. Plugatarev, “Est vse, krome lichnogo sostava,” Nezavisimaia gazeta, 26 January, 2007, available at [http:/
nvo.ng.ru/forces/2007-01-26/3_ludi.html], 25 March, 2007.

% See: Decree of the President of the KR No. 184 of 15 July, 2000, On the Establishment of the Bishkek Military
School of the Armed Forces of the KR, and KR Government Resolution No. 12 of 17 January, 2001, On Implementation
of the Decree of the President of the KR No. 184 of 15 July, 2000, On the Establishment of the Bishkek Military School
of the Armed Forces of the KR.

27 A series of interviews Kak obesptechit zashchitu granits Kyrgyzstana? 5 June, 2006, an interview with K. Tynaliev,
deputy chief of staff of the KR Armed Forces, available at [http://www.open.kg/ru/blics_archive_ 2006/
blics border_security], 26 May, 2007.

% See: “Dinozavry v sapogakh,” Vechernii Bishkek, 30 July, 2004, available at [http://members.vb.kg/2004/07/30/
panorama/14.html], 20 April, 2007.

2 u. Orlova, “Kirghizia pristupit k formirovaniiu professionalnoi armii,” RIA Novosti, 2 August, 2002, available at
[http://www.rian.ru/defense_safety/20020802/201663.html], 30 May, 2007.

% See: S. Kozhemiakin, “Galina Afonina: ‘Ne nado boiatsia sluzhit v armii,”” Bely parokhod, 16 February, 2007,
available at [http://www.parohod.kg/index.php?option=com_content& task=view&id=4943], 16 February, 2007.

31 See: “Pomogi armii,” Vechernii Bishkek, 20 April, 2004.

32 E. Temir, “Nedorosli budut vkalyvat kak vse,” Vechernii Bishkek, 8 October, 2003, available at [http://
members.vb.kg/2003/10/08/politika/4.html], 29 June, 2007.

3 See: D. Karimov, “Deputatam teper ne khvataet armii,” Vechernii Bishkek, 27 May, 2003, available at [http://
members.vb.kg/2003/05/27/politika/1.html], 26 March, 2007.

34 |bidem.
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2.3. Stage 3 (2005-2007)

Following the change of leadership in the country, after 24 March, 2005, the guidelinesfor state
military policy were also revised. Aswill be shown below, priority shifted to the development of the
social infrastructure of the Armed Forces and improving their image.

Reor ganization measur es in state governance, which were implemented after 24 March, ap-
plied to several “power” ministries.

A month after he came into office, acting President K. Bakiev signed a decree on the reorgani-
zation of the Border Service as the Border Troops of the National Security Service.*® However, fol-
lowing araid by agroup of militants (12 May, 2006)* the Border Troops were removed from under
thecommand of the National Security Serviceand reorganized asan integrated executive power agency.
They had their former name returned to them—the Border Service. The chairman of the Border Serv-
ice was as of now appointed by the president of the Kyrgyz Republic.®”

Y et another consequence of the raid by militants was the adoption of alaw (on 8 June, 2006)
stripping the National Security Service of the right to investigate criminal casesrelated to economic
and abuse of office offenses. That enabled the NSS to focus on intelligence and counter terrorism
activity—that isto say, onits principal mission.®® Subsequent reorganization of the NSS occurred in
early 2007, following the adoption of an amended Constitution. The NSS was reorganized into the
State Committee for National Security and incorporated into the structure of the government—in oth-
er words, it ceased answering directly to the president.*

Reform of the Armed For ces per se comprises several components: transition to a one-year
term of conscription service, raising the draft age to 20, and the related system of deferrals. At
present—thefinancial situation not being favorable enough—the Armed Forcesrely for manpower
acquisition both on conscripts and contract servicemen. In 2006, the share of contract servicemen
was 15 percent.®©

Y et another innovation was relieving military servicemen of a part of the so-called economic
functions [functions unrelated to their military duties]: in order not to distract conscripts from essen-
tial training, 300 to 350 jobs were created for civilian employees—at canteens and other auxiliary
services.®t

Inadditiontothat, asof 2006, intheinterest of strengthening military discipline, conscriptsstarted
serving in units located not less than 300 km away from the place of their permanent residence.

Military reform also extended to formal trappings, including the translation of official documen-
tation and military terminology into Kyrgyz, the state language, and the introduction in 2005 of na-

% Decree of the Acting President of the KR No. 183 of 23 May, 2005, On Measures to Improve State Administra-
tion in the Security Sphere of the KR.

36 All militants were activists of the outlawed |slamic Movement of Afghanistan (IMU). Units of the National Security
Service Special Operations Directorate Alfa, the Interior Ministry Special Purpose Forces, and the Border Troops partici-
pated in the counter terrorism operation. KR losses: six killed, including four military servicemen; militant losses: four killed,
one captured. There were 10 militantsin al. According to law-enforcement agencies, the group planned to stage a number
of terrorist attacks in the Ferghana Valley to “celebrate” the anniversary of the Andijan eventsin Uzbekistan (see: lu. Kuz-
minykh, “Oni vypolnili svoi dolg,” Vechernii Bishkek, 16 May, 2006, available at [http://members.vb.kg/2006/05/16/anti/
1.html], 6 May, 2007).

37 Decree of the President of the KR No. 270 of 22 May, 2006, On Improving State Administration in Protecting the
KR State Border.

% See: “Deputaty otobrali u SNB belovorotnichkovye dela,” Delo No., 14 June, 2006.

39 Decree of the President of the KR No. 96 of 16 March, 2007, On Organizational Measures to Ensure the Imple-
mentation of the KR Law on the Structure of the KR Government.

4 See: G. Platonov, “Osobennosti natsionalnogo prizyva,” Delo No., 18 October, 2006, available at [http://delo.
ktnet.kg/2006/35/07.shtml], 28 March, 2007.

4 See: “Kirghizskaia armia pereshla na prizyv s 20 let,” Delo No., 14 June, 2006.
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tional military uniformsand insignia.*? For 14 years prior to that, the republic’s military servicemen
had worn Soviet and then Russian uniforms. Sometimes servicemenwereissued U.S., Turkish or French
clothing and equipment, supplied as humanitarian aid from NATO member countries. Today the
Defense Ministry places contracts among domestic producers, who make military uniforms not only
for the Armed Forces but for all power structuresin the republic.

There has been a visible improvement in the organization of logistics. According to the De-
fense Ministry press service, exercise and training facilities, including field engineering structures,
artificial obstaclesand assault courses, are being modernized and upgraded. Servicemen participatein
night timetactical and livefiredrills. Tank, CW, artillery, and engineer subunits exercise on aregular
basis. Supply of fuel and lubricating materialsto all military unitsisimproving, which makesit pos-
sible to conduct scheduled motor vehicle and armor drills.*®

Asfor advanced professional training of military servicemen, every year about 40 Defense
Ministry officers upgrade their qualifications at special training courses abroad.

Inearly 2007, the Defense Ministry Center for Advanced Officer and NCO Training was opened,
offering one-month professional training courses. Furthermore, in 2005, the NCO Training School of
the Combined Arms Training Center of the Armed Forces of the Kyrgyz Republic was opened at the
Second Independent M otorized Rifle Brigade. The NCO institution isespecially important in the process
of transition to contract service, since it helps relieve the officers’ workload and shift a substantial
part of duties and responsibilities to NCOs. NCO schools prepare section commanders and deputy
commanders of motorized rifle, mountain, and specia purpose sub-units.

Studentsat the Bishkek Higher Military School with thebest gradesare entitled to aspecia stipend
(about $12).

Changesin social infrastructur e include the building of new homes and apartments for offic-
ersand NCOs, renovation of ahotel for military servicemen in Bishkek, repair and modernization of
storehouses and bath and laundry facilities, modernization and upgrading of military polyclinicsin
Bishkek and Osh, and renovation of the Defense Ministry Tamga sanatorium.

Representatives of civil society note that the improvement of social infrastructure and housing
conditions has generally helped improve the image of the Armed Forces: “On the whole, there has
been a substantial improvement, which benefited everyone... | remember when keysto the first few
apartments were being presented to officers' families, one colonel started crying in full view of eve-
ryone. That was hardly surprising, considering that a person, whose children are already over 20, has
had to rent housing throughout hislife. Many officers have received apartments of their own. Second,
the new minister immediately paid attention to how the servicemen are clad and equipped, what sort
of food they eat, and in what conditions they live.”#

Certain changes have also occurred in the relationship between civil society and the Defense
Ministry. “ The attitude toward us has changed considerably. Now | can easily call his aide and ar-
range for ameeting with the minister. ‘ Tomorrow, if necessary,” Isakov will say... Today, we are not
in astate of confrontation with the military, but in dialog and cooperation,” G. Afonina, chairman of
the Soldiers Mothers' Committee, says.®® The Soldiers Mothers Committee continues a variety of
activitiesin military units, including the organization of competitions (not least with the aim of erad-
icating such problems as hazing) and training in election technology. Not long ago, the republic’s

42 Decree of the Acting President of the KR No. 311 of 11 August 2005, On National Military Uniforms and Insig-
niain the Armed Forces of the KR.

4 See: T. Orlova, “Voyennye raportuiut s optimizmom,” MSN, 22 November, 2005, available at [http://www.msn.kg/
ru/news/12028/], 27 March, 2007.

4 S, Kozhemyakin, op. cit.

% |bidem.
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authorities put into practice yet another ideaproposed by G. Afonina: In order to boost the prestige of
the Armed Forces, official sending-off parties for conscripts, practiced during the Soviet era, have
been restored. Thefirst such event took place in the fall of 2006 on the central square of Bishkek, in
the presence of city authorities and Defense Ministry officials, as well as the conscripts’ parents.*
Furthermore, the Soldiers Mothers' Committee publishes its own magazine, Armeisky pedsovet, the
Tvoi prava soldat [Soldiers Rights] bulletin, and other publications.

Therefore, the Defense Ministry’s cooperation with this civil society institution helpsimprove
the image of the military in the public eye.’

Y et another important development has been the introduction of parliamentary control over
military organizationsin Kyrgyzstan. A draft law on parliamentary control was previously rejected
by the government and sent back for a review in 2006.# An amended version of the bill was ap-
proved by the Kyrgyz parliament in January 2007. In accordance with the document, the law mak-
ers may determine the command and control system in the KR Armed Forces and the procedure for
the use and employment of the Armed Forces, aswell as the purposes, principles and powers of the
republic’s Armed Forces. The deputies established the Office of the Parliamentary Representative
for the Affairsof Military Organizations. The entire Armed Forces are now subject to parliamenta-
ry control.*

3. Problems

In accordance with the Law on Defense, funding for defense programsis provided from the budget
of the Kyrgyz Republic (Art 21). However, military officers of different ranks have admitted in per-
sonal interviews that military reform cannot be implemented effectively enough due to severe under
funding of the military.

Experts say that only 20 percent to 50 percent of the military needs are being met.>® Therefore,
themilitary leadership islooking for additional sources of funding. One of the extra budgetary sourc-
es of funding is the sale of morally and technically obsolete weapon systems, as well as Soviet era
military equipment. According to K. Tynaliev, deputy chief of staff of the KR Armed Forces, “we
have obsolete equipment that it is practically impossible to use; we sell it, using the receipts to buy
clothing and gear.”s!

The KR’s 2007 draft defense budget earmarked funding for four power agencies: the Defense
Ministry, the Border Service, the National Guard, and the Military Court—a total of $25 million
(988.9 million som), or 0.8 percent of GDP.?

% See: Zh. Ibraliev, “V Kyrgyzstane vozrozhdaiut traditsii torzhestvennykh provodov prizyvnikov v armiu,” 24.kg,
17 October, 2006, available at [http://www.24.kg/community/2006/10/17/8462.html], 7 April, 2007.

47 See: S. Kozhemyakin, op. cit.

% KR Government Resolution No. 144 of 6 March, 2006, On the KR Government Conclusion concerning the Draft
Law of the Kyrgyz Republic on Parliamentary Control over the KR Military Organizations.

4 See: Zh. Ibraliev, “Parlament Kyrgyzstana odobril zakonoproekt o parlamentskom kontrole nad voyennymi organ-
izatsiiami KR,” 24.kg, 11 January, 2007, available at [http://www.24.kg/politic/2007/01/11/21471.html], 10 April, 2007.

%0 See: L. Bondarets, “V ooruzhennoe stolknovenie 12 maia 2006 goda: uroki, vyvody, predlozhenia,” Otkrytyi Kyr-
gyzstan, available at [http://www.open.kg/upload/express_analysis/bondarec.doc], 16 March, 2007.

5L A series of interviews, Kak obesptechit zashchitu granits Kyrgyzstana? 5 June, 2006. An interview with K. Ty-
naliev.

52 The other four agencies—the National Security Service, the State Protection Service, the Interior Ministry Inter-
nal Troops, and the Ministry for Affairs of Civil Defense, Emergency Situations, and Elimination of Natural Disasters—are
included in the “Public Order and Security” category (see: “Poiasnitelnaia zapiska k proektu biudzheta KR na 2007 god,”
KR Finance Ministry, available at [http://www.minfin.kg/modul es/smartsection/item.php?itemid=679], 26 May, 2007.
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Because the power structures are under financed, their training standards declined to the mini-
mum; therefore, the servicemen'’ sability to perform missionsassigned to them leavesmuch to be desired.

Apart from other things, military reform includes upgrading weapons and equipment. Kyr-
gyzstan's Armed Forces have not been reoutfitted since the declaration of independence. According
to K. Tynaliev, the budget does not earmark any funding for the acquisition of military eguipment.
Compared to Russia, where 40 percent of the defense budget goes to maintenance of the Armed Forc-
es and 60 percent for the procurement of arms and equipment, the entire funding in the KR goes for
maintenance.>® Hisview isshared by D. Kozhobergenov, deputy chief of staff of the Border Service:
“The 400 million som earmarked in the budget is only enough to pay wages and provide food to serv-
icemen.”

Aninsufficient supply of armsand military equipment leadsto a substantial increase in expend-
itureinthe event of emergency situations (for example, incursions by armed groups across the border)
and impairs the effectiveness of military operationsin general. In 1999, an extra $4.5 million had to
be spent on eliminating a group of international terrorists.®

The lack of funds for the procurement and maintenance of arms and military equipment, mili-
tary training, reservist training, etc., imminently weakens the Armed Forces' ability to perform their
duties in defending the country. Therefore, it is essential to review matters relating to the effective-
nessof the Armed Forces, arational distribution of availableresources, the required numerical strength
and training of officers and enlisted personnel.

In addition to that, an appropriate scientific and research basein the security realmisalso lack-
ing. Conclusions that are made here are based on data provided by the Soviet or Russian military
science, while such compilation is counterproductive. All of these factors—the two countries’ ter-
ritorial scale, geographic specifics, military-political goals, financial status, etc.—are as different
as can be.

Y et another impediment to military reformisthelack of civilian control over the reform proc-
ess. Since the republic has no experience in such transformations, the implementation of al meas-
ures and activities involved in reforming the Armed Forces as a whole has been entrusted to the
Defense Ministry, which effectively closed all avenuesto civilian oversight. Needless to say, mil-
itary reform, both on the theoretical and practical level, is the domain of the state, above all the
Defense Ministry, but not to the exclusion of other government agencies. For example, in Russia,
the Public Council under the Defense Ministry is actively involved in developing new military
doctrine.®® It would be advisable to create scientific research centers to study military problemsin
the KR or to tap some of the existing research facilities. Some of the principal questionsfor research
should be as follows: society’s vision of the military of the future, the main goals of the military
reform, and so on.

It ishigh timeto review the existing legislative basis, primarily the military doctrine. The cur-
rent doctrine was adopted in 2002, but it was developed earlier, in 2000. The document fails to take
into account most of the recent developments—e.g., the deployment of two [foreign military] bases
on the republic’s soil,*” periodic attacks on border posts, and changes that have occurred in the situ-

53 A series of interviews, Kak obesptechit zashchitu granits Kyrgyzstana? 5 June, 2006. An interview with K. Ty-
naliev.

54 |bidem. An interview with D. Kozhobergenov, Chief of the Main Operations Department, deputy chief of staff of
the Border Service, available at [http://www.open.kg/ru/blics_archive 2006/blics border_security], 28 May, 2007.

% See: L. Bondarets, op. cit.

% RF Defense Minister’s Order No. 490 of 16 November, 2006, On the Formation of the Public Council at the RF
Defense Ministry.

5" The Manas air base of the U.S.-led antiterrorist coalition is located not far from Bishkek (established in 2001). The
Kant air base of the Collective Security Treaty Organization islocated in the town of Kant, 20 km from Bishkek (established
in 2003).
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ation in the region as awhole. Furthermore, the 9/11 terrorist attacks in New Y ork have shown that
the use of relatively small armed groupsin the present day world can cause devastating consequences
even for the great powers. All of that requires areview and aclarification of threatsto KR security, a
redefinition of the Armed Forces' functions, and devel oping new approachestoward military doctrine
in such asmall country as Kyrgyzstan.

Conclusions

Analysisof military reformin the KR showsthat there are two opposite views of the problem at
hand. The first view, which could be described as pessimistic, is as follows. “There is in effect no
military reform. There are only assurances [from the government] that reform is underway, but little
else.”%® The second view—optimistic—posits: “Military reform has begun and is moving full steam
ahead.”®® It seemsthat the truth lies somewhere in between. During the af orementioned three stages,
state policy with respect to the Armed Forces has undergone substantial change—from complete de-
nial that the country needs Armed Forcesto therealization that the state cannot survivewithout arobust
military security system, especially in such aproblem ridden region as Central Asia. But asone expert
said, “for our Armed Forces to meet the requirements of the time, it is necessary that the state give
them higher priority.”% In addition to that, good teamwork by all agencies and departmentsin organ-
izing amilitary security systemis of the essence.

There are two principal components of military reform.

m Thefirst, which can be conveniently described as “internal reform,” involves changes that
directly enhance the state’ s defense capability. These transformations include restructuring
the Armed Forces, reoutfitting and modernization, professional training by taking the coun-
try’ s geographic specificsinto account, and so on.

m Thesecond component—" exter nal reform,” involves measures designed to boost theimage
of the Armed Forces. They pertain to theintroduction of national military uniform, improve-
ment of social infrastructure, resolution of housing and related problems, implementation of
cultural and health oriented activities, etc. Needless to say, the two components are closely
interconnected. Sincetherepublic at present lacks sufficient financial resources, only the second
component of military reform is being implemented. But for the national security system to
operate smoothly and effectively, it isstill necessary to implement thefirst component—i.e.,
“internal reform.” Without that, external transformations aone will not improve the coun-
try’ s defense capability.

In conclusion, it should be noted that many of the problems in the KR Armed Forces are con-
nected with theinitial stage of the devel opment of therepublic’ s power agencies. The af orementioned
measures and activities indicate that military reformin its classic understanding is only beginning to
gain momentum. Today, Kyrgyzstan cannot afford to completely reoutfit the military and acquire

% A series of interviews, Kak obesptechit zashchitu granits Kyrgyzstana? 5 June, 2006. An interview with Col.
lu. Pogrebniak (Ret.), available at [http://www.open.kg/ru/blics_archive 2006/blics_border_security], 26 May, 2007.

%9 E.g., aninterview with KR Defense Minister |. Isakov (quoted from: [u. Gruzdov, “U silnoi armii—krepkiye tyly,”
MSN, 4 October, 2005, available at [http://www.msn.kg/ru/news/11834/], 30 May, 2007); a news conference by M. Bek-
boev, Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces, first deputy defense minister of Kyrgyzstan (quoted from: “Armia sovershenst-
vuetsia,” MSN, 18 October, 2005, available at [http://www.msn.kg/ru/news/11629/], 31 May, 2007).

8 A series of interviews, Kak obesptechit zashchitu granits Kyrgyzstana? 5 June, 2006. An interview with K. Ty-
naliev.
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modern arms and military equipment. On the other hand, the operational effectiveness of the Armed
Forces does not always directly depend on financial resources. Boosting the prestige of military serv-
ice by improving social infrastructure (which is happening now) has an indirect impact on the state’s
defense capability.

But the key ingredients of success are full-scal e funding, in-depth analysis of outstanding prob-
lemsin the military, and the political will of the country’s|eadership. Time will show whether they
will bein place.
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[ REGIONAL POLITICS ]

POST-SOVIET INTEGRATION
THROUGH THE PRISM OF
POLITICAL TRANSFORMATION
IN THE NEWLY INDEPENDENT STATES

Saida SAFAEVA

National Project Officer,
Regional Office for Central Asia,
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
(Tashkent, Uzbekistan)

Reintegration:
An Urgent Problem

Soviet Union naturally became one of the main elementsin the widespread transformation pro-

cess going on in the geographical expanse now known as post-Soviet. Thisis turning regional
integration into one of the most urgent problems in the study of the new processes and phenomena
occurring in thisregion.

Indeed, if integration is to be successful, we will be dealing with an essentially new type of
unification, that is, reintegration. If it fails, the united expanse will continue to disintegrate, whereby
completely.

At the current stage, it is still impossible to draw foregone conclusions and make predictions
about either the first or the second scenario. Both integration and disintegration processes are going
on at the sametimewith different degrees of intensity in the so-called newly independent states (NI1S).

Of particular interest isthe Central Asian region, wherethelocal, post-Soviet, and international
factorsinfluencing the political transformation of the NI S and, consequently, the nature of their partic-

T he integration processesin the republicsthat acquired their sovereignty after the collapse of the
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ipation in theintegration processes are concentrated. In turn, interpretation of the vitally important
guestion for the NI S—what does sovereignty mean for them?—depends on this. However, thisques-
tion ispertinent and just as significant for all the NISin the post-Soviet expanse. So it is extremely
important to study their political transformation and the effect this process is having on the fate of
NISintegration. Ultimately, political transformation affects the nature of the integration processes
and vice versa—the integration processes are influencing the nature of political transformation in
the NIS.

From the very beginning of the era of independence, political science studies of the NIS invar-
iably concentrated on the idea of post-Soviet reintegration. Many experts have studied the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS), which arosein place of the disintegrated U.S.S.R. Almost all the
former Sovietological centersin the West have switched to CIS topics.

On the other hand, today, in the era of globalization, the phenomenon of regional integration
unions is a graphic trend in international relations. There are many relevant examples: the EU,
ASEAN, NAFTA, MERCOSUR, the UAE, and others. The NI S of the post-Soviet expanse face the
same historical challenge, meaning “is integration to be or not to be?” This does not simply entail
areview of interrelations, it isalso aquestion of the place and destiny of these statesin the globaliz-
ing world order.

Nation- and State-Building
in the Post-Soviet Expanse

After the Soviet Union collapsed and the newly independent states acquired their sovereign-
ty, they began experiencing atransformation process of unprecedented scope and content. It is still
going on, encompassing political, economic, social, military, ideological, and other vital spheres of
social and state life. In so doing, nation- and state-building is possibly the most important factor in
this process.

Essentially all the NIS, particularly the Central Asian republics, have never been independent
states. After 1991, the monolithic post-Soviet space found itself “ divided” among fifteen state forma-
tions. Not only wasthe former Soviet polity divided; the former common Soviet national self-aware-
ness of the people inhabiting this space also found itself divided.

G. Gleason, an American expert on Central Asia, points out that nations have a problem with
self-identification. He writes that rural residents are inclined to identify themselves with a particul ar
family, valley, or oasis, rather than with alarger national group.* The American political scientist gives
an interesting description of the specific requirements needed to create a nation-state in Uzbekistan
(which can be entirely applied to other NIS): In contrast to the typical model, Uzbekistan began to
exist asa“state” beforeit became anation. Uzbekistan' s statehood was created for political purposes
by the new Bolshevik regime. This subsequently led to the development of Uzbek national aware-
ness.? The same can be said for the other Central Asian countries as well.

The process of new state- and nation-building in the post-Soviet expanseis naturally accom-
panied by the corresponding ideological support. Essentially all the NIS are facing the problem of
creating their own national ideology. Understanding the strong mobilizing force that ideol ogy has,
the leaders of the former Soviet republics endowed this process with a certain sacral meaning. The

! See: G.Gleason, “Uzbekistan: from Statehood to Nationhood?” in: Nation and Politics in the Soviet Successor
Sates, ed. by |. Bremer, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1992, p. 335.
2 See: |bid., p. 334.
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fact that they were all brought up in the ideologically overcharged political atmosphere of Soviet
times and taught to resort to ideology and propaganda as tools of political mobilization also comes
into play here. In this case, that experience was needed for nation- and state-building. Some NIS
went as far as simply reanimating the Soviet ideol ogical-propagandistic school, admittedly, read-
apted to the new conditions.

On the whole, there is awide range of ideological phrases called upon to justify particular as-
pects of the states' domestic or foreign policy. They consist of conservative-nationalistic, imperial,
and liberal-Western trends, including so-called pan-movements (for example, pan-Turanism, pan-Is-
lamism, pan-Slavism, and others).

Wewill take alook at afew of them toillustrate the nature, content, and orientation of political
transformation. Revival of the ideological trend “Eurasianism” is interesting (primarily in Russian
scientific and political circles), whereby Eurasian conceptions adapted to the ClSwererevived during
the search for anew Russian national identity.

“The basic theme of Eurasianism,” writesB.S. Erasov, “isdrawing up principles of civilization-
al unity for northern Eurasia and defining the prospects for a future world structure in this region.”®
It is true that Eurasiais distinguished by a high degree of “symbiosis’ and diffusion of ethnic and
confessional groups, afrequent manifestation of which isthe so-called “ symbiotic identity” and inter-
marriages. Itisalso truethat acharacteristic trait of the ethnic structure of the Soviet state wasthe fact
that in many national republics and regions of the Soviet Union, the titular ethnos did not constitute
the majority of the population

All the same, the extent to which “symbiotic identity” could become a “trump card” for the
Eurasiansisstill unclear. Thisidentity disappeared in 1991, after revealing all of its affectation, even
if we accept those who believe that the collapse of the Soviet Union wasinevitable and natural. But if
webelievethe hypothesisthat the collapse of the Union was affected and itsidentity intrinsic, thenthe
latter has ceased to exist, since it was forcefully removed from the scene by Russia, the “keeper” of
thisidentity.

At thispoint, we should pay attention to thefact that, unfortunately, contemporary Eurasiansdo
not clarify the target of their ideology, that is, who, which countries and which nations should be
encompassed by it. Thething isthat national identity or, to be more precise, national self-determina-
tion, inthe much narrower than the Eurasian meaning of thisdefinition, became one of the mainissues
of political transformation and nation- and state-building in the post-Soviet countries. However, to all
appearances, the neo-Eurasian movement is making claimsto the entire CI S expanse. Meanwhile, the
lack of clarity or, to be more precise, non-development of the geographic boundaries of Eurasianism
showsthat the Eurasians’ (who are primarily acting in Russian scientific circles) ideol ogical searches
are incomplete or being carried out with great difficulty.

B. Erasov draws attention to the civilizational component of the Eurasianidentity. Whenraising
the question of compatibility between culture and technological development, he comes to the con-
clusionthat Eurasiahas currently encountered anew modernization challengefrom the West. “Inlight
of the growing influence of globalization, the former goals of Eurasianism are being transformed into
the tasks of preserving the spiritual heritage and protecting the rights of the region’s nationalities.”*
It is obvious that neo-Eurasianism has acquired a slight anti-Western hues, but the latter will hardly
serve as the basis for integration countries within the CIS space.

Toall appearances, the NI Shave perceived the“ modernization challenge” of globalism/the West
asagiven fact and chosen not so much a defensive position regarding it, as a strategy for joining the

3 B.S. Erasov, “Sotsiokul’ turnye i geopoliticheskie printsipy evraziystva,” Polis, No. 5, 2001.
4 |bidem.
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global system of interrelations. They do not regard the task of preserving the spiritual heritage as
something that opposes modernization.

The following conclusion is aso interesting: “Using Eurasianism’s potential as an ideology,
spiritual trend, and real movement could remove the danger of the region becoming a‘no man’sland’
and of its economic potential turning into a ‘ prize economy’ and object of technological use by the
world financial community.”® This conclusion seems not only controversial from the viewpoint of the
concept of danger, but also somewhat biased, as well as geopolitically unilateral. Let's explain this
position. Itisstill unclear how thisideology will save the region from becoming ano man’sland and
being plundered by theworld financial community. Will the post-Soviet sovereign states united with-
in neo-Eurasianism stop cooperating with the IMF or EBRD and receiving loans or other financial
assistance from them? Will these countries close themselves off from the world behind another Iron
Curtain to prevent their economy from becoming a*prize?’ And was not the economy of the Central
Asian republics precisely that during the existence of the Soviet economy?

Prejudice, meaning the lack of objectivity and geopolitical unilateralism of thethesisregarding
the use of Eurasianism as an ideology, spiritual trend, and real movement for opposing the world fi-
nancial community, consistsin the fact that Russiais somehow implicitly endowed with the function
of defending these countries, sinceit isthe bearer of the Eurasian doctrine, while itself building nor-
mal relations with the above-mentioned community.

Finally, the claim that the nucleus of the sociocultural system of Eurasianism is formed from
Slavic and Turanic components, which intertwine and inspire each other, seemsto be very important.
I think one can agree with this postulate with some reservation. Indeed, the Slavic and Turanic com-
ponents were the backbone, the so-called bonding element, of the Soviet community for many dec-
ades. But it is doubtful that the Slavic-Turanic union isthe basic element in Eurasianism. Thisunion
was so easily destroyed by one of its halveswhen the three Slavic republics of theformer Soviet Union
took a self-willed approach to deciding the fate of the great power. It will not be easy to return the
Turanic component to theformer Slavic-Turanic union dueto the changed geopolitical conditions (see
below).

Onthewhole, the ideathat the Eurasian community isacommunity of historical destiny con-
firmed by the vast continent’ s geographic characteristicsisthe central themein all the argumentsin
favor of Eurasianism. It should be noted that this common historical destiny islargely due to colo-
nization of the Caucasian regions, aswell as of former Turkestan, by imperial rule. Today thereis
no longer any doubt about this. During the formation of national ideology in essentially all theNIS,
the recent Soviet past (which apparently should be presented as Eurasian) is mercilessly criticized
asaperiod of totalitarianism to which thereisno return. The most interesting thing is that through-
out the 15-year period of independence, the leaders of the CIS countries, aswell as political scien-
tists, have said very little about the historical community on which the Commonwealth should be
based.

At the same time, all the arguments in favor of Eurasian unity of the NIS (if of course the Eur-
asian conception encompassesthe entire Cl S space) arerefuted by the absence of unity in certain parts
of the Commonwealth, in particular, Central Asia, which is even more homogeneous and purein the
sociocultural and civilizational respectsthan the Eurasian conglomerate. The serious problemsfacing
the Central Asian community show that they still have along way to go before forming abroader and
more ethnically diverse Eurasian community.

In addition to Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Belarus also adhered to the Eurasian doc-
trine. In some cases, the concept “ Central Eurasia(CEA)” isoffered instead of the definition “ Central

5 Ibidem.
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Asia.” For example, aso-called Eurasian vector has appeared and isgaining strength in Kazakhstan's
foreign policy. The credo of its representatives boils down to the following: “ Kazakhstan geograph-
ically borderson Central Asia, but it isnot a Central Asian country. We are a Eurasian statein which
theinfluence of Europe and Western valuesasawholeisextremely strong. We are not another ‘ -stan’
in the understanding of some politicians and journalists. Our historical references are not Saudi Ara-
bia, but Norway, and such countries as South Koreaand Singapore.”® But amore penetrating analysis
of this position shows that Kazakhstan’s Eurasianism is no more than a myth.”

Pan-Turanism isanother ideological basisof nation- and state-building. It wasnot articulated in
the political or scientific doctrine of any organization or political power in the way the Eurasian doc-
trine was articulated, for example. Nevertheless, elements of the pan-Turanic movement were mani-
festedinthepolicy of several countriesin the post-Soviet space. In fact, the announcement that a Central
Asian Commonwealth would be created (December 1991) essentially envisaged aunion of Turkic states.
Uzbek President Islam Karimov even put forward the conception of “ Turkestan—Our Common Home.”

Talking about political transformation in the context of nation- and state-building, it should be
noted that recently the fate of democracy became an important issue in the scientific and political
discourses about nation- and state-building, form of rule, and national ideology in essentially every
NIS. Ananalysisof thisissueisbringing usto the thought that there are no clear prospectsfor democ-
racy inthe post-Soviet expanse. In other words, democracy isfar from guaranteed, not only dueto the
mistakes or conservatism of the political regimesand leaders of the countriesin question, but also due
to more profound historical and geopolitical processes. And all of this becomes clearer when we an-
alyze the consequences of the collapse of the totalitarian super state.

“In a continental empire, it isimpossible for only the metropolis to be democratized without
affecting the colonies. Therefore, there is adirect link between democratization and the collapse of
the empire; democratization poses a much greater danger to the unity of animperial state and so, con-
sequently, resistanceto it is greater.”®

Talking about the nature of the political regimesthat have arisen in the CIS states, D. Furman
writes: “In all these countries (with the exception of Moldova), the same type of regimes of ‘imita-
tion democracy’ are being established asin Russia, at the head of which arepresentative of the Soviet
nomenklatura eliteis placed. These are frequently the same people who headed the republics at the
end of the Soviet era. Theserulers are trying to hold onto their power and then pass it on to hand-
picked heirs, using meansthat are not lawful, but simulated as being lawful and democratic—el ec-
tion campaignsin which the opposition does not have access to the el ectorate, falsification of elec-
tion and referendum results, and so on. In so doing, they cannot count on support from Western
countries, ...but they can alwaysrely on full understanding and support from Russia and their fra-
ternal CIS countries.”®

Russia

In fact, more than anything else, the state structure of the CIS's support system proper—the
Russian Federati on—is experiencing the dramatic consequences of the collapse of the U.S.S.R. “ Post-

5 D. Nazarbaeva, “Spetsifika i perspektivy politicheskogo razvitiia Kazakhstana,” Bulletin, No. 3, 2003. Interna-
tional Institute of Contemporary Poalitics, on the || CP site at [http://iimp.kz/index.php?action=show& art_id=150& from=5],
17 February, 2006.

7 See: F. Tolipov, “Central Asiais aRegion of Five Sans. Dispute with Kazakh Eurasianists,” Central Asia and the
Caucasus, No. 2 (38), 2006.

8 D. Furman, “Dolgiy protsess raspada rossiiskoi imperii,” in: Tsentral’naia Azia i luzhniy Kavkaz. Nasushchnye
problemy, ed. by B. Rumer, East Point, Almaty, 2006, p. 56.

9 lbid., p. 96.
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Soviet Russia is developing as an authoritarian political system, as a market economy in which the
state has a prominent role to play, and as a Great Power with Slavophilic ideas in the ideological
sphere.”® Western experts also describe Russian policy as authoritarian, aimed at strengthening the
role of the state and reinforcing the personal power of the president. They evaluate theform of ruleas
controlled democracy.™

Russiaisstill aunique power in the post-Soviet space: the Russian state was the backbone of the
Soviet Unionandisstill the nucleus of the CI'S, while the Russian language has always been either the
state means of communication (during the Soviet Union), or the interstate language of the Common-
wealth. And today, of course, Russia’ s spiritual, economic, and military-political revival canraiseits
prestige again, particularly inthe so-called Near Abroad, and open up new opportunities for the Rus-
sian language as a means of communication between different nationalities.

Moscow’ s support of the Russian-speaking population is an important ideol ogical and political
tool in nation- and state-building. Giving the Russian language the status of the official means of
communication at the state level and among nationalities in several countries (for example, in Kyr-
gyzstan and Kazakhstan) meets Russia’ sinterests. ThereisaGovernment Commission for Compatri-
ot Affairs Abroad in the higher echelon of power, it organizes assistance to schoolswhere lessons are
taught in Russian, increases enrolment for native citizens in Russia’' s higher education institutions,
and hasdevel oped an extensive program for supporting thelatter. Onthewhole, activity in thissphere
is progressing in two areas.

—rendering assistance to Russian-speaking citizens of the CI S statesand protecting their rights;

— helping to resolve the problems of people who have moved to Russiaand creating conditions
for the compact settlement of Russians.

In thisrespect, Moscow isvery worried about the personnel policy being carried out by the CIS
countries and the trend toward ousting Russi an-language specialists from the power structures, med-
ical, educational, art, and cultural institutions. At present, Russiais objectively interested in even the
indigenous residents of former Soviet republics migrating to itsterritory. At the same time, the Rus-
sian Federation is even more interested in consolidating the Russian population in places where it
densely residesin the af orementioned countries.

At the same time, people in Russia believe that the numerous persistent challenges and threats
throughout history from the west, south, and east brought the people from North Eurasiato M oscow,
which largely determinestheir political, economic, defense, and behavioral orientation. This state of
affairs, abeit with variations, will most likely beretained inthe future. Thisislargely what isfeeding
the Kremlin's desire to keep the post-Soviet community of nationsin one piece, a desire which, ac-
cording to many analysts (including Russian), is sometimes acquiring the form of aneo-imperial syn-
drome.

Y egor Gaidar, a prominent political figure in the Russian Federation, once noted: “Identifying
state grandeur with imperial desires makesit difficult for the national conscience of the former me-
tropolisto adapt to losing the status of agreat power. Exploitation of the post-imperial syndromeisan
effective way to gain political support. The conception of empire asapowerful state dominating over
other nationsis a product that is as easy to sell as Coca-Cola or Pampers. No intellectual effort isre-
quired to advertise it.”12

10 J. Eyvazov, «Geopolitical Lessons of the Post-Soviet Caucasus: Forward to Globalization or Back to Classical
Eurasian Geopolitics?’ The Caucasus & Globalization, Vol. 1 (1), 2006, p. 36.

1 See: P. Dunai and Z. Liakhovskiy, “Organizatsii i vzaimootnosheniiav evro-atlanticheskoi sisteme,” SIPRI Annual-
2004.

12 Ye, Gaidar, “Imperskaia missiia v Azii—vazhneishiy element natsional’ noi samoidentifikatsii Rossii,” available
at [www.centrasia.org], 15 June, 2006. (Source—Vedomosti.)

133

+



No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

In thisrespect, Russian President Vladimir Putin’s recent interview with the Al Jazeera Arabic
television network isinteresting. We will present one question the Russian leader was asked.

Question: Mr. President, you called restoration of Russia sterritorial integrity one of the main
results of your seven-year stint in power. Did you mean Chechnia?

V. Putin: | did not only mean Chechnia. | meant that after the collapse of the Soviet Union,
centrifugal and centripetal trends naturally caused significant damage to state-building and the de-
velopment of the new Russian state, and the foundations of the Russian state were undermined. These
trends were out of sync, in many regions, both in national and in those where a primarily ethnic
Slavic, Russian population resides, we saw different trends not only toward federalization, but to-
ward overstepping rights within the framework of the federative state. It was precisely these trends
that were stopped.*?

Ukraine

Let usrecall that this country refused to participate in the new Union. According to many local
political scientists, Ukraine did not regard the CIS as an integration structure either—Kiev treated it
asaform of “civilized divorce” of theformer Soviet republics. The Ukrainian position looksjustified
against the background of the current crisisin the Commonwealth.

Head of the Main Service of Foreign Policy of the Secretariat of the Ukrainian President Kon-
stantin Timoshenko, in turn, reminded everyone that the country has repeatedly stated its dissatisfac-
tion with the way the CIS functions and the “ activity of this organization in general.” After adding
that Ukraineisreviewing its decision to withdraw from the Commonweal th, Timoshenko isneverthe-
lessgiving it onelast chance: the numerous agreements signed within the CIS must begin to function.
But if this does not happen, the republic will raise the “ specific question about halting Ukraine’ s par-
ticipation in thisinternational organization.”

The country inherited a powerful military-industrial complex and arelatively devel oped econ-
omy from the Soviet Union. Thisrepublic retained its membership in the U.N. even during the exist-
enceof the Union state. So, correspondingly, the national and political self-determination of the Ukrain-
ians was expressed at rather a high level and in a developed form. Therefore, it is no accident that
Ukraine is taking the lead, so to speak, among the post-Soviet NIS with respect to withdrawal from
the CIS.

According to Ukrainian political scientists, today the state is in the midst of an inter-civiliza-
tional conflict, after findingitself in therole of abuffer between democratic Europe and undemocratic
Russia. At present, the course Ukraine has chosen is becoming clear—membership in NATO. The
republic is participating in the military campaign in Iraq as part of the international coalition forces,
which is promoting, among everything else, gradual harmonization of its military standards with the
European.

Many representatives of this state are explaining and justifying Ukraine’ sdesire to join NATO
and the EU as the Ukrainians' self-identification with European values and the democratic political
system. In this way, Ukraine's political transformation is expressed not only in its distancing itself
from any integration processesin the post-Soviet expanse, but also initsstriving toward the European
Union after 1991.

13 See: Interview with the Al Jazeera Arabic satellite television network, 12 February, 2007. (Source—InoSMI.)
4 A, Palkin, “SNG oboydetsia bez Ukrainy i Gruzii,” available at [www.centrasia.org]. (Source—Utro.Ru, 10 May,
2006.)
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Belarus

Political transformation has been ambiguousin the republic since thetimeit declared its sover-
eignty. At the beginning of the 1990s, this state chose to be a parliamentary republic and conducted a
relatively democratic policy. Later, when the post of president was introduced, his authoritative rule
slowed down the country’ s democratic development.

The euphoria experienced by the country’ s independence from the former empire dissipated
gradually and Belarusfound itself in adifficult international and geopolitical position between Russia
and Europe. Belarus always placed the priority initsforeign political and foreign economic activity
on strengthening bilateral and multilateral cooperation with the CIS countries. It isinfavor of turn-
ing the Commonwealth into aregional organization with ahigh level of economic and political in-
tegration.

In December 1999, the presidents of Belarus and Russia signed atreaty in Moscow on creat-
ing a Union state, which came into force in January 2000. The document envisages further joint
steps by both countries to harmonize and unite their legal, economic, financial, customs, and other
systems, as well asform interstate power structures, which as aresult could lead to the creation of
a Union state.

Theaccel erated Bel orussian-Russian rapprochement undermined the amorphous Cl Sand aroused
suspicionsin Belarus' neighbors. Within the country, it was accompanied by growing criticism and
opposition from wide social circles and national-democratic forces.

Meanwhile, the authoritative rule of President Alexander Lukashenko was seriously criticized
by several Western states, which placed the country in a certain amount of international isolation. On
the whole, we can agree with the conclusion of Belorussian political scientist V. Snapkovskiy, who
said that “the devel opment experience of the Republic of Belarusin the second half of the 1990s shows
the continuity of Belarus' domestic and foreign policy and the domestic and foreign factors of its
functioning. Thisgivesreason to presumethat democratization of domestic political lifewill help the
country to withdraw from its foreign political isolation.”®

However, geopolitics, on the one hand, and economic interests, on the other, are still modifying
the policy of the two allies. The “oil and gas conflict” that occurred between them in 2006 is clear
evidence of this. Alexander Lukashenko's subsequent statement about his willingness to cooperate
“even with ademon, even with the devil” in the West, for the sake of ensuring the energy security of
hiscountry, issymptomatic not only in the context of Russian-Belorussian interrelations. Bethat asit
may, the mentioned conflict between Moscow and Minsk revealed the obvious truth: if the unionis
economically unprofitable to even one of the sides, it will not happen, no matter how much you la-
ment over lost “ Slavic brotherhood” and other values that are too abstract for the post-Soviet gener-
ation of politicians.’

In thisway, as we can convince ourselves, the specifics of the republic’s political transforma-
tion and its attitude toward the integration projects in the post-Soviet space show that self-identifica-
tion and foreign policy orientation are not as unequivocal as they may seem even for a pro-integra-
tion-minded state like Belarus, which isa close ally of Russia.

5 V. Snapkovskiy, “Vneshniaia politika Respubliki Belarus': pervye itogi pervogo desiatiletia,” Belorusskiy Zhur-
nal mezhdunarodnogo prava i mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii, No. 4, 2000, available at [http://lib.ixbt.by/belarus/
ixbt_readme.php?subaction=showfull&id=1096041141& archive=& start_from=& ucat=4&].

16 See: V. Zharkov, “Posle SNG. Postsovetskoe prostranstvo: konets istorii,” Prognosis.Ru, 15 January, 2007.
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Moldova

In an interview with NG, Andrey Stratan, the country’ s foreign minister, called the problem of
unrecognized Transnistriathe only obstaclein relations with Russia. This question isalso being dis-
cussed inthe“5+2” format (Moldova, Transnistria, Russia, Ukraine, the OSCE, aswell as observers
from the EU and U.S.).”

The following thesis from the draft of its foreign policy conception elogquently talks about the
country’ sinternational orientations: “Moldovaisrecognized by the states of theworld, it isamember
of the U.N. and of its specialized structures, it belongs to the Council of Europe, the OSCE, and the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council, and it actively participatesin regional and subregional cooper-
ation associations, ICE, CIS, SECI, CEMN, the Danube Commission, and so on. Accessto the Dan-
ube River will have afavorable effect on the development of river and sea transportation in the Re-
public of Moldovaand will ensure its communication both with the countries of Central Europe and
the Black SeaBasin, aswell aswith the Middle East states.”

Based on the idea that in today’s world, countries are consolidating around the large power
poles, the mentioned conception says that “within the borders of the Old World, thispoleis repre-
sented by the European Union, toward which the countries located in this zone are gravitating, in-
cluding the Republic of Moldova.” In addition, “membership or participation in interregiona Eu-
ropean organizations and initiatives, aswell asjoining the EU, also meets the security goals of the
Republic of Moldova.”

Moldovaalso believesthat membership in the EU will helpit to adapt to the globalization chal -
lenges: “Moldova can only deal with this problem by being part of a strong political and economic
community, such asthe EU; keeping in mind geographic and historicd criteria, the Republic of Moldova
isacountry with a European culture and traditions.”

In so doing, Moldova recognizes the immense importance of good relations with the Russian
Federation: “Russia occupies first place in trade and economic relations with Moldova. Taking into
account these close relations, as well as the fact that most of Moldovan society is made up of people
who speak Russian, and keeping in mind Russia’ s political and economic significancein the interna-
tional system, it remains one of Moldova's strategic partners.”

Nevertheless, the country supportsintegration processesin the CIS: “ The Republic of Moldova
will carry out an active policy of efficient economic cooperation within the CIS, which is an impor-
tant sales market for goods from Moldovaand will remain afavorablefield of further development of
mutually advantageous rel ations with the CIS member countriesin different spheres. Our country is
infavor of cooperation based on the principles of equal rights and presumesthe formation of a united
economic space based on the principles of a market economy as an end goal.”*®

The Caucasian States

Azerbaijan hasbeeninthefocusof international attention duetoitsoil resourcessincethe moment
it acquired itsindependence. It is precisely this natural resource and the prospects for transporting it
to the world markets that largely enabled the geopolitical processesin the Caucasian region to bere-
stored. These also became important factors of the state’ s domestic progress. The country is placing

17 See: A. Zhelenin, “Moldaviia integriruetsia s Evropoi, a ne ¢ Rumyniey,” Nezavisimaia gazeta, 16 April, 2007.
18 Kontseptsiia vneshnei politiki Respubliki Moldova, available at [http://www.profitclub.md/consulting/readit/inter-
activ/2002_04/30_02.html].
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great hopes on the imminent transportation of Azerbaijani oil viathe Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline
and the benefits this promises.

Onthewhole, this Caucasian republicisundergoing the same political transformation asthe other
post-Soviet states. Azeri analyst A. lunusov notes three orientations in the country’ s political elite—
pro-Western, pro-Russian, and pro-Iranian, which are competing with each other with varying suc-
cess.®* Meanwhile, President Ilham Aliev called the republic’ sintegration into NATO one of the pri-
ority areasin Azerbaijan’ sforeign policy activity. To all appearances, the country’ sarmed forceswill
beableto bring their standardsinto harmony with the Alliance' sby 2015. In so doing, Turkey, amember
of NATO bonded by close cultural tieswith Azerbaijan, iswilling to act as mediator in the reform of
the Azerbaijani army.?°

Armenia, according to Armenian analyst Sergey Sarkisian, hasfound itself at theintersection of
awhole series of large integration plans during the past few years, in particular:

—the Greater Middle East project;

—Russia sintegration programs in the post-Soviet expanse and, in particular, the Single Eco-
nomic Space (SES), CSTO, and EurAseC;

—enlargement of the EU and application of the “Enlarged Europe—New Neighborhood” con-
ception to the region.?

Armenian politician Tigran Torosian believesthat for the three South Caucasian states—A zer-
baijan, Georgia, and Armenia—"thereis no alternative to Euro-integration either with respect to de-
velopment and a qualitative change in the standard of living or to the search for ways to resolve the
conflictsin theregion. The prospect of membership in the European Union will open up new and real
possibilities for resolving the conflicts that are acceptable to both sides.” %

Georgia possibly experienced the most dramatic political transformation of all the NISin
the post-Soviet space, which was expressed in its attitude toward the integration processes. Ac-
cording to some theoreticians, the country can even be categorized as a so-called failed state.?®
Abkhazia and South Ossetia are formations on the republic’s territory where their own institu-
tions of statehood are devel oping, whereby many residents of these areas have already received
Russian citizenship.

In November 2003, in Georgia, the so-called Color Revolution took place, the first in the
post-Soviet space—the Rose Revolution, which brought the opposition headed by Mikhail Saa-
kashvili to power. In the West, this revolution was evaluated as a precursor of dramatic demo-
cratic change. Aswe know, later similar Color Revolutions occurred in Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan.
But in the CIS countries they were perceived as attempts inspired and supported by the West to
overturn the existing governments. Nevertheless, according to some observers (including Geor-
gian analysts), the republic seemsto be recoiling from the democratic conquests and promises of
the new government.?*

19 Seer A. lunusov, “Azerbaidzhan: integratsiia v evropeiskie struktury v svete vnutripoliticheskoi situatsii,” in: luzh-
nyy Kavkaz kak chast’ Bol’shoi Evropy, Spektr Strategic Analysis Center, Erevan, 2005, pp. 90-100.

2 See: “Azerbaidzhan beriot kurs na integratsiiu v NATO,” 19 March, 2007. (Source—[www.eurasianet.org].)

2l Seer S. Sarkisian, “Vliianie nekotorykh aspektov novoi geopoliticheskoi situatsii na Armeniiu,” in: luzhnyy Kavkaz
kak chast’ Bol’shoi Evropy, p. 101.

2T. Torosian, “Evropeiskaia integratsiia—iskliuchitelnyy shans dlia resheniia problem luzhnogo Kavkaza,” in: luzh-
nyy Kavkaz kak chast’ Bol’shoi Evropy, p. 10.

2 For more detail, see: M. Malek, “Primenenie teoriy ‘provalivshikhsia gosudarstv’ na luzhnom Kavkaze v kontek-
ste evropeiskogo proekta” in: luzhnyy Kavkaz kak chast’ Bol’shoi Evropy, pp. 50-59.

24 Seer Sh. Pichkhadze, “Gruziia posle noiabria 2003 goda: dostizheniiai tendentsii,” in: luzhnyy Kavkaz kak chast’
Bol’shoi Evropy, pp. 79-89.
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Asforitsforeign policy orientation, Georgiaisessentially one of thefirst CI'S countriesto open-
ly move toward integration with the European Union. Well-known Georgian analyst and diplomat
Alexander Rondeli believes that it is Thilisi’s strategic goal to integrate into the Euro-Atlantic and
European structures. “ Becoming a Russian satellite would mean that Georgiawould loseits historical
opportunity to build a contemporary democratic nation and state, that is, it would lose its national
perspective.” %

A. Rondeli claimsthat it isjust as strategically important for Russiato remain in Georgia, so
the Russian Federation is putting constant pressure on the latter. He presents a whol e series of ad-
vantages that control over Georgia gives Russia—beginning with creating a barrier in the south to
fend off Turkey’ sinfluence and obtaining accessto Azerbaijan’ srich energy resources, and ending
with itsmilitary presencein the Black Sea and the possibility of having an influence on the Middle
East countries.®

At an international conference held in Vilnius devoted to cooperation of the Baltic and Black
Sea states, Mikhail Saakashvili again touched upon the topic of withdrawing from the CIS. “ The ex-
ample of Lithuaniashowsthat, after leaving the CIS, Thilisi will not fall by thewayside,” he notes.?”
Inthisway, Georgia spolitical transformation and foreign policy orientation have becomethe strong-
est upheavals for the Commonwealth.

On the other hand, the absolute majority of Russians regret that the Soviet Union fell apart,
which is regularly confirmed during public opinion polls. And they lament over this not because
they are nostal gic for communism, but because they no longer have any confidencein the future or
in the safety of their own lives. They do not share the almost unanimous opinion of the West that
the collapse of the Soviet Union was inevitable due to the U.S.S.R’s fatal congenital defects. In-
stead they believe, and not without justification, that the country’s collapse was caused by three
subjective factors:

1) Gorbachev’s political and economic reforms;

2) the power struggle, during which Y eltsin destroyed the Soviet state in order to get rid of its
president, Gorbachev; and

3) the seizure of property by the Soviet official elite, or nomenklatura, which wasmoreinterest-
ed in privatizing the nation’ s huge fortune in 1991 than in protecting it.%®

In conclusion, let usturn to Gorbachev. He wrote the following about the Soviet people: “If the
national question had not essentially been resolved in the country, there would have been no Soviet
Union ... inthesocial, cultural, economic, and defense respects. Our state would not have survived if
there had been no essential leveling out of the republics, if acommunity had not arisen based on fra-
ternity, cooperation, respect, and mutual assistance.”?°

% A. Rondeli, “Russia and Georgia: Relations are Still Tense,” The Caucasus & Globalization, Vol. 1 (1), 2006,
p. 69.

% | bidem.

27 A. Palkin, op. cit.

% See: S. Cohen, “The Breakup of the Soviet Union Ended Russia s March to Democracy,” The Guardian, 13 De-
cember, 2006.

2 M. Gorbachev, Perestroika i novoe myshlenie dlia nashey strany i dlia vsego mira, Political Literature Publishers,
Moscow, 1988, p. 118.
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THE DEGREE OF FEDERAL INFLUENCE
ON THE DEVELOPMENT VECTOR OF
THE CHECHEN REPUBLIC

Sulaiman RESHIEV

Ph.D. (Econ.), head of the Budget Policy Department,
Presidential Administration and
Government of the Chechen Republic
(Grozny, Russia)

spective analysisof the nature of this process showsaclear correlation between the policy of the

Federal Center and the vector of Chechnia' s sociopolitical development.

The current state of affairsin the Chechen Republic resultsin large part from itstragic past. In
studying the republic’ s development, it is necessary, in my opinion, to examine three periodsin their
interconnection, because such an approach helpsto gain a better understanding of the philosophy of
itsevolution. The Soviet period in the development of Chechniawas marked by great excessesin the
national policy of the Union Center toward the republic. The starting point here was the absolutely
monstrous deportation of entire peoples from their historical homeland in 1944. When the Chechens
werealowedtoreturnin 1957, their integration into peaceful constructivelifein the Chechen-Ingush
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic was a slow and painful process. This had a particularly ad-
verse effect on the work of government bodies and economic management agencies. Until 1989 (that
is, almost until the end of the Soviet period), not asingle representative of the titular nationality had
ever been elected as head of the regional Communist Party committee. Ethnic Chechens met with
artificial barrierslimiting their opportunitiesto work in anumber of key ministries, departments and
associations; they were never appointed to senior posts. A similar situation existed in higher and sec-
ondary education institutions in the republic.

In the Soviet period, the economy of the Chechen-Ingush Republic was mostly based on the
petrochemical complex. Inthe 1980s, industrial production had theleading place, accounting for 57%
of therepublic’stotal output; agriculture contributed 17.8%, construction, 15.5%, and infrastructure
sectors, 9.3%. The main rolein industry was played by the fuel and energy complex, whose sharein
1988 was 45.7% of commercia output and 67% of fixed assets.

The Soviet period in the republic was marked by the development of large and highly produc-
tive deposits, and also by their intensive exploitation designed to maximize current revenue. This
resulted in rapid depl etion of reserves and mounting environmental problems, which led to ashorten-
ing of active development periods and to apremature decline and “winding down” of mineral produc-
tionin many areas. This process gathered momentum in therepublicin the 1960s-1980s. The average
period of active development of oil-producing regionsin Russiais around six years.

Foreign experience shows that active field development in the oil and gas sector in many coun-
tries and regions is lengthened by means of moderate rates of extraction (primarily at major fields)
and capacity reservation. For onshoreail fields, therate of development isusually closeto 2% of original
recoverable reserves. That is why the active development period for many foreign oil-producing re-
gionsisdozensof years. A moderate extraction rate makesit possible not only to lengthen this period,
but also to minimize costs and, consequently, to increase the profitability of oil and gas production.

T he Chechen Republic is going through a difficult historical period in its development. A retro-
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An analysis of the development of the republic’s social spherein the 1980s showsthat in terms
of all key parametersit steadily ranked very low in the Northern Caucasus economic region and inthe
Russian Federation asawhole. Thisisexplained by thetotal subordination of the autonomous repub-
lic’skey industriesto central departments (75% of all enterprises were under Union jurisdiction, and
22%, under the jurisdiction of the Russian Federation), by the fact that the republic’ s interests were
ignored in the process of distribution of itsindustrial income between it and the Union Center, and by
the absence of aconsidered policy regarding the location of production, diversification of the econo-
my, development of the social sphere, protection of the population’ sinterests, etc. Asaresult, thevalue
of non-productive fixed assets per capita (in actua prices) in the Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Re-
publicin 1987 was 2,015 rubles, i.e., the republic ranked next to last in the Northern Caucasus eco-
nomic region and 72nd in the Russian Federation. In terms of another parameter—capital investment
by state enterprisesand organizationsin the non-productive sphere per 1,000 popul ation—in 1987 the
republic ranked last in the Northern Caucasus and 73rd in the Russian Federation (with 572 thousand
rubles).

The development of therepublic’ ssocial infrastructurein that period had a specific character: it
wasmostly created by industrial production personnel and serviced them, and al so employees of state
institutions located in Grozny. The proportion of Chechensin these institutions was insignificant in
view of the above-mentioned artificial restrictions imposed on the titular nationality in matters of
government employment. In rural areas, mostly inhabited in that period by Chechens, social services
were at an extremely low level; many rural communitiesin therepublic did not even have adirect bus
serviceto Grozny. At that time, there was a paradoxical situation in the Northern Caucasus economic
region: the Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Republic, which had the most powerful economy intheform
of itsindustry, in terms of many social indicators ranked last not only among the territories of this
region, but also among all subjects (constituent entities) of the RSFSR, whereas another administra-
tive-territorial unit of the same economic region—North Ossetia—with an economy constituting a
fraction of the Chechen economy ranked third among all RSFSR subjectsin terms of the same social
indicators.

In my opinion, the above-listed components of the previous period had a decisive influence on
the vector of Chechnia’'s development in post-Soviet times.

During the disintegration of the U.S.S.R. in 1990 and 1991, many Union and some autonomous
republics (including the Chechen-Ingush Republic) declared their state sovereignty. Inthe period from
1991 to 1994, the economy of the Chechen Republic developed as an enclave becauseits new leader-
ship and the Federal Center failed to find aPareto optimal solutionintheir mutual relations. Asaresult,
the Chechen economy was gradually sliding into a slump. One can say that with the start of military
operationsin the republic (in December 1994), itsindustrial economy ceased to exist. After the “first
Chechen war,” the republic was left virtually without any industry or other key sectors of the econo-
my. Inthe period between the two wars (1996-1999), Chechniahad a primitive economy. At that time,
there were no serious investments in the republic for many reasons, but primarily due to the absence
of rea stepsto implement the basi c agreements achieved between the Chechen Republic and the Russian
Federationin 1997. Two military campaignsin therepublic’ sterritory inthe course of six years caused
irreparable damage both to its economy and to its citizens.

In early 2000, the republic lapsed into gloomy pessimism: many of itsinhabitants lost faith in
the very possibility of anormal life in Chechniasimilar to that in other, stable regions of the Russian
Federation. Public opinion was coming to the conclusion that the republic’ s territory and its popul a-
tion were being used by various international forcesto achieve their geopolitical goalsin the Cauca-
sus. Tired of uncertainty and arbitrary rule, people were hurriedly leaving Chechnia in search of a
peaceful placeto livein. The Interim Administration of the Chechen Republic, headed by N.P. Koshman,
and some Federal agenciesthought it impossibleto restore Chechnia scapital, the city of Grozny. The
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State I nstitute of Urban Design (GIPROGOR) developed itsversion of the capital’ s General Plan, and
itsdirector M.lu. Grudinin presented this plan at various events. According to that document, the old
city was not to be restored, but a new one was to be built to the east of it, with two or three-storey
houses. That version of the capital’s General Plan provided for a maximum population of 250 thou-
sand. The Plan did not stand up to criticism even in the eyes of the average citizen: the locals aptly
called it a“barrack system.”

When Akhmad K adyrov was appointed head of the Administration of the Chechen Republic, he
revised the opinion of the former leadership on the capital’ s future. Having studied the General Plan
of the republic’s chief city as proposed by GIPROGOR, he came to the conclusion that it was unac-
ceptable from the standpoint of the republic’ s development prospects and expressed his desire to re-
store the capital in the old place with the construction of 18-storey buildings meeting modern archi-
tectural standards.

Since 2005, after the appointment of Ramzan Kadyrov as acting Chairman of the Government
of the Chechen Republic, he started implementing Akhmad Kadyrov’ s plans. Since then, agreat deal
has been done in the republic to restore housing and social facilities, and also elements of the socia
infrastructure destroyed during military operations. Moreover, much is being done to create some
components of the social sphere in population centers where they were absent throughout the entire
period of Soviet power.

It has been declared, thistime at the Federal level, that all the consequences of thewar should be
fully eliminated by 2010, so that the republic could eventually develop as an ordinary subject of the
Russian Federation.*

But thistask cannot be accomplished without a fundamental review of the policy pursued by
the Federal Center inthe Chechen Republic (if it isnot interpreted too narrowly). In alimited sense,
the elimination of all the consequences of military operations can be understood as arestoration of
the housing, social facilities and social infrastructure elements destroyed in the course of the two
wars. Thistask can be accomplished in the specified period, given consistent Federal financing of
rehabilitation worksin the said areas. Therepublic’ sown material participation in thisprocesswill
bevery limited in view of its small budget. With this approach to rehabilitation, the basis—Chech-
nia’ s economy—is left out of the process. Today the republic’s economy is virtually nonexistent,
while its backbone—the petrochemical complex— has in effect been destroyed. Unfortunately,
nothing has been said to date about the creation of a Chechen economy that would meet modern
requirements. So, at this stageit istoo early to talk about a proper regeneration of the republic and
its integration into the single socioeconomic space of the Southern Federal District (SFD) and the
Russian Federation as awhole.

The Federal Center, in our opinion, has not yet drawn any objective conclusions from its past
socioeconomic policy in the Chechen Republic. The method of keeping regions within the loyalty
zone by means of excessive financial dependence on the Federal Center is extremely ineffective
and strategically erroneous (in the conditions of information openness). Today it is highly impor-
tant to make a correct assessment of the Federal Center’s true interestsin the regions. In pursuing
itsregional policy, the Center should know and take into account the experience of countries with
developed federalism.

At the present stage in the development of the Russian state, atask of great current importance
isthe establishment in Chechniaand other heavily subsidized RF regions of amodern economy based
on the principles of developed federalism. With its current financial capacity, the Federal Center is
quite capable of accomplishing thistask within a short period.

! See: Russian economic publication Valovoi vnutrennii produkt (Moscow), No. 19, 2006, p. 12.

141

+



No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

The experience of federal countries (including domestic experience) suggeststhat it isimpossi-
ble to achieve sociopolitical stability in aregion or to integrate it into the country’ s single socioeco-
nomic space unless an economy matching the basic country-average characteristicsis created in this
region. Empirical observations show a stable correlation between these two factors.

In recent years, the Chechen Republic has been over-subsidized: in 2007, grants from the Fed-
eral budget amounted to 24,385,965.8 thousand rubles, or over 90% of the republic’s consolidated
budget revenue.?

Today the Federal Center has set itself the goal of increasing its own revenue in the budgets of
subsidized regionsby broadening their tax base. However, in our opinion, thisgoal cannot be achieved
without the Center’s active participation in the development of the economy of these regions and a
review of current arrangements for sharing tax revenue between various budget levelsin favor of the
regions (with due regard for the successful experience of other countries). Until these problems are
resolved, Russia s subsidized regionswill remain in the zone of sociopolitical instability and, conse-
quently, will be unattractive for direct investment. Such a development vector will perpetuate the
backwardness of the country’s heavily subsidized regions, asis evident from their basic characteris-
tics over the past ten years.

The Federal Center can achieve the above goal in Chechnia by resolving—in the true interests
of the country and the republic—the following problems:

1. Accelerated creation in Chechniaof full-fledged modern market institutions, primarily ater-
ritorial institution of the Bank of Russia, a customs service and a stock market (with due re-
gard for positive domestic and world practice).

2. Urgent steps to redefine the status of the republic’ sindustry in its favor. Without such a de-
cisionitisimpossibleto properly restore Chechnia sindustry, which meansthereislittle chance
of integrating it into the single socioeconomic space of the SFD and Russiaasawhole. With-
out suchadecisionitisalsoimpossibleto changeits status of an over-subsidized region, which
means that the republic can hardly be turned into an attractive investment destination. When
the il sector istransferred to thejurisdiction of the Chechen government, it will be necessary
to reorganize the oil industry and create a Chechen Petroleum Corporation (CPC) in order to
coordinate the activities of all enterprisesinthisindustry. Thisshould lead to acentralization
of oil salesand anincreaseintherepublic’ smarket competitiveness. The CPC’ spriority tasks
should include an expansion and modernization of the petrochemical industry as part of the
reconstruction effort and formulation of a strategy for the development of the oil industry.
The CPC should create its own network for the distribution, marketing and retail sale of re-
fined oil products both in Russian regionsand in CIS countries. |n formulating acomprehen-
sive strategy for the development and modernization of the republic’s petrochemical com-
plex, it isnecessary to study and take into account the relevant experience of other countries
and regions, primarily Kuwait® and the Republic of Tatarstan.

3. Creation of new industries to diversify economic development and provide the population
with alternative employment opportunities. Thisshould be donein order to reduce the repub-
lic’s dependence on ail revenues. A special place could be assigned to the extraction of com-
mercial complex ores and rare metals and organization of mining enterprises on this basis,
and also to the development of the hydropower industry with the most effective use of the
republic’s hydropower potential in order to reduce electricity costs for producers and con-
sumers. At this stage, the government of the Chechen Republic could make a proposal to the

2 See: Zakon Chechenskoi Respubliki o respublikanskom biudzhete na 2007 god, Grozny, 2007.
3 See: The Middle East and North Africa, London, 1993, pp. 380-756.
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Federal government validating the possibility and necessity of moving certain high-technol -
ogy linesof industrial production from northern Russiato Chechniain order to enhancetheir
competitivenessin the foreign market. The possibility of such relocation can be motivated by
the fact that the south of Russiaisjust the geographic and natural climatic zone that makesit
possible to compete with Western states in this area. Other arguments that could be used to
justify this proposal include the existence in the republic of a significant contingent of rela-
tively cheap but highly skilled labor and a fairly large domestic market for the sale of the
resulting products.

. Advance development of a proper economic infrastructure as required by modern society.

Priority should be given to the following elements of such an infrastructure:

—all kinds of communi cations—both within the republic and with the outside worl d—meet-
ing world standards (telecommunications, railways, roads, airlines, power grids, oil and
gas pipelines, water supply systems, etc.);

—material and technical base for health care, education and science.

In the conditions of market competition between the country’ sregions, the Federal Center
should resolve, within ashort period, such problems as the M egaFon mobile operator’ s mo-
nopoly position in Chechnia, the granting of international statusto therepublic’sairport, and
the opening of amotor road between the Chechen Republic and the Republic of Georgia. In
view of these unresolved problems and the lack of afull-scale customs service in the repub-
lic’'sterritory, its economy continues to suffer huge losses. Thisis evident from the fact that
transportation in the Chechen Republic makes virtually no contribution to the gross regional
product (GRP), whereas in the Krasnodar Territory its sharein GRPis 18%.*

. Development and strengthening of integration tieswith other Russian regions. Thistask can

be accomplished under the following conditions:

—the Federal Center, with the direct participation of the presidential plenipotentiary repre-
sentative in the Southern Federal District, resolutely eliminates all the artificial barriers
between the territories of the SFD in order to create a single SFD market, and also in the
interests of all constituent entities of the SFD and the state as a whole;

—the Federal Center organizes constant monitoring of the state of affairsin the area of tran-
sit between the SFD territories at the district level;

— based on the results of such monitoring, the Federal Center takes expeditious stepsto pre-
vent violationsin any SFD territory.

Thiswill markedly intensify economic activity in the SFD and promote the integration
of its constituent entities into a single regional market. More effective use will be made of
existing productive resources and of the entire potential of this macro region.

. Intensive development of high-technology industries and the service sector in the broad

sense of the term, with due regard for the republic’s potential, the experience of devel-
oped countries and world economic trends. Special emphasis should be placed on progress
inthefield of recreation and tourism. In these areas, it is necessary to create, as a matter
of priority, an institutional and infrastructure base (with the active participation of the
Federal Center).

4 See: V.le. Yemelianov, “luzhny federalny okrug: sovremennoie sostoianie i problemy razvitiia,” Vneshneekonom-
ichekie sviazi, No. 9, 2004.
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If desired, the RF government will be able to find the financial resources required to
carry out the above-listed measures. With the development of the service sector in accord-
ance with the needs of the market economy, employment in this sector will considerably in-
crease.® Thiswill involve qualitative changes in the structure of the service sector and an
extension of the range of services. Well-thought-out and consistent improvementsinthisarea
will help to resolve, with the participation of the Federal Center, two major problemsfacing
the Chechen Republic: to reduce unemployment and improve the people’s quality of life.

7. Development of the republic’ sinternational cooperation and an increase in the share of for-
eign economic activity in GRP. In order to accomplishthistask, it isnecessary to create modern
institutional and infrastructure conditions for promoting the republic’ s foreign economic in-
itiative with the Federal Center’s active participation. The latter should help Chechnia—
methodol ogically and organizationally—to establish direct foreign economic relations with
the outside world (with due regard for the experience of civilized countries). Asaresult, the
republic’ ssharein theforeign economic activity of the Russian Federation will increase, and
thisareawill have akey placeinthe Chechen economy. Today the Chechen sharein thetotal
volume of Russian foreign economic practiceiscloseto zero. The devel opment of the repub-
lic's foreign economic activity to a proper level will give a powerful impetus to innovative
processes and diffusion of innovations throughout its territory.

However, the republic cannot accomplish these tasks in the foreseeabl e future through its own
efforts(either palitically or economically) inview of itsextremely limited resources. Fromthisit follows
that success or failure in the achievement of the goal set by the Federal Center—to increase its own
revenue in the budgets of subsidized regions by expanding their tax base—in the case of Chechnia
depends entirely on Russiaitself.

So, the degree of the Federal Center’s influence on the development vector of the Chechen
Republic has not diminished (and may have even increased) compared to the Soviet period.

5 See: Regional Economic Performance within the European Union, Ed. by K. Button and E. Pentecost, Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham, 1999.
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Statement of the Problem

airtime, and financial and staff resources than in the past to foreign news, particularly news un-

related to ongoing wars in which the United States is engaged. That means more competition
among “foreign” stories to get into print or onto the air, with editors and news directors exercising
their professional judgment in selecting among competing offerings. With novelty among the widely
accepted standard newsvalues, it isno surprisethat astory about aquirky foreign ruler such asthelate
president of Turkmenistan, or unusual law or governmental policy may edge out more “serious” sto-
riesin that competition for attention.

Turkmen President Saparmurat Niyazov, who died on 21 December, 2006, clearly fit the def-
inition of aquirky, idiosyncratic, and authoritarian ruler. This study examines how three Western
news organizations framed Niyazov during aone-year period and how they reported to their read-
ers and audiences about Turkmenistan, specifically the prevalence of personal references to, and
personalizing terminology about, the self-described “ Turkmenbashi.” Finally, it discusses the im-

Studies have found that U.S. and other Western news media now devote |ess newspaper space,

145




No. 5(47), 2007 CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

plications of such mediaframing for Western understanding of Turkmenistan and itsissues, and the
consequence that readers | ose the opportunity to become informed about serious public policy issues
that may directly or indirectly affect them and their own country in such matters as economics, secu-
rity, politics, human rights, public health, energy, the environment, development, and religious and
cultural movements.

Turkmenistan:
Problems and Resources

Despiteits potential wealth as a petro-state from natural gas and oil reserves, the country faces
major economic, social, and health problems. According to a U.S. Central Intelligence Agency as-
sessment, “Overall prospectsin the near future are discouraging because of widespread internal pov-
erty, apoor educational system, government misuse of oil and gasrevenues, and Ashghabad’ s unwill-
ingnessto adopt market-oriented reforms.”* The secretive nature of the government has made it tough
to accurately gauge such challenges, however; N. Badykova observed, “It is difficult to assess Turk-
menistan’ s economic situation. Official statisticsareinflated two-three timesto glorify (the) existing
regime. The overall fiscal position of (the) Government is unknown because much of its revenue and
expenditureis challenged through extra-budgetary funds and off-budget accounts.”? In their study of
the country’ senergy exports, V. Ginsburg and M. Troschkereferred to an “information vacuum” that
created contradictory opinions about the national economy, including conflicts between official and
international organization statistics.® There have been economic repercussions, such as the World
Bank’ srefusal to provide new |oans because the country hasfailed to report its external debt and meet
minimum public resource management standards; in fact, the World Bank acknowledged that “ unfor-
tunately, thereislittle to show in terms of results” from loans and policy advice it previously provid-
ed.* And N. Graham noted that the country has made only alimited departure fromits“old, centrally
planned economy” of the Soviet era.’

More than money is at stake. Badykovawrote, “Under the current irrational and corrupt politi-
cal system, Turkmenistan’s rich energy resources are more a curse than a blessing. Turkmenistan’s
high income from its gas exports permitsits government to remain a oof from international organiza-
tions, to completely ignore the need for reforms and to i solate the country from therest of theworld.”®
R. Burnashev and |. Chernykh said the country followsthe premisethat itsmain military danger comes
from possiblelocal warsand armed conflictsin neighboring countries, while Turkmenistanisinvolved
in disputes with its neighbors over water-sharing (Uzbekistan), land borders (Kazakhstan), and Cas-
pian Sea oilfields and seabed (Azerbaijan).”

1 “Turkmenistan,” in: The World Factbook 2007, Central Intelligence Agency, available at [www.cia.gov/library/
publications/the-world-factbook/geos/tx.html].

2 N. Badykova, “The Turkmen Economy: Challenges and Opportunities,” Paper presented at Turkmenistan Work-
shop, Oxford, England, 18 June, 2004.

3 See: V. Ginsburg, M. Troschke, “The Export of Turkmenistan’s Energy Resources, Central Asia and the Cauca-
sus, No. 6 (24), 2003, pp. 108-117.

4 See: “Turkmenistan Country Brief 2005,” World Bank, available at [http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTER-
NAL/COUNTRIES/ECAEXT/TURKMENISTANEXTN/0.contentM DK :20631627~pagePK :141137~pi PK:141127~theSite
PK:300736,00.html], 2006.

5 See: N.A. Graham, “Introduction and Overview,” in: The Political Economy of Transition in Eurasia: Democrati-
zation and Economic Liberalization in a Global Economy, ed. by N.A. Graham and F. Lindahl, Michigan State University
Press, East Lansing, M, 2006, pp. 1.

5 N. Badykova, op. cit.

7 See: R. Burnashev, |. Chernykh, “Turkmenistan’s Armed Forces: Problems and Development Prospects,” Central
Asia and the Caucasus, No. 4 (22), 2003, pp. 32-41.
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Turkmenistan's extensive environmental problems include agrichemical contamination of soil
and groundwater, salinization, pollution of the Caspian, desertification, biodiversity loss, water-logged
soil caused by poor irrigation practices, dam construction, and diversion of the Amur Daryafor irri-
gation, diverting theriver fromthe Aral Sea.® Many of those problems have severe public health and
economic consequencesaswell. And thefirst major research into the health of the populacefoundlife
expectancy to be 62, lower than any other Central Asian or European country, and concluded that its
health care system isinadequate even by Central Asian standards.®

By all objective measures from academic observers and independent groups, Turkmenistanis
arepressive society with no official regard for human and political rights. The country’sviolations
of press, religious, speech, political, and travel rights have been under steady criticism by foreign
governments, multinational agencies, and nongovernmental organizations. For example, the U.S.
State Department bluntly described it as an authoritarian, one-party state that Niyazov dominated
until his death, with a poor record on human rights, attacks on journalists by security forces, con-
straints on Internet access, phony criminal charges against political dissidents, abuse of adherents
of minority religions, and fraudulent elections.’® The NGO Freedom House rated the country as “not
free,” with the lowest score on political rights and civil liberties among the five Central Asian re-
publics and cited the secretive nature of the government, widespread corruption in the educational
system, and a*“ continuing Sovi et-style command economy,” among other systemic problems.** The
Committee to Protect Journalists ranked it among the “worst places to be ajournalist” due to gov-
ernmental control over newspapers and broadcast stations, self-censorship by editorsand reporters,
and especially harsh treatment of “the U.S. government-funded Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
(RFE/RL), which has maintained an informal network of correspondents (and) has been the nation’s
only alternative source of news and information.”*? In September 2006, RFE/RL Turkmen Service
correspondent Ogulsapar Muradova died in custody, although authorities attributed her death to
natural causes.

The media representative of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe has crit-
icized Turkmen television for using “ Stalinist” propaganda methods to “humiliate and destroy indi-
viduals” who allegedly attacked Niyazov.** Amnesty International’s 2005 report found widespread
human rights abuses and harassment of religious minorities and civil society activists, noting, “ Small
stepsto fend off criticism of the country’ s human rights record failed to adequately address concerns
raised by human rights groups and intergovernmental bodies.” 4

There is little reason to expect major human rights improvements in the near future, despite
Niyazov’s death. His successor, Gurbanguly Berdymukhammedov, was a Niyazov aide and deputy
chairperson of the Council of Ministers and, thus, closely wed to the repressive policies of the past.
Five months after his February 2007 election, Eurasianet™ reported, “If anything, it seems as if the

8 See: A. Carius, M. Feil, D. Tanzler, Addressing Environmental Risks in Central Asia: Risks, Policies, Capacities,
United Nations Development Program, Bratislava, Slovak Republic, 2003.

9 See: A. Lichtarowicz, “Concerns over Turkmen Health Care,” British Broadcasting Corporation, 3 June, 2005.

10 See: “Turkmenistan,” in: Country Reports on Human Rights Practices—2006, U.S. Department of State, availa-
ble at [www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/hrrpt/2006/78845.htm], 6 March, 2007.

11 See: Freedom in the World 2007, Freedom House, Washington, DC, available at [http://freedomhouse.org/
template.cfm?page=22& country=7292& year=2007], 2007.

12 Attacks on the Press 2006, Committee to Protect Journalists, New Y ork, available at [http://cpj.org/attacksO6/eu-
rope06/turk06.html], 2007.

13 “*OSCE Media Representative Blasts ‘ Stalinist’” Propaganda Methods on Turkmen TV,” Press release, Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in Europe, 16 January, 2003.

4 Amnesty International Report 2005, Amnesty International, available at [web.amnesty.org/report2005/tkm-summa-
ry-eng], 2005.

15 Seer “Turkmenistan: The Personality Cult Lives on, Residents Take It in Stride,” Eurasianet, 11 July, 2007.
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country’s new leader ... issimply replacing Niyazov as the chief object of the cult’s affection.” It
noted that his portrait “has already replaced Niyazov’s on state television news broadcasts,” and
said that displays marking Berdymukhammedov’ s 50th birthday, including the minting of gold coins
with his portrait, “ confirmed what many outside observers had suspected: the cult of personality—
and centralized, one-man rule—seems destined to remain a dominant feature of publiclifein Turk-
menistan for the foreseeable future.” Asrecently as 17 July, the executive director of the Interna-
tional Helsinki Federation of Human Rights said independent human rights groups still cannot work
openly there.’®

The Turkmenbashi

There isno doubt that Niyazov ranked among the world’ s most overtly idiosyncratic autocrats.
A brief BBC biography'” gave these basics: Born in 1940, Turkmen Communist Party chief in 1985,
president sinceindependencein 1991, and president-for-life by act of the Mgjlis, theimpotent nation-
al legidature, since 1999. NGOs have decried the personality cult he devel oped, including hisassump-
tion of thetitle Turkmenbashi, which means “father of the Turkmen people.” D. Burghart wrote that
Turkmenistan “evolved into an autocracy that bends to the every whim of the ruler” and that his re-
gime's “sole concern appears to be its own self-perpetuation.”*® Asthe NGO Human Rights Watch
commented, “ The perverse cult of personality around President Niyazov dominates public lifeand the
education system.”

He had areputation for bluntness. For example, after a 2002 assassination attempt, he charac-
terized his alleged assailants as “a bunch of people who went mad from being too well off. They
have reached the highest levels of debauchery, they use drugs, heroin...Whoisatraitor? Only some-
body who has gone mad.”? His first book, Rukhnama,? is compulsory reading in school and uni-
versity curricula, mosques and preschools.? It features a color photo of Niyazov and the caption,
“the president for alife of independent and neutral Turkmenistan” with hisviewson topicsranging
from Islam to history to war to patriotism to prosperity to individual rightsto education to moral-
ity to therole of women. The Russian news agency I TAR-TASS described it as“the ‘ holy book,’
which isworshipped in the Central Asian republic not less than the Koran.”?® A sequel was pub-
lished in 2004.

Niyazov fit the definition of the leader of a“Big Man” regime in which asingle personisen-
shrined as a“ Great Leader,” as do the leaders of Tgjikistan, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan, who, as
E. Merry wrote, “intend to remain in personal control indefinitely.”*

16 See: “Rights Group Says Repressive Turkmen Policies Unchanged,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 10 July,
2007.

7 Seer “Country Profile: Turkmenistan,” British Broadcasting Corporation, available at [news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-
pacific/country_profiles/1298497.stm], 2006.

8 D.L. Burghart, “In the Tracks of Tamerlane: Central Asia’s Path to the 21st Century,” in: In the Tracks of Tamer-
lane: Central Asia’s Path to the 21st Century, ed. by D.L. Burghart, T. Sabonis-Helf (pp. 3-21), National Defense Univer-
sity, Washington, DC, 2004, p. 15.

19 “Turkmenistan: Human Rights Concerns for the 61st Session of the U.N. Commission on Human Rights,” Human
Rights Watch, available at [hrw.org/english/docs/2005/03/10/turkmel0300.htm], 2005.

20 “OSCE Media Representative Blasts ‘ Stalinist’ Propaganda Methods on Turkmen TV.”

2l Seer S. Turkmenbashi, Rukhnama: Reflections on the Spiritual Values of the Turkmen, Ashghabad, 2003.

22 See: S. Ingram, “Turkmen Live by Leader’s Book,” British Broadcasting Corporation, 29 May, 2002.

2 “New Rukhnama by Turkmen Leader Saparmurat Niyazov Read to Turkmenistan's Parliament,” ITAR-TASS,
24 August, 2004.

2 E.W. Merry, “Palitics of Central Asia: National in Form, Soviet in Content,” in: In the Tracks of Tamerlane: Central
Asia’s Path to the 21st Century, p. 32.
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The Western press has reported on and, in effect, ridiculed Niyazov and hisinitiativesin re-
cent years, starting before the period covered by this study and including stories about his death on
21 December, 2006. Among them were Niyazov’s order to temporarily remove most of his*“all-per-
vasive” portraitsfrom public buildingsin Ashghabad and place an awning over his5-meter (16-foot)
statue in front of the parliament building during the May 2004 visit by Western ambassadors®; his
“don’t praise me” request to government officials in June 2004; and his personal unveiling of the
world’ slargest handmade carpet called “ the 21st Century: The Epoch of the Great Saparmurat Turk-
menbashi.” %

Theoretical Considerations

News Judgment

Journalists are “ gatekeepers’” who individually and collectively determine what topics and spe-
cific storiesare or are not covered, how much spacein print or time on the air that storiesreceive, and
how prominently those stories appear within a publication or broadcast. They do so through the exer-
cise of editorial judgment about newsworthiness, which includes such factors as timeliness, proxim-
ity, and impact, as well as novelty.?” A host of other factors also influence their judgment including
perceived or actual audience interest; the journalists’ own interests, educational background, and at-
titudes about what isimportant; competition with other media organizations; competition among sto-
riesabout other issuesand events; market or circulation size and location; legal constraints, amount of
Space or air time available; self-censorship; location and size of staff; and cultural and social values;
and access to credible news sources.

Scholarshave posited anumber of variablesor determinants of “newsworthiness’ in the context
of choosing which international events to report on. They include deviance and relevance; popula-
tion; cultural affinity including language, ancestry, and religion; level of development and gross do-
mestic product; trade relations; and proximity. G. Golan added the international news agendas of oth-
er media sources—in other words, inter-media competition—to that list.?

Framing

Framing isoneway that journalists exercisetheir newsjudgment, aprocessthat includes decid-
ing which elements of an event to include and what words or images to use. In a classic explanation,
R. Entman wrote: “Framing essentially involves selection and salience. To frame is to select some
aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in acommunicating text, in such away as
to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment
recommendation for the item described.”#

% See: “Turkmen Leader’s Personality Cult under Wraps for Visiting Western Envoys,” Agence France Press,
28 May, 2004.

% R. Mulholland, “The Cult of the Turkmen Leader,” British Broadcasting Corporation, 2 November, 2001.

2 See: M. Mencher, News Reporting and Writing, McGraw Hill, Boston, MA, 2005.

% See: G.J. Golan, “Intermedia Agenda Setting and Global News Coverage,” Paper presented at the annual meeting
of the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication, Toronto, ON, 2004.

2 R.M. Entman, “Framing: Toward Clarification of a Fractured Paradigm,” Journal of Communication, No. 43 (4),
1993, p. 52.
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AsH. Chyi and M. McCombs observed, “ A single news event can be framed in variousways,
producing different versions containing different attributes.”*° Especially important for this study
isthe fact that news frames and wording can manipulate how the public interprets issues and de-
velops opinions, and how even subtle framing can | ead readersto reach certain conclusions about
theinformation they receive.® AsF. Gan et al. put it, “ The fact that framing might lead audienc-
es to have different reactions is an important implication for political communication.”®? Asin
this study, framing has been used to compare how media in different countries cover the same
issues or events.®

Without using theterm “framing,” D. Kimmage described the stereotype of “ dictator asclown,”
aconcept epitomized by actor Charlie Chaplin’smocking of Adolph Hitler inthe 1940 film The Great
Dictator. However, such lampooning has moved beyond entertainment into what is offered as news,
which mainstream journalists generally assert should be presented with objectivity. He wrote, “To-
day, thetradition of * dictator asclown’ persistsin coverage of such countriesas Turkmenistan, where
it seems the only events deemed newsworthy by mainstream media are the supreme leader’s latest
exploits.”*

Declining Western Press Coverage of
International News

For decades, researchers have tracked trendsin the international content of U.S. newspapers,
news magazines, and television broadcasts. Among them were Emery’s 1989 study finding that in-
ternational news—an “endangered species’—had dropped from 10.2 percent of content in 1971 to
2.6 percent in 1988 in mgjor dailies including the prestigious Washington Post, Chicago Tribune
and Los Angeles Times; his study period between November 1987 and January 1988 coincided with
major news events in Israel’s Occupied Territories, Korea, the Persian Gulf, and Central Ameri-
ca.® C. Stepp compared ten mainstream dailies in 1963-1964 and 1998-1999, finding that foreign
news declined from 5 percent to 3 percent overall and from 20 percent to 5 percent on the front
pages.®® In broadcasting, G. Utley noted a precipitous decline in foreign coverage on ABC, CBS,
and NBC nightly news shows between 1989 and 1997.%" There is variation among news outlets. For
example, C. Beaudoin and E. Thorson found that the Los Angeles Times devoted 19 percent of its
news hole to international coverage, a higher proportion than most U.S. dailies.®

%0 See: H.I. Chyi, M. McCombs, “Media Salience and the Process of Framing: Coverage of the Columbine School
Shootings,” Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, No. 81 (1), 2004, pp. 22-35.

3l See: G. Dell’Orto, D. Dong, J. Moore, A. Schneewels, “The Impact of Framing on Perception of Foreign Coun-
tries,” Ecquid Novi, No. 25 (2), 2004, pp. 294-312.

%2 F. Gan, J.L. Teo, B.H. Detenber, “Framing the Battle for the White House: A Comparison of Two National News-
papers’ Coverage of the 2000 United States Presidential Election,” International Communication Gazette, No. 67 (5), 2005,
p. 443.

3 See: C. Madlog, S.T. Lee, H.S. Kim, “Framing Analysis of a Conflict: How Newspapers in Five Asian Countries
Covered the Irag War,” Asian Journal of Communication, No. 16 (1), 2006, pp. 19-39.

% D. Kimmage, “Analysis: Dictator as Clown Grows Stale,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 31 May, 2004.

% See: M. Emery, “An Endangered Species: The International News Hole,” Freedom Forum Media Sudies Journal,
No. 3, 1989, pp. 151-164.

% See: C.S. Stepp, “Then and Now,” American Journalism Review, No. 21, 1999, p. 60.

7 See: G. Utley, “The Shrinking of Foreign News: From Broadcast to Narrowcast,” Foreign Affairs, No. 76 (2), 1997,
pp. 2-10.

% See: C.E. Beaudoin, E. Thorson, “LA Times Offered as Model for Foreign News Coverage,” Newspaper Research
Journal, No. 22 (1), 2002, pp. 80-93.
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The importance and potential impact of international news coverage has drawn research atten-
tion. Several early studies examined determinants of international news, including distance from the
U.S. mediacapital of New Y ork City, relevanceto the United States, and potential for social change.®
Examining Newsweek' s coverage of Japan, A. Cooper-Chen observed how mass mediaportrayalscan
greatly influence U.S. citizens, many of whom lack direct knowledge about Japan.® In another study,
D. Perry linked lack of information to “negative attitudes about foreign countries.”

Thepressmay betheonly source of information that the majority of Westernershave about foreign
conflicts, but that is not to assert that the pressis the sole agenda-setter, or even the most influential
one, according to A. Schiffer’s study of New York Times coverage of civil wars from 1992 to 1997.
“The true, independent power of the news media to set the public agenda depends greatly upon the
influences of news content.”#? He found the magnitude of a conflict as measured in battle deaths and
apresident’ s public remarks downplaying or emphasizing a conflict are stronger indicators of cover-
age than the power that news organizations wield as independent political actors following “ press-
specific news-judgment criteria.”

International coveragein the pressin other devel oped countries has undergone scholarly exam-
ination as well.** There are many reasons for declining international coverage by Western media,
ranging from financial pressures and mergersto management’ s perceptions and misperceptions about
what readers, listeners, and viewers “want” to hear about. Utley wrote, “ The new litmus test at net-
work news programs is whether viewers (in the producers’ opinion) will instinctively ‘relate’ to the
story.”* Beyond that—and directly relevant to coverage of Turkmenistan and the other Central Asian
republics—have been major events outside the control of the media, starting with theimplosion of the
Soviet Union in 1991, the 11 September, 2001, attacks in the United States, the resulting “war on
terrorism” and war in Afghanistan, and the outbreak of war in Iragin 2003. Two years after the Soviet
Union broke apart, the president of the Associated Press acknowledged that “viewed from the news
desksof the Associated Press, theworld’' s new sources of crisisarefar more difficult to cover thanthe
old ones.”*®

Moresignificant for thisstudy of coverage of Turkmenistan, however, are mediaand public affairs
commentators' lamentations over the same decades about shrinking coverage—to no apparent avail,
asdemonstrated by the continued minimizing of international coverage. Discussing thetrend for U.S.
television networks, for example, Utley wrote, “What isbeing lost, or at |east weakened, haslong been
forecast: therole of afew television network news organizations as a unifying central nervous system
of information for the nation, and the communal benefits associated with that.” 6

% See: J. Gultrang, M.H. Ruge, “The Structure of Foreign News: The Presentation of the Congo, Cuba, and Cy-
prus Crises in Four Norwegian Newspapers,” Journal of Peace Research, No. 2 (1), 1965, pp. 64-91; J.B. Adams, “Quali-
tative Analysis of Domestic and Foreign News on the APTA Wire,” Gazette, No. 10, 1964, pp. 285-295; T. Chang, P.J. Shoe-
maker, N. Brendlinger, “ Determinants of International News in the U.S. Media,” Communication Research, No. 14 (4), 1987,
pp. 396-414.

40 See: A. Cooper-Chen, “Praising, Bashing, Passing: Newsmagazine Coverage of Japan. 1965-1994,” Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication, LA, New Orleans, 1999.

4 D.K. Perry, “News Reading, Knowledge about and Attitudes Towards Foreign Countries,” Journalism Quarter-
ly, No. 67 (2), 1990, p. 357.

42 A.J. Schiffer, “Explaining Foreign Conflicts Coverage,” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, IL, Chicago, 2005.

4 See: H. Holm, “The Forgotten Globalization of Journalism Education,” Journalism & Mass Communication Ed-
ucator, No. 56 (4), 2002, pp. 67-71; W.C. Soderland, M.F. Lee, P. Gecelovsky, “Trends in Canadian Newspaper Coverage
of International News, 1988-2000: Editors’ Assessments,” Canadian Journal of Communication, No. 27, 2002, pp. 73-87;
D. Halton, “International News in the North American Media,” International Journal, No. 56, 2002, pp. 499-515.

4 G. Utley, op. cit., p. 7.

4 L.D. Boccardi, “Redeploying a Global Journalistic Army,” Media Sudies Journal, No. 7 (4), 1983, p. 44.

% G. Utley, op. cit., p. 10.
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Alsodirectly relevant to this study isthefailureto reverse apattern of international coverage by
Western—and not solely U.S.—media that has long been criticized as biased, incomplete, largely
negative, and concentrating mainly on developed countries.*

Meanwhile, there has been little research into how Western news media have covered eventsin
Central Asia since independence, despite the strategic importance of the region to the West. The few
studies so far have generally examined the content of certain categories of stories, such as environ-
ment, political and pressrights, and religion, and the news organizations' use of reporter pseudonyms
and undisclosed sources.*®

Hypotheses and
Research Question

m Hypothesis 1: Personal references about the late president of Turkmenistan appear in ama-
jority of Western news stories about the country, even if the principal topic of the story isnot
the late president, hisfamily, or hisarguably grandiose or bizarreideas, edicts, and projects.

m Hypothesis 2: A news organization will frequently use the same personalizing terminology
about the late president of Turkmenistan in multiple stories.

m Research Question: How did Western news media frame the late president of Turkmeni-
stan?

Method

This study examined news stories posted between 1 July, 2004 and 30 June, 2005 from three
Western news organizations. This period encompassed four major political developmentsin the Com-
monwealth of Independent States:. election of anew president in Ukraine in December 2004; the rel-
atively peaceful ouster of Kyrgyz President Askar Akaev in March 2005; the violent suppression of
protesters in Andijan, Uzbekistan in May 2005; and Russian President Vladimir Putin’s continued
consolidation of power and suppression of opponents throughout the period. BBC News online, Eur-
asianet, and Institute for War & Peace Reporting were selected for content analysis because each
published at least six news articles about Turkmenistan during the study period. Although these or-
ganizations have different audiences and missions, all three provide a window on Turkmenistan—
and, more broadly, Central Asia—to the outside world. The study also drew anecdotally from other
Western media organi zations that published fewer than six stories each during the same period. They
included the New York Times and the Independent.

47 For example, see: G.C. Wilhoit, D.H. Weaver, “Foreign News Coverage in Two U.S. Wire Services: An Update,”
Journal of Communication, No. 33 (2), 1983, pp. 132-148; D.H. Weaver, G.C. Wilhoit, “Foreign News Coverage in Two
U.S. Wire Services,” Journal of Communication, No. 31 (2), 1981, pp. 55-63; W.A.E Skurnik, “A New Look at Foreign
News Coverage,” African Studies Review, No. 24 (1), 1981, pp. 99-112; J.A. Lent, “Foreign News in American Media,”
Journal of Communication, No. 27, 1977, pp. 46-51.

4 For example, see: E. Freedman, M. Walton, “Independent News Web Sites’ Coverage of Religious Freedom and
Restraint in Central Asia,” Central Asia and the Caucasus, No. 37 (1), 2006, pp. 102-111; E. Freedman, E. “Coverage of
Environmental and Environmental Health News of Central Asia by Independent News Web Sites,” in: History and Socie-
ty in Central and Inner Asia, ed. by M. Gervers, U.E. Bulag, G. Long, University of Toronto Asian Institute, Toronto, ON,
2005, pp. 297-316; E. Freedman, “Coverage of Central Asian Political, Press, and Speech Rights Issues by Independent News
Websites,” Asia Pacific Media Educator, No. 16, 2005, pp. 71-86.
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The BBC News Web siteisthe “Internet arm of the biggest broadcasting news-gatherer in the
world” and relieson BBC' sown correspondents aswell as other news agencies. Eurasianet is operat-
ed by the Open Society Institute’ s Central Eurasia Project and provides newsand analysisabout Turk-
menistan, the other four Central Asian republics, Afghanistan, Turkey, Mongolia, Armenia, Georgia,
and Azerbaijan. Its coverage includes human rights aswell as environment, economics and culture.*
IWPR isan“international mediadevelopment charity” registered in the United Kingdom and empha-
sizes “areas of conflict,” and reports on Central Asiaincluding Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, the Bal-
kans, Belarus, Irag, and the Caucasus with articles about environmental, human rights, and social is-
sues, among other topics.®

Each story about Turkmenistan was coded on the basis of whether it dealt primarily with anis-
sue or primarily with Niyazov or one of his personally launched initiatives or projects. Coding also
determined whether: Niyazov was mentioned by name, title, or position in the headline; the phrase
“personality cult” or “cult of personality” appeared in the article, headline, or photo caption; and the
title “ Turkmenbashi” with or without its “ Father of the Turkmen” translation appeared in the story,
headline, or photo caption. Coding also determined whether a story: used words such as “eccentric,”
“bizarre,” and “autocratic”; referred to such personal mattersashishealth, family, ruling style, habits,
or portraits; or mentioned such projects and edicts astheice palace, mosgue construction, Rukhnama,
or ban on long hair.

In addition, the proportion of paragraphs containing such references was calculated as an indi-
cator of how much space in each news organization’s coverage was devoted to personal references.

Findings

Hypothesis 1 posited that amajority of storieswould include personal frames, or personal ref-
erencesto Niyazov, whether the story was primarily about him or about an issue or event. Although
the vast majority of stories principally concerned issues ranging from health care to the economy to
energy (see Table 1), the hypothesis was strongly supported. Every Eurasianet story contained at
least one personal reference, as did 83.3 percent of the BBC stories and 80 percent of the IWPR
stories.

For example, BBC's story about Niyazov's decision to close al hospitals outside Ashghabad
and to close rural libraries described the president as “well known for his idiosyncratic orders’ and
referred to his “spending millions of dollarsin public money on grand projects, such as gold statues
of theleader and avast marble and gold mosque, one of the biggestin Asia” in hishometown.®* These
certainly fit into what P. Valkenburg et al. described as human interest framesthat bring “an individ-
ual’ s story or an emotional angle to the presentation of an event, issue, or problem.” %2

While some such references would be expected in stories pertaining to Niyazov, hisfamily, or
his personally initiated edicts and projects, questions can be raised about their usein coverage of is-
suesand public policy. Similarly, an IWPR article about AIDSincluded “ Turkmenbashi,” “president
for life,” and the fact that Niyazov had declared the 21st century as the “ golden age of the Turkmen
people.” %

4 See: “About Eurasianet,” Eurasianet, available at [eurasianet.org], 2007.

%0 See: “About IWPR: Aims and Activities,” Institute for War and Peace Reporting, available at [www.iwpr.net/
index.php?p=-apc_state=henh& s=0& o=top_aims.html, 2007.

51 M. Whitlock, “Turkmen Leader Closes Hospitals,” British Broadcasting Corporation, 1 March, 2005.

52 P.M. Valkenburg, H.A. Memetko, C.H. de Vreese, “ The Effects of News Framers on Readers' Thoughts and Re-
call,” Journal of Communication, No. 26 (5), 1999, p. 551.

58 “Turkmenistan in AIDS Denial,” RCA 339, Institute for War and Peace Reporting, 7 January, 2005.
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The issue goes beyond mere inclusion of personal references about Niyazov into news stories
and extends to how much space anews organi zation devotesto personal framesinitscoverage. Table
1 showsthe percentage of paragraphs containing apersonal frame or referencein each organization’s
stories. That proportion ranged from about one-fifth of stories to twice that figure.

Table 1

Personal Frame Paragraphs
in Stories by Three Western News Organizations,
1 July, 2004-30 June, 2005

v
Stories 7 18 30
Number/percent issue
stories 6/85.8% 10/55.6% 18/93.3%
Total paragraphs 98 268 679
Personal paragraphs 42 110 130
Percent of personal

\ paragraphs 42.9% 41% 19.1% )

The second hypothesis—that three news organizations frequently use the same belittling ter-
minology about Niyazov—also was supported, although each news organization had its own pre-
ferred terminology. For example, one-third of BBC storiesreferred to apersonality cult; 45 percent
incorporated his* president-for-life” title; 39 percent used his self-proclaimed title“ Turkmenbashi”;
and 22 percent mentioned hisbook Rukhnama, which means*“book of the soul.” Eurasianet referred
to apersonality cult in all but one story, used the adjective “mercurial” in 71 percent of its stories,
and used “ Turkmenbashi” in 57 percent. Finally, the self-proclaimed title“ Turkmenbashi” appeared
in 70 percent of IWPR stories.

Theresearch question asked how Western news mediaframe Niyazov. The analysis showstwo
principal personal frames, one concerning personality and the other concerning ruling style. All three
news organizations chose words and phrasesthat could be characterized as*“belittling” in framing his
personality and “demonizing” in framing hisruling style (see Table 2). For example, storiesused such
personality-related adjectivesas* eccentric,” “idiosyncratic,” and * outlandish,” and such ruling style-
related words as “autocratic,” “ruthless’ and “close eye on his people.”

AsTable 3 shows, half those stories containing personal referencesincluded both belittling and
demonizing references. Where astory had only category of personal frame, it wasfifteentimesaslikely
to include demonizing rather than belittling references.

IWPR storiesalso referred to hisforeign bank accountsand diamond rings, hismultiple palaces,
and an incident when he was reportedly seen “ showering dollars’ on musicians and dancerswho per-
formed for him. In addition, the news organizations repeatedly invoked personal iconic projects and
edicts, evenin articles not directly related to them. His book, Rukhnama, was mentioned in eleven of
the fifty-five stories. Almost half the BBC stories mentioned his ubiquitous portraitsin public places
and his ban on smoking. And each news organization mentioned at least once his renaming of the
calendar, an event that occurred before the study period.
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Table 2

Representative “Belittling” and
“Demonizing” Words about Niyazov
in Stories by Three Western News Organizations,
1 July, 2004-30 June, 2005

c Belittling D)

Idiosyncratic, mercurial, paranoia, eccentric, grandiose, fickle, outlandish,
extravagant, glorify, arbitrary, styles himself, self-proclaimed, cult of personality,
Golden Age of the People, standing ovation

Demonizing

Autocratic, president-for-life, Turkmenbashi, Father of the Turkmen, authoritarian,
personal authority, political loyalty, close eye on his people, unchallenged authority,
hold over society, dictatorship, tyrant, despotic, repressive, regime, totalitarian,

fall (a)foul, Leader, ruthless, tough if sometimes unreliable, all powerful, one-party,
iron fist, strongman, tight hold, exclusive hold on power, grip on power,

disastrous legacy, impose his vision

-/

Table 3

News Stories Containing “Belittling” and
“Demonizing” Personal Frames
in Three Western News Organizations,
1 July, 2004-30 June, 2005

Stories Stories Stories Stories
with personal with only belittling with only demonizing with
HENES references references both
Eurasianet 7 0 0 7
BBC 15 0 3 12
IWPR 24 1 12 11
\\ Total 46 1 15 30 //

Discussion, Implications,
and Future Research

It is essential to recognize that Niyazov was the figure most responsible for developing Turk-
menistan’ s national policies and programs and, thus, his persona could be alegitimate component of
news coverage to put policies, programs, and eventsinto context for readers. His regime’s construc-
tion of projectsof questionabl e public benefit diverted vast resources away from social programssuch
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as health care, economic development, and pensions. Meanwhile, Turkmenistan’s remote location,
isolationist foreign policy, dearth of foreign correspondents, lack of independent domestic media,
reluctance of potential news sourcesto beinterviewed, penchant for official secrecy, and lack of gov-
ernmental transparency combine to make it difficult for foreign journalists to report credibly and in
depth on serious issues and controversies. Thusit was easier for journalists to focus on—or at least
touch on—Niyazov himself.

With that understanding in mind, the findings reinforce Entman’ s observation that “the portrait
of framing hasimportant implicationsfor political communication.”* Here, the portrayal of Niyazov
has implications for informed Western knowledge and understanding of political, economic, diplo-
matic, and human rights events and policies in Turkmenistan and, by extension, its Central Asian
neighbors. The over-personalization of Western news coverage of Turkmenistan diverts serious at-
tention from those eventsand policies. To draw acomparison, it would be asif the majority of foreign
press stories about the United States during Bill Clinton’s presidency incorporated a “ president-as-
slimeball” frame. Under that analogy, most storiesin thenon-U.S. presswould have at |east mentioned,
if not dwelt on, Clinton’s sexual infidelities, perjury, draft avoidance during the Vietnam War, mar-
ijuana use, “Slick Willy” nickname, and other personal mattersirrelevant to substantive issues that
were nominally the topic of those stories. In the case of Niyazov, the argument can be made that de-
monizing references are relevant from a newsworthiness perspective in some issue-related stories,
including those about political activity and political and human rights. Certainly the phrase “ exclu-
sivehold on power” isrelevant in BBC coverage of aparliamentary election inwhich every candidate
belonged to the president’s party and had pledged loyalty to Niyazov.®® However, one can question
the relevance of references to “cult of personality” and Rukhnama in an article about child laborers
harvesting cotton.%

When it comesto Western mediacoverage, Turkmenistan is* on the border of visibility,” to use
aphrase that D. Gladney applied to news about the Uighurs and Muslim unrest in China s Xinjiang
region. He attributed skimpy American press attention to news from Xinjiang to “acombination of a
lack of reporting on the ground and alack of interest in the home offices of American news organiza-
tions,” and said that stories by those reporterswho do visit the region “ get killed until abomb goes of f
and alerts people that there is a problem.”” That situation is similar to but not a perfect anal ogue of
Western news coverage of Turkmenistan. While Niyazov’ s aberrational behavior may substitute for
the bombings in Xinjiang as a device to get a story aired or printed, it remains difficult for Western
journalists to obtain visas to report in the country.

Similarly, if even Japan, “as anon-Western country ... presents special challengesin reporting
toaU.S. audience” as Cooper-Chen suggested,®® how much greater isthe challengeto reporters whose
stories deal with a place as unfamiliar and remote to most Americans as Turkmenistan?

Even news organizations committed to international coverage usually ignored Turkmenistan or
included only incidental or passing references in the context of broader stories, such as ones about
energy or eventsin Russiaand Kyrgyzstan. For example, the International Herald Tribune published
passing referencesto Turkmenistan but no staff-written stories primarily about the country during the
period of the study. When they did cover the country, they tended to include personal framesin their

% R.M. Entman, op. cit., p. 55.

% See: M. Whitlock, “Turkmenistan Poll Turnout ‘Low,’” British Broadcasting Corporation, 20 December,
2004.

5% See: “Turkmenistan Wrestles with Child Labor Issue as Cotton Harvest Approaches,” Eurasianet, 1 September,
2004.

57 D.C. Gladney, “On the Border of Visibility: Western Media and the Uyghur Minority,” Media Studies Journal,
No. 13 (1), 1999, p. 132.

%8 A. Cooper-Chen, op. cit.
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stories. A rare Canadian Broadcasting Corporation story dealt with Niyazov’ s order banning national
TV anchors from wearing too much makeup; the story also mentioned his decrees cracking down on
long hair and beards, femal e students with unbraided hair and young peopl e with gol d-capped teeth.>®
A headlinein the British newspaper the Independent spoke of “the bizarreworld of Turkmenbashi the
Great.”® 1n a2004 article about the second Rukhnama volume, the Russian newsagency ITAR-TASS—
which pays more attention to Turkmenistan than doesthe Western press—recapped how Niyazov had
renamed the calendar months.®

Even the New York Times, which has long ranked among the world’s elite daily newspapers®
and is often praised for its foreign affairs coverage, devoted little space to Turkmenistan during the
period, publishing only three news articles—all briefs of eighty to 113 words each—about the coun-
try. Two dealt with Niyazov himself, with headlinesthat included such words as* autocrat plans elec-
tions” and “the president’ s mosque”; the third reported on the shipment of natural gasfrom Turkmen-
istan to Ukraine.®® Also, aWeek in Review analysis of the effects on the United States of changesin
the Middle East included Turkmenistan only in a sidebar graphic showing a poster of Niyazov with
the observation that his likeness “is displayed throughout the nation” and commenting that he “has
created a Soviet-style personality cult.” %

A 2004 IWPR story about the weak Turkmen currency said Niyazov “can be seen showering
(U.S.) dollars on the musicians and dancers who perform for him.” That image is echoed in another
New York Times Week in Review article, about reality television, incorporated Kimmage' s 2004 “ dic-
tator as clown” concept in a discussion of Donald Trump’s U.S. television reality series, “ The Ap-
prentice.” The Times described a scene in which Trump was “hailed by a crowd of admirers outside
Trump Towersasif heweretheruler of Turkmenistan, tossing coinsat the supplicant peasantsin front
of his palace.”%

Framing posesrisksfor journalists and audiences alike, including the use of simplistic formulas
to explain complex countries.

Kimmage'simage of the “dictator as clown” also raises the question of whether leaders such
as Niyazov notice the ridicule they engender in foreign media and react to it in away that creates
any positive change. “If Niyazov is not turning a blind eye and deaf ear to the world, it might be
timefor the mediato retire the creaky knee-slappers about the ‘world’ sweirdest dictator’ and begin
writing in greater depth about a place that is, to be honest, no longer terribly funny,” he suggest-
ed.% But potential changes within Turkmenistan are not the principal concern to journalists else-
where, or to their readers and audiences. Rather, the issue is how people outside Turkmenistan
understand what is happening inside the country and what that news could mean to their own lives.
What J. Mann wrote of China applies equally to Turkmenistan: “ The urge to generalize is under-
standable, but China”—substitute Turkmenistan here—"is too big, too complex, too diverse to
capturein asingle frame.”®

%9 See: “Turkmenistan Leader Bans Makeup on TV,” Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 13 August, 2004.

80'S. Castle, “The Bizarre World of Turkmenbashi the Great,” The Independent, 23 April, 2005.

61 See: New Rukhnama by Turkmen Leader Saparmurat Niyazov Read to Turkmenistan’s Parliament.

52 See: J.C. Merrill, H.A. Fisher, “The World's Great Dailies,” Hastings, New Y ork, 1980, pp. 25-42.

8 See: S.L. Myers, “Turkmenistan: Autocrat Plans Elections,” New York Times, April 2005, pp. A2, A9; idem, “Turk-
menistan: Gas to Ukraine Halted,” New York Times, 1 January, 2005, p. A9; “Turkmenistan: The President’s Mosque,” New
York Times, 23 October, 2004, p. A6.

5 R. Cohen, “What’s in it for America?” New York Times, 6 March, 2005, pp. WK3.

5 A. Stanley, “TV’s Busby Berkley Moment,” New York Times, 30 January, 2005, p. WK 1.

% D. Kimmage, op. cit.

67 J. Mann, “Framing China: A Complex Country Cannot Be Explained with Simplistic Formulas,” Media Sudies
Journal, No. 13 (1), 1999, p. 106.
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In the future, researchers should look more broadly at foreign press framing of Central Asia,
both to discusstheimplicationsfor understanding of the region and to compare contemporary media
framing with previous studies of representations and stereotyping of “exotic” parts of the world.
Such studies could examine the coverage of discrete events—such asthe Tulip Revol ution that ousted
Kyrgyzstan's president, Askar Akaev, in March 2005, or Uzbekistan’s violent suppression of pro-
testsin Andijan in May 2005—and issues of public controversy, such as Western and Russian mil-
itary bases in the region or energy. It would also be fruitful to contrast coverage by Western and
Russian media, especially in light of Russia’ s renewed interest in political and economic ties with
the republics.

THE SPECIAL FEATURES OF
GEORGIA'S POLITICAL
MEDIA MILIEU
AFTER THE ROSE REVOLUTION

Beka CHEDIA

Research Fellow
at the Georgian Institute of Political Science
(Thilisi, Georgia)

of the main achievements of themany years

of reform of the Georgian political system.
Georgia s mass mediais developing faster than
other civil institutions. Despite the low level of
election democracy, local self-government, and
political parties, state-independent mass media
organizations came into being after Georgia
gained its independence. But—unfortunately
there hasto bea" but”—the mass mediain Geor-
giahave not only becomethe main lever in pub-
lic opinion formation, but they are also a hefty
weapon inthe political struggle. Confirmation of
this was the so-called Rose Revolution in No-
vember 2003, which not only raised the signifi-
cance of themass media, particularly television,
but also revealed several shortcomingsin their
work.

T he formation of independent media is one

State-independent television played avery
important, if not decisive, role both in forming
public moods and in raising the wave of revolu-
tionary protest.r Until the parliamentary elections
of 2003 (which escalated into the revolution),
television companies could still deny their polit-
icized nature and claim that they were trying to
be objective; however, therevolution revealed and
polarized their political views. The Rustavi-2 TV
channel openly supported the revolution. Later,
one of the popular anchorwomen on this televi-
sion station admitted that the channel covered all
the events of those days extremely tendentious-
ly. So, Rustavi-2 turned out to be closely associ-
ated with the victorious political forces. It soon

! See: Map of Georgia's Mass Media, Thilisi, 2004,
pp. 70-71.
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became obvious that the special role of themass | nature of their influence on the political process-
media in Georgia's political system not only | escurrently depend on how strongly they them-
stemmed from the fact that the state and other | selvesfeel pressurefrom the government, partic-
political entities can use them to informthe pop- | ular political groups, or other interested entities.
ulation about their policy and their aimsand val- | According to various international assessments,
ues, but also from the fact that the mass media | Georgiaistill viewed asacountry withapartially
themselves have become avery powerful tool in | ¢.0a press;2 whichis primarily due to the govern-

the purposeful elaboration of political procedures ment’s increased pressure on the independent
in Georgia.

) . . mass media.
Themass mediaarestill playing an extreme-
ly significant rolein Georgia’ s present-day, post-
revolutionary political system, but the quality and 2 [www.freedomhouse.org], 2007.

Ingtitutional State of
the Mass Media
(Relations with the Government—Legal and
Economic Aspects)

Whereas before the Rose Revolution in Georgia, the government was guided by the principle
“writeand read,” that is, there was freedom of criticism, and the government made no responseto this
criticism, now the government is very sensitive to any criticism on the part of the mass media. Dueto
the government’ s sensitivity to criticism, the number of mass media organizations, both television
channelsand newspapers, dramatically decreased in Georgiaafter the revol ution. But on the other hand,
the government categorically denies putting any pressure on the mass media, particularly when inter-
national organizationshint at this. For example, thisyear ascandal broke out over the OSCE report on
Internet censorship in Georgia. The country’s government, in the person of Giorgi Arveladze, the
minister of economics and the president’s closest aide, demanded an explanation from the OSCE. In
response, the OSCE refuted the fact that the report contained critical comments about Georgia and
called the incidence a misunderstanding.

The Georgian government indeed had something to justify itself with—censorship of the In-
ternet istechnically impossible, and what isthe purpose of it. The Statistics Board and other corre-
sponding official structures do not have data about the number of Internet users. However, accord-
ing to several local experts, around 250,000 peoplein Georgiause the Internet at | east once amonth,
and 30,000 users are regularly hooked up to broad band (DSL, ADSL) Internet.> Due to this, the
Georgian government isfocusing its attention on traditional media organizations, which have awider
audience, and is bringing all of its pressure to bear on them.

In so doing, the government istrying to place particularly tight control on television channels,
since they know the results of sociological polls, according to which 95% of the Georgian population
obtainsitsinformation from television. But printed media employees also have aproblem, and it pri-
marily consistsin the fact that despite the development trends, the circulation of printed mass media
is still limited. Circulation of the main daily publications fluctuates between five and ten thousand

3 [www.newsl ab.ru/news/206350], 2007.
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copies.* Another obvious problem is the low professional level of most of Georgia's press workers.
(Themain reason for thisisthat experienced journalists areignored, and their places have been taken
over by amateurs.) The content of newspapers fallsfar below the standards of impartial, highly pro-
fessional journalism.

According to local experts, Georgian journalists do not see a big difference between propa-
ganda and information, are unable to distinguish facts from opinions, and see themselves more as
enlightenersthan informers. Television has assumed the rol e of the source of thelatest information,
whereas newspapers, judging from the nature of the publications, are unable to compete with tele-
vision.® The mélange of facts and commentary in the press has reached the point that it is essential-
ly impossible to find an article (not counting the short reports of information agencies) that con-
tains unbiased information. Appraisals are frequently given in titles and in annotations. The non-
professionalism of journalistsisnot anew problem for the Georgian mass media, nor isthe narrow
and impoverished Georgian media market, which is unable to keep its head above water without
subsidies. After the Rose Revolution, several negative trends arose with respect to the Georgian
mass media. And thiswas despite the fact that in 2004, the Georgian parliament adopted anew law
on freedom of speech and expression of opinion. Western experts evaluated this law as one of the
most liberal in the entire post-Soviet expanse. Defamation was withdrawn from the sphere of crim-
inal legislation. The law on freedom of speech and expression of opinion setsforth various regula-
tions regarding the burden of proof for legal and physical entities, in so doing, shifting the burden
of proof from the defendant to the claimant. It al so sets forth the mechanism of absolute protection,
without any exceptions, of sources of information used by journalists. From now on, it is not jour-
nalists, but the owners of the corresponding media organizations that must appear in court as de-
fendants.® All of these mechanisms create legislative foundations for the legal protection of the mass
media, whilein reality, the pictureisvery different. The government’ s use of strong levers of eco-
nomic pressure on the mass media (for_instance, with the help of the tax services) hasalready led to
the closing of several media organizations, or to arise in price of their products, as happened with
several newspapers when the country’s parliament abolished the tax benefits existing for the print-
ed mass media. These benefits were instituted in 2005 on the initiative of the country’s president,
Mikhail Saakashvili, in order to support the printed media. These benefits exempted the pressfrom
VAT, aswell asfrom taxes on advertising services, property, and foreign economic activity. At one
time, the government explained the privileged tax conditions for the press by the population’ s low
financial solvency, which madeit difficult to sell newspapers. Thiswas precisely why benefits for
the presswere considered when drawing up the state budget draft for 2007. But asaresult, although
the press still faced the same problems, the benefits were abolished.

What is more, the government took another step backwards and cancelled itslegislativeinnova-
tion (meaning the adoption of thelaw on freedom of speech and expression of opinion). It introduced
amendments and addenda into Georgia' s fundamental law on general courts. In keeping with these
amendments and addenda, all videoing, photography, and television broadcasting were banned both
in the court room and throughout the entire building. The presence of so-called “writing journalists’
is permitted in the court room, but only with corresponding permission from the judge.” This means
that the government is al so beginning to put pressure on the activity of the mass media at the legisla-
tivelevel. Thething isthat judges are an important source of scandal ousinformation for the Georgian

4 See: Vlyzovy 21 veka dlia SMI na luzhnom Kavkaze, Part 1, Svoboda pechati v Gruzii, Vienna, 2005, p. 44.

5 See: M. Muskhelishvili, Svobodnye, no ne liberal’ nye stredstva massovoi kommunikatsii i partikuliaristicheskiy
sotsialnyy kontekst (quoted from the manuscript).

5 Georgian Law on Freedom of Speech and Expression of Opinion, 2004.

7 Law on General Courts of Georgia, Art 12, Amendment of 2007.
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mass media, itis precisely judicial power that is criticized most often in the mass media, particularly
with respect to so-called politicized court procedures.

In addition, under government pressure, Georgian businessmen loyal to the government have
bought up controlling sets of sharesin privatetelevision companiesand, in so doing, control has been
tightened over independent television channels. For example, the Rustavi-2 channel has changed its
owner twicesincetherevolution, thefirst timeimmediately after therevolution, in January 2004, when
aclose friend of the defense minister, Irakliy Okruashvili, became the owner, and the second time,
after theretirement of thissameminister in 2006. The owner of the Mzetel evision station also changed
after the revolution; the brother of Georgian foreign minister Gela Bezhuashvili became the owner.
As aresult, these television channels were joined into one media holding. The government tried, by
means of these measures, to take centralized control over privatetelevision channels, on the one hand,
and pin Imedi, the most highly rated television channel after the revolution, to the wall, on the other.
In contrast to other national television channels, this station is conducting an information policy aimed
against the government to a certain extent. Thisis the only television company in Georgia that cur-
rently airspolitical talk showsinwhich the government isoften criticized and which are popular among
the population. Thisis precisely why the government decided to boycott this channel’ s political talk
shows and why government representatives, or those of the party in power, ignore Imedi’ sinvitations.
They hardly ever appear on the air of this channel. Thisis also why this channel is oriented toward
giving air timeto leaders of the opposition. In turn, in order to save histelevision station and prevent
it from being sold by force to pro-government businessmen, or from being closed down, the owner of
Imedi, Badri Patarkatsishvili, sold the channel’ s controlling set of sharesto world-known mediamag-
nate Rupert Murdock and his company, News Corporation. The entry into Georgia of such aworld
brand is an unprecedented event throughout the entire post-Soviet space and experts hope that it will
promote the development of both the mediainfrastructure and of freedom of speech in Georgia. But
local observers also nurtured such hopes regarding the transformation of state television into public
broadcasting.

In 2004, the country’ s parliament adopted alaw on public broadcasting (it cameinto forceon 1
January, 2006), but today it can be said in no uncertain terms that public broadcasting financed from
the pockets of taxpayers has not justified the hopes of the population. Seventeen million lari are allot-
ted from the country’ s budget every year, but thisis having no positiveimpact either on the quality of
the television programs, or on freedom of speech on the air.

Theatricalization of the Political Process
with the Help of the Mass Media—
Less Palitics,

More Entertainment

In Georgia, there are obviously taboo issues that journalists will not touch with a barge pole.
Another important problem consistsin the despondent monotony of most of the news programs. News
programs either present reports on whom the president met with, or stories about what newly built
facility or children’shomehevisited. Thisisbringing to light the problems of editorial independence
in the Georgiamass media. What is more, government-controlled mass media are trying their best to

8 The Rustavi-2 Television Company. “Open Topic” Program, 23 March, 2006.
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attract the attention of aslarge an audience as possible. Diverse means constantly used by television
for attracting and entertaining peopl e serve this same purpose. And thisis causing theatricalization of
the political process. For example, the pro-government mass media often show live broadcasts of the
arrest of corrupted officials. The authorities believe this will help to raise the powers that be rating
among the population. But thisis not always successful. For example, recently the Georgian law-en-
forcement bodies arrested 24 local municipal and self-government officials right in the middle of a
business meeting in Kutaisi, the second largest city after Thilisi. But it turned out that some of the
arrested people had already been detained by the law-enforcement bodies several days previously and
now they were being taken especially to the office where the business meeting was held in order to
collectively arrest them againin front of thetelevision cameras, whereby with the help of special serv-
ice agents in masks.®

Thisisagraphic example of how turning political processesinto ashow can lead (if itisnot yet
|eading) to an atmosphere of mistrust among the popul ation of the government and political processes
asawhole. Asaresult of al of this, thelocal oppositionists have been calling post-revol utionary Georgia
a“Television State.” Under conditions when the government runs the country with the help of the
mass media it controls, the number of live transmissions of statements by government members, the
president, and leaders of the party in power hasdramatically grown. In so doing, journalistsvery rare-
ly succeed in asking the speechmaker questions, since television cameramen, not journalists, are usu-
ally invited to such briefings. And even if journalists are invited, they are only alowed to ask those
guestions permitted. What is more, employees of printed mass media are invited increasingly infre-
quently to the briefings of the highest state officials. Thisis explained by their greater tendency to
criticize compared with television channels.

Television companies are not only engaged in entertaining the audience, but are entertaining
themselvesaswell. The authorities are even prompting them to do this. For example, abeauty contest
among femalejournalistscalled “ massvogue” isheld onceayear with the support of the Thilisi mayor’s
office. During this function, half-naked femal e journalists line up before the jury members (who are
mainly representatives of the country’ s political leadership). Not only representatives of the pro-gov-
ernment tel evision companies, but also of the opposition television company, Imedi, participatein this
show. This lack of principled conduct on the part of employees of the electronic media sometimes
goes against their information policy. And as a result, society loses—instead of socially significant
information, it receives secondary, insignificant information. For example, thissummer, theinforma-
tion programs of all the television channels broadcast (for several days in arow) a story about the
preparations for “mass vogue” by way of the “main news,” while the question of journalists’ limited
access to the court rooms was becoming more urgent.

It should be added to the above that after the television company owners changed, there was
essentially achangein the entirejournalist corps at Rustavi-2, Mze, and even at the public television
company. Most of the journalists who participated in the Rose Revolution either moved to the press
secretariats of prestigious ministries, or obtained higher posts in various state structures, and those
who stayed on to work in the mass media are currently creating different kinds of educational and
entertainment shows instead of political programs.

For example, inthelatest tel evision season, Rustavi-2 is showing four comedy and four so-called
reality shows. One of these showsis such an expensive project for the Georgian tel evision market that
it is obviously being financed by outside subsidies and has a political undertone. | am talking about
the Last Hero project popular throughout the world. Rustavi-2 and the political forces behind it are
trying by means of such projectsto attract viewersaway from Imedi’ stelevision audience (this station
is placing the emphasis more on the political theme). But the fact remainsafact. According to all the

9 The Imedi Television Company, “Open Topic” Program, 5 July, 2007.
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sociological surveys, Imedi, thetelevision company of Badri Patarkatsishvili and Rupert Murdock, is
theleader in Georgia. Thethingisthat thisisthe only national company that triesto perform themain
function of the mass media and (along with entertainment and educational functions) inform society
about political events. It wasthefirst to notify society about the murder of ayoung banker. The high-
est interior officialswereinvolved in thistragedy. Coverage of this event helped to raise Imedi’ srat-
ing. Before the revolution, Rustavi-2 was the leader, but its rating has dropped so much that the tele-
vision company has launched a publicity campaign in the regions called “1 love Rustavi-2.” On the
other hand, thistelevision station is greatly favored by the government structures (even more than the
former state television channel). All the exclusive stories from the Ministry of the Interior on the ar-
rests of corrupted officials go first to Rustavi-2, and the country’ s leaders specifically do comments
forit, whileentirely ignoring Imedi, the most highly rated talk shows of which arethe weekly “ Reakt-
siia’ (Reaction) and the daily “Efir Dnia” (Current Affairs).
Thetelevision milieu in Georgiais asfollows:

m National channels (opposition)—Imedi.

m Nationa channels (pro-government)—Rustavi-2, Mze, Public Television, Ajarian Television,
Alania

m National channels (entertainment)—1 Stereo, Musical Box.

There are also regional channels, for example, Kavkasia, which broadcasts only in Thilisi and
its suburbs and is distinguished by criticism of the government. As for other regional mass media,
they are unableto have an influence on the political processesthroughout the country asawhole.® In
addition to those listed, there are several dozen other television and radio channelsin the regions.

Conclusion

So the change in Georgia s political mediamilieuisobvious, just asisthe government’ sdesire
to control the media. Although the main problem is that the journalists themselves are not against
restricted freedom of speech. Journalists (television) areinclined to play into the government’ shands,
fearing that otherwise they may lose their high-paid jobs on television.

Georgia needs to review and reconsider its journalism, the professional values of journal-
ism, and the role of mass media owners and their influence on society. Another reason for the
mass media’ s lack of responsibility to society is possibly related to the fact that so far it has not
been possible to theoretically reinforce the mechanism of self-regulation in journalism. In 2006,
the government tried to adopt a code of ethics for the electronic media, but this attempt was not
crowned by success. Both local television employees and international organizationswere against
the suggested code.!* If this code is adopted, Georgian television journalists, when covering a
multi-thousand campaign, for example, would have to ask for permission to film from literally
every participant in this event.?

Thecodedid not go through, but the Georgian mediaworkers did not offer anything in exchange.

Despite the lack of responsibility among media employees, they enjoy great trust among the
population. According to the data of the latest sociological polls conducted by the International Re-
publican Institute, the mass media belong to the top five best social and political institutions.

In terms of trust among the population, the places are distributed as follows:

10 See: Map of Georgia's Mass Media, p. 71.
1 The Imedi Television Company, Khronika Information Program, 5 December 2006.
12 See: Code of Broadcasters Ethics Draft, Art 14, Second Paragraph, 2006.
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1. The Russian Orthodox Church  —89%

2. Thearmy —86%
3. The mass media —82%
4. Thepolice —66%
5. The national bank —63%.

It should be kept in mind that approximately the same sociological poll was conducted in Geor-
giaby the Gallup Institute in 2004, and the following reply was obtained to the question “Which so-
ciopalitical institution do you trust most?’:

1. Themass media —84%
2. The church —89%
3. The president’ s office —73%
4. The government —57%
5. The parliament —54%
6. Thearmy —45%
7. The national bank —32%
8. Political parties —32%
9. The education system —27%
10. Trade unions —11%.%®

A similar study was conducted in 2005 as well by the Georgian office of the American Bar
Association, according to which the mass mediawere ahead of the president’ s office, the parliament,
thejudicial system, the police, and other institutions.** In spite of everything, the Georgian mass media
still have acredit of trust among the population and are obliged to justify it. They should fight for their
freedom. Thisisthe gist of a serious problem associated with independence and journalistic solidar-
ity. However, the government holds the main responsibility for the current situation, as, according to
the Constitution, it is the main guarantor of freedom of speech and printed matter.

13RI, USAID, Baltic Surveys/ The Gallup Organization, IPM, Georgian National Voters Study. February 2004.
4 [www.abanet.org/ceel/].
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