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Practice of Foreign Policy Making:
Formation of Post-Soviet International Politics

of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan

Introduction

In December 1991, Alma-Ata — the capital city of Kazakhstan — hosted a meeting
of eleven leaders of the Soviet republics who signed an historical declaration. The so-
called Alma-Ata Declarationformally ended the existence of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics This event signified the beginning of independence for all members
of the Soviet Union including five Central Asian réfios (CARs). From thisnoment,
newly independent Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
started the formation of their independeniigies and sovereign state institutions and
began to define their foign policy orientation. Establishment of their foreign policy
institutions, shaping forgn pdicy and searching for a place in the contemporary syste
of international relations becameap#prionty task for the republics.

Successful formation of post-Soviet sovereign political institutions such as the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) and coherent internationalipics appeared to be one
of the most important tests for the Central Asian elite. However, the CARs faced
uncertain future because of a number of reasons, including the unexpecte@ssuickn
the Soviet Union’s collapse and unreadiness of the national elite to live in an
independent state. All Central Asian republics confronted numerous challenging internal
and external problems thatauld have been resolved by their leadensiediately &er
the collapse.

Internal factors. For the CARs, one of the immediate issues wadlistdlon of the

political environment, especially neutralisation of extremist ipalit groups, and

resolving of inter-ethnic tensions in the region. Bloody ethnic clashes of pre-
independence years (1989-1991) destabilised life in different parts of the region.
Continuous escalation of inter-ethnic cartéi threatened to slip out of the republics’

government control. Furthermore, the situation was worsened by emergence of
separatist tendencies that spread widely in these multinational and multicultural
republics. Meanwhile, the CARstate institutions, almost paralysed by Gorbachev's

inconsistent reforms and the power struggle between the Centre and peripheries in the



late 1980s, vitally needed reinforcement. Maintenance olilitstab the rapidly changing
political environment was impossible without aosiy government policy. The status o

the ruling elite and the very existence of the entire political system were challenged b
the rising strength of numerous opposition groups that embraced a wide spectrum o
views - from extreme nationalism to Islamic radicalism. The last but not least issue was a
need for creation of the national economic system and transformation of the former
Soviet administrative-command management mechanism autodsand stable market-
driven institutions.

External factors. Gaining the independencedieally changed positions of the CARs

in the international arena. As independeriities they entered the difficult international
environment of that time. The Gulf War affected not only the Arab world but also the
Muslim community of the former Soviet Union and led to a rise of some anti-Western
sentiments. The Civil war in Afghanistan not only unbalanced the regional security
environment but also undeined prospects of the CARS' economic co-operation with
South Asia by blocking almost all trade routes to the south. Additionally, it was
expected that the Islamic Republic of Iran would compete with Turkey, India, and
Pakistan for influence in the gen because of the salled '‘power vacuum'and
destabilisation of the regional security system created by Russidizzy and mlitica
departure from the regién

The next crucial problemwas a need for preservation of the countries' territorial
integrity. The existence of mutual territorial claims over artifidd@undaries of the
Central Asian republics and ternital disputes between thHeeople's Republic of China
and Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan made this problem quite complic&edsia’s foreign
policy also proved to be extremel unsustainable, greatly affected by the personalities i
the Kremlin's’ circle of power and it experienced several radical changes within the
1990s. Moreover, the Russian radical nationalists claimed a secession of a large part o
Kazakhstan's northern territories (between 30% to 40% of the republic’s territory),
which were mainly populated by the Russians.

Finally, creation of cohesive foreign econio relations was a matter of survival for
the countries that previously had been deeply integrated into the SMEA and had

produced goods competitiva@ugh only in the rapidly deteriorated $&ivnarket. The



CARs had heavily depended on an external supply (mainly from the Russian Federation)
of almost all goods tluding petroleum, grains, machinery, medicamegtts,

Uncertainty of the internal and external factors of Central Asian developmen
demanded thénmediate reaction. What measures were needed itoplenented in
Central Asia for stabilisation of the internal and external challenges? What are the trends
in the formation of the CARS' post-independence foreign policy? And last but not least,
what are the future perspectives of the independent development for the Central Asian
republics?

In this study, the author assesses the formation of the CARSs’ foreign policy in the
post-Soviet era and the CARSs’ foreign policy specialists’ evaluation of different factors
that largely contributed to the foation of the indpendent international politics of
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan.

The first section provides a brief introduction to the political history of the region i
general and to the cultural heritage of the Kazakh, Kyrgyz and Uzbek people. A specia
focus is made on some important features of these countries' development. The second
section assesses the post-Soviet political development in the CARs. It also identifies the
political background of thasing modern Central Asian elite and thensequeces o
the USSR’s suddedisintegration on the post-Soviet development of the CARs. The
third section briefly reviews post-Soviet intellectual debates on the place of the CARs in
the international arena. It also briefly analyses th#igdebate on possiblenodels of
development’, regional economic and political co-operation and collaboration with other
countries. The fourth section discusses the perception of several crucial issues of foreign
policy making and international development by the CARS' leading academics and polic
makers. This includes the perception of security balance in the region and the perception
of external threats to the regional security. The integration processes in the region are
analysed in the fifth section. Section six focuses on the establishment of the foreign
policy institutions in the CARs and also deals with sameortant realts of a survey
study conducted aomg the CARS’ experts i1997. The last section summarises the
findings and discusses important internal factors in the formation of the CARS’ foreign
policy. The author also tries to follow up some important shifts in the foreign policy
priorities and possible implications of these changes in the future of internationa

relations within and outside of thegien.



The empircal part of this research was based on the survey study conducted in
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan in January-February 1997 (See the
Questionnaire: Appendix 2)and field studies of 1995-1997 that provided iditye
useful information and the opporityn to meet the CARS’ scholars and fye policy
specialists during formal and informal interviews.hdiigh the author focusesainly
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, he extends his discussion to the political events
in Tajikistan and Turkmenistan and their implications for the region. The reason for the
exclusion of these two republics from the focus of the research is explained in Appendix
1.

1. Central Asian Republics: Geography, Culture and People

Historically, Central Asia was a gateway between China and the Mediterranean,
between East Europe and Persia. For almost fourteen centuries, the region had been
serving as a major staging post for the anc®lk Road The latter brought prosperity
to the city-states situatedoalg the route and largely contributed to the unioueure
of cultures, traditions, languages, tribes antbns. The importance of th&ilk Road
significantly diminished wh the estalshment of sea-routes from Europe tadib.
Moreover, the creation of the ‘iron curtain' during the Soviet era finally detached the
region from the rest of Asia.

In their present bowaries, Kazakhstafyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan appeared on thdijimal map of the world aund 60 years ago. Nowadays,
these countries are usually referred to as the former SovidinMepublics of Central
Asia, although historically and culturally the term 'Central Asian regionuded
Afghanistan and some parts of the Western provinces of China. Central Asia is a
landlocked region #h total pgulation 52million people (995). Its territory, which i
around 4million square km., shares borders with China, Afghanistan, Iran, and Russia.
The biggest by territory republic is Kazakhstan, which composes almost two thirds o

Central Asia. The most populated and second biggest by territory republic, Uzbekistan,



is a dwelling place for almost 40 per cent of the CARS’ entire population. The region's
main ethnic groups are the Kazakhs, Kyrgyzs, Turkmens, and Uzbeks who are
culturally, religiously and linguistically close to each other. All together, Turkic speaking
people are 60 per cent of the region's population, and thus this part of the Russian
Empire was often referred to as ‘Turkistan’. The Persian speaking Tajiks, who are
culturally and religiously, but not linguistically, close to these ethnic groups, live as a
compact group in the mountainous southern part of Central Asia and represent no more
than 8 per cent of the region's population. The Slavs (Russians, Ukrainians and others)
constitute awund 20 per cent of the region's population. Their distribution varies from
country to country. The highest concentration of the Slavs is in Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan and the lowest is in Tajikistan and Turkmenistan. In Uzbekistan, 1.6 milli
Russians comprise less then 8 per cent of the republic's population. It is important to
note that this ethnic pattern formed during last fifty years and the proportion of the Slavs
(rapidly increased in th£940s-1960s) is steadily decreasing, especially since the 1980s.
This trend is the result of recent emigration of the Slavic population to Russia and a high
birth rate among some of the local ethnic gréups

Several features of development make the CARs different from the Eastern Europe
and former Soviet Union countries as well as frommediate neighbours, such as
Afghanistan and Iran. Thus, a brief excursus to the history and analysis of some
important social and political milestonedlassist in better understanding of the CARS'

modern political development.

Legacy of nation-state formation. During the first millennium of AD, the Grea

Steppe (territory from Monda through Central Asia to Cagn Sea and the Volga
River) was an arena where numerous tribes built up their huge, butreasmpires,

and people were moving from East to West. In the 3rd-5th century AD (possibly even
earlier) Turkic tribes appeared in Central Asia. Gradually, they increased their presence
and consolidated in the vaseppe-land near sedentary oases and city-states of
Maverannahr (presently, the territory of Uzbekistan). The Turks introduced their
language, some features of their nomadic life and tribal relations. Sevesalthe
Turkic tribes uited in variousmilitary confederations, establishéige but unstead
empires. In the 1814" century, the region experienced devastatingnybl

interventions, which almost ruingts economy andulture. Eventully, the Mongols



were assimilated, however, for many centuries onwards the descendants of the Chingiz
Khan dynasty (real and false) remained thieng force in allstates of the region. The
Mongols also introduced some péarities of tribal democracy to the region’slipical

tradition, a unique pattern of kinship, patronage and intricate tribal structures of social
relations, which to a certain extent exist until now.

In their primary p#tern, the state (in the modern meaning), dheiaistrative
system, and the territorial borders of Central Asia started their formation in the 15

18th centurie& At that time, KazakiZhuses(Zhusis a unit of a tribal confederation)
became consolidated in more or less permanent social and territorial entities and such

city-states as Bukhara, Khiva, and Kokand were established in their boundaries that

largely remained unchanged until Russia's arrival. In the middle of tﬂbchﬂtury,
during its advance to the region, the Russian Empire meausly collided wth the
Zhusesand later with the Central Asian city-states and competed there with the advance
of the British Empire’s to the region. This competition is also known as the ‘Great
Game’. After annexation of a significant part of the region to Russia, the Tsarist
government conducted its first territorial and administrative reform in Central Asia in
1867. A sizeable part of the newly annexed land became a part dlurtkistan
Governor-Generalshiphat existed until 1917. Meanwhile, Khiva and Bukhara became
vassals of the Russian Emperor and preserved a formal independence. The Turkistanese
were granted some political rights in the late Russian Imperial era and even obtained
seats in the Russian Parliament, i.e. Ill and 1V State Dune30n-1914.

The year 1917 was the end point of the Great Russian Empire. However, the fu
establishment of the Communist regime in the region became possible only several years
later, after the end of the devastating Civil war in 1922lirStay his directive,
significantly redrew the map of Central Asia during 1924-1926: the region was
subdivided into the Union replids. The territorial borders werdightly corrected in
1929 and 1936, and the areas occupied by each of the five Central Asian republics
remained unchanged until tisintegration of the USSR. It was quite an artificial
division of the region into the nation states, and it preceded their national consolidation
and, in fact, thatlivision was built on the basis of the traditional system of tribal and

communal relations. Consequently, the CARs did not have their national political



institutions or strong political organisations, which could have become a basis for an

independent development after the disintegration of the USSR.

Islamic heritage. Muisn Arabs firstappeared in Maverannahr (Arabic name for the

southern part of Central Asia) in the middle of tih@ @entury. However, only in thelld
century were they able to expel the Persian dynasties and to establish Islam as one of the

major religions in the region. Despite dual penetrgon of the pgan Turkic tribes in

the 9N and 180 centuries and the devastating Shamanist Mongol invasion in te 13
century, Islam retained and strengthened its position in the region. &Nsetive Turks

and Mongols, who remained in Central Asia, absorbed some features of the Arabian and
Persian culture and embraced Islam. In the southern settled territories of the region,

Islam has the deep historical ditton of more than1000 years. However, the

penetration of Islam lasted tiinthe 17th-18th centuries among the nomadic tribes, such
as the Kazakhs, Kyrgyzs, Karakalpaks. The IMuslergy (Ulema) played aimportant

role in the political affairs ahg with the representatives of very influential Sufi orders
(Nakshbandia, Bektashia, etc.) and their leaders (sheikhs). Both the clergufasnd S

significantly contributed to the balance among competing groups within the ruling elite

in Bukhara, Khiva, and Kokand Khaganates. By theh @ntury, the Central Asian
clergy and some representatives of $udi Tarikats(orders) were incorporated into the
state system and they became a part of the state bureaucratic establishment.

The situation changedithh the advance of the Russian Empire into Central Asia and
annexation of most parts of the region to the Empire at thenddwlf of the 19"
century. During the in&l period (1860-1890) the Imperial government faced multiple
riots in the region. Changes in the ruling policy in the following periodudtecd
liberalisation of relations with the religious and inteiled dite of Central Asia. Thi
policy was the government's attempt to integrate the most liberal representatives of the
Islamic clergy into the state administrative system of Russia through the system o
special pivileges.

The new Soviet regime didot have a consistent policy towards Islam and Islamic
civilisation thraighout the Soviet era. After the Civil war of 191822, the
Commissarswho had to fight and suppre€d8asmachimovement often led by the

Muslim authorities, considered integration of the Mo<lergy and the most influential



part of the local liberal intellectuals reformers (Jadidists) into the stliecgb and
administrative structures. However, during the 'great leap' in 1938-the politica
pendulum moved to rejection of this policy. The Soviet government expanded an anti-
religious campaign that was accompanied by severe state terror. However, the nex
stage brought up reconstruction of thditnse of dficial clergy in 1943 as SADUM

(the Russian abbreviation for the Central Asian Religious Board dirvi)s Prominen

and authoritative Muslim Ulama Skk Abdulmgid Babakhan (1861-1957) was
appointed as the Mufti (a spiritual leaderindplising the legalisation of the official
clergy. So, finally the Soviet government returned to the long lasting tradition of using
the clergy as a part of the state bureaucratic establishmembugh the former Soviet
leaders claimed that the USSR was an atheistic state, they silently accepted efforts o
local CARSs’ authorities to maintain their Islamic cultural heritage as a part of the Centra
Asians everyday life.

A new break through happened after the Iranian Islamic revolution of 1979. The
Moscow’s and CARs’ officials expected with an obvious fear that the Iranian type o
Islamic resurgence wasminent in Central Asia. Thus, on the eve mfilependence,
Islamic resurgence or Islamic fundamentalism, as some preferred to call it, became one
of the important issues for the CARs policy-makers. Debates on this issue were
intensified in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan after the beginning of the Civ
War in Tajikistan and again after the unprecedented success of the Taliban Islamic

movement in Afghanistan

The legacy of Soviet social engineering. A significant gap between traditionally

settled and nomadic people of Central Asia has remaoesiderable throughout the
history of their co-existence. Numerous Turkic speaking nomadic tribes constantly
penetrated the oases of the region from the Eurasian steppe land andffacgety the

social groupings of the settled people by bringing in their tribal social organisation and a
peculiar pattern of 'patrorient relations'. This is one of the reasons for a social
stratification in modern Central Asia that is characterised by a strong heterogeneous
structure. Even powerful andithoritative Medieval Tikestani Khans were alway
obliged to balance anmg the militant tribal leaders, rich mercantilenfiees, and skilfu

administrators of Bukhara, Khiva and Kokand, who mastered intrigues for generations.



The Sovietleaders believed that they could notimplement thadicyp of
development in the region unless the natives of the CARs were involved in the Soviet
political administration. Therefore, one of the magportant features of the Soviet
social formation in this region was rapidrbanisation and industfisation, the
development of mass education and creation of new westernisesifi@d@lisnd secular
national intelligentsia. The Soviet social engineegpgte sicceeded here. One of the
main Soviet achievements in the CARs was a very rapid positive change in the literac
rate, which rose up to 96% per cent by 18¢01980s. There was a well-developed
network of universities and research institutions that existeter arumbrella of the
Republics' National Academies of Sciencehaligh these institutions could not always
provide qualitative expése in some fiels such as internationalagons, marke
economy, law, finance, management, etc. Under the Soviet system of education, there
was a special quota for the 'Central Asian natives' within the CARs and USSR
universities, which promoted ireng of hghly professional westernised (Russified)
nomenklatureln fact by the 1980s, the CARs were in a betteftippgegarding the
Human Development Indicators (HDI), than such countries as India, Pakistan and
China. According to the UNDP, in 1991 the republics were on thepBitst in the HDI
ranking (ahead of such countries like Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey and just behind Malta
(29" place) and Hungary (3@lace)y.

The Kremlin tried taundemine the power of the clan and tribalstiures by
intervening into theadre policy and by regular injections of non-indigenous Party and
state bureaucrats into the CARSsS' state institutions. Nevertheless, the politica
configurdion in the region largely remained the odd mixture of the consequences of the
Soviet social engineering and traditional ‘clientele’ network elemg last years of the
Soviet rule.

However, it seems that the change of the identity of the ruling elite, especially their
identity in the international arena was one of the most important legacies of the Soviet
era. The CARs ruling elite has been well educated even according to the Western
standards, technocratic oriented in their approach to politic and economiespakeih
Russian (after the independence they learn to speak English) and has had little devotion
to pan-nationalist or pan-Islamic ideological motions. Although the Central Asians have
preserved their cultural (Islamic), ethnic and even tribal vs. ‘Soviet internationalist’

identity, they lost their ‘Asianness’ in their self-identity in the international arena.



By and large, Central Asia had a very rich history before the Russia’s arrival and a
very complicated development during 130 years of the Moscow’s domination. The
Soviet nation-state building created formal national institutions, shapewaries of
the republics and created national identities of th@lpediowever, these institutions
have been not created as independent entities, and in general, they were titotexbns
for independent existence, since the collapse of the USSR was never assumed. To a
certain extent, the Central Asiasgcceeded in preserving their cultural heritage, but a
the same time turmoil of the ®@entury and the Soviet modernisation radicallyngjeal
everyone’s life in the region. It waspaculiar mix of the traditioriam and modernit
complicated by sociahnd cultural polarisation, in which the ruling elite has become
quite westernised (Russified), and a laggetion of the society (especially the rural
people who amounted almost 60 per cent of the population) has preserved their

devotion to the traditional values.

2. Central Asian Republics: 'Catapult to Independence'

The Soviet Central Asians were always taudidua the failure of the ‘gatalist
modernisation’ in the Third World countries and they were quite proud to be a part of
the so-called ‘Second world’Jthough they were aware of some shortcomings of the
Soviet regime. This was one of the reasons why the CARs elite did not fight for
independence unlike the Baltic republics or the Ukraine. As a part of the Soviet Union,
the CARs elite only to a certain and a very limited extenttiiteah themselves with
Asia, and they prefer to distinguish thiiertity from Asia even now. The leaders of the
Central Asian states consider thgioa as a link between the East and West, between
the Asia Pacific and Europe. They continually promote the concept oEtinasian
Bridge or the Great Silk RoadPresently this idea is the key element in the process o
self-identification of the Central Asian region in the international arena. “Historically
Central Asia played a special role in thatual relationships of the East and West, being

a sort of link between them. All major trade roads went through Central Asiaeanch
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source of interaction and the mutual spread of European and Asian culture”, said
President of Kyrgyzstan Askar Akdev

The circumstances of gainiimgdependence also contributed to the unique way the
CARS' postindependentticm states are being formed. Thepublics became
independent not because ofoad lasting national liberation stggle or a mass political
movement, as happened in thdtBaepublics, butdue to a political occurrence, a shor
lasting political struggle between the centre and Republics, and an unexpszgdnd
of the three Slavic States to dissolve the USSR.

Naturally, building up the CARS’ post-Soviet relations with Russia were the matter
of vital importance for the region’s political leaders. However, since the Sovie
disintegration the Russian Federation has had no constant and coherent policy towards
the CARS’. A number of Russia’s political players, from military and corporate
business, federal government, and regional authorities deghaigted, and
implemented contradictory policies towards Central Asia.

So the regions relations with its major partner experiencgdad fluctuation. First,
the region’s economic and financial ties with the Russian Federatoterwenisteep
changes, although992-1993 were the years oblgical and ecoomic uncertainty.
However, after the Kremlin's decision paull the CARs out of the Rouble currency zone
in 1993, the Central Asian leaders decided to change their approach in délitigew
Russian Federation and began to implement more independent policies, introduced their
own currencies, national banking and financial institutions. Abandoning the Rouble zone
also made a sizeable impact on reorientation of the CARs’ foreign trade, investment and
technological flows. In fact, economic needs have been one of the most importan
driving forces behind the CARS’ active search for partners in the international arena. The
issue of the Russian speaking population in the CARs has frequently been in the focus o
the Russia’s leaders Some Moscow’s foreign policy makers, especially the former
Foreign Affairs Minister Andrei Kozyrev and some reprgagves of the militar
establishment, tried to focus on this issue in develdpugsia’s foreign gy in the

region (the so-called Kozyrev-Grachev’'s ‘Monrovski Doctrine’).

Kazakhstan
During the Soviet era, the Kazakh ruling elite was deeply incorporatedtie

highest echelon of the Soviet hierarchy. In fact, the former Kazakh leader Dinmuhamed
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Kunayev was the only representative of the CARs, who wasgderving full member

of thePolitburo (the Kremlin’s inner political circle) and a close associate ofdhadr

Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev. The relations between Almaty and Moscow worsened
only during Gorbachev's campaign against corruption, the so-called 'Kazakhstan Affairs'.
Nevertheless, Kazakhstan's leaders played a prominent role in Moscow’s political life
during the second stage of the GorbacheV’s reign and supported Gorbachev’s attempt to
preserve the integrity of the US8RThey were caught totally surprised when three
Slavic republics (Russia, Belorussia and the Ukraine) excluded them from a talk on the
Soviet Union’s fate and evehd not consulted with them on the decision of the USSR’s
unconditional &solution.

After gaining the idependence, the former Soviedmenclatureof Kazakhstan has
played a crucial role in managing a stable political and economic transition, in which the
president’s personality played the central role. President Nazarbaev came to power in
1989 (he was the Prime Minister during 1984-1989) and repesbéme pragmaticall
oriented and moderately nationalistic Kazakh elite. His generation was a pduetpof
the Soviet social engineering, which grew up in specific circumstances of Isénakh
The President and members of his team were mainly from the industrial nanpger
of the SovienomenklaturaUnlike the professional Party bureaucrats, the President and
his high ranked appointees have been well trained and experienced in managing the
economy, although it was the Soviet commacahemy. Nazarbaev inherited from his
predecessor reasonably good relations with the Russian conservative elite and personally
with President Yeltsin. However, the relationship with Russia's néistsaircle and
young reformers has been extrely negative.

As Kazakhstan shares the longest part of its bordéfs Russia, the countries’
controversial relations were in the centre of the intellectual discourse in the post-Soviet
Kazakhstan. On the one hand, the Kazakh ruling elite was debating the opportunities o
integration with Russia in the |twal and economic fields. President Nazarbaev was
one of the most consistent supporters of the post-Soviet re-integration and tried to pla
active role in revitalising the CIS tmghout the1990s". On the other hand, the Kazakh
elite were suspicious of Russian nationalists, whose extreme right wing called to seize
the northern, mainly Russian populated provinces of Kazakhstan (SolzhehBSf),
Therefore, the political and economic ambitions of the Moscow's nationalistic ruling elite

quite regularly provoked crises inatons between the two countries. Kazakhstan has
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been facing a particularlgifficult political and social situation due to complicated
political environment in the republic. The Kazakh government was particularly
concerned about the inter-ethnic relations. One ofntlae issues was the rise of
separatist tendencies in the Kazakhstan's nortblelasts where the ethnic Russians
were in the majority. The problem was complicated by an intense public debate on the
status of the Kazakh and Russian languages.

Apart from being an ethnically diverse country, Kazakhstan inherited aamety
complex economy that had been highly integrated into the All-Union market and had
been plunging into the freealfsince thendependence. During the first stage o
independence, Kazakhstan experienced severe economic crisis and consequently the rise
of social and political tensions, despite having the diestsified economy among the
CARs and being one of the richest in natural resources countries of the former USSR.
The country tried to halt difficulties by joining the Customer Union with Russia and
other CIS members. For sometime, Kazakhstan was in the focus of the world's
superpowers’ plical attention (mainly because of the republic's short-liviadus as a
nuclear power), but anticipated economic assistance and financial investments did no
follow. As an attempt to resolve economic problems, Kazakhstan started to offer its
natural resources, especially oil and gas in the international market (it pretends to be
among the top 106il-rich countries) and invited major TNCs (Chevron, Mobil, BP, etc)
to invest in the development of the republic’'s oil extracting sector. The search for
possible alternative transport routes has led to the emergence of the nuaieends
gas pipéne projects. Thraghout thel990s, international actors, like Russia, China, the
USA, Japan and some others have been heavily involved in competing over future routes
of oil and gas outflow from the republic. The Russia’s monopoly on the transport
infrastructure, raised a concern in Kazakhstan, because of the Russia’s political and
economic chaos in the transportation system and some other factors. Theskarakh
frequently clashed with powerful Russia’s economic barons over variousneicateal
so creation of alternative routes (including the oil and gadipegg has become a
priority for the Kazakhstan's leaders.

In his internal politics, President Nazarbaev pioneered the idea of 'saikiyst
first™. He managed to set up an intenrit dialayue and a round-table with the politica
opposition and to promote a public discourse on the economic reforms. In his economic

policy the President enunciated the 'strategy of a rapid development' based on the
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principles of 'equal opportunity’ and 'progressive structuparestroika of the
economy?®. In terms of international relations, he promoted the idea of Kazakhstan as a
“Eurasian country that would play an important role in the East-West and North-South

co-operation®,

Kyrgyzstan

Kyrgyzstan is a small republic with population of tilion that consists of Kyrgyzs
(58%), Russians (18%), Uzbeks (14%) and others. It borders with China, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan, but does not have common borders with the Russian
Federation. The Kyrgyzstan's economy headépends orits agrialtural sector, where
almost 64% of the populati is employed. The county'saalsnndustrial sector
(agricultural machinery, mining, electrical power, etc) was traditionallgnted to the
Russian and CIS market. The republic faced a severe crisis, as bloody conflicts between
the Kyrgyz and Uzbek commities occurred in the summer 190 and caused &se 0
serious inter-ethnic tensions.

In December of 1990, the conservativen@aunist leaders lost the electicasd Mr.
Akaev was elected as the president, representing a new generation of Kyrgyzstan’'s
intellectuals. He challenged the power of the conservative Communist Party leaders,
whose misonduct and incompetence led to the inter-ethnic strife in Kyrgyzstan in 1990.
It was the only case in the former Soviet Union (FSU) when the former academic, who
had no strong experience in the Party apparatus, came to power. He brought into the
state apparatus his personal political style, which remains one of the most dynamic and
open in the region. The members of his team wereg reformers and intellectuals,
including representatives of the politicapposition. His Biance with the epublic's
experienceddministrative bureaucrats created an energetic and extremely giragm
ruling elite that was capable of carrying out a wide range of political, economic, and
social changes. This helped maint@gjoite a stable gitical environment and begin
democratic reforms. In fact, Mr. Akaev was the first among the CARs leaders who
realised that democratic reforms were the only way to promote the republic's credibilit
in the international arefna

During the first stage of independence, Kyrgyzstan experienced a serious economic
crisis and rise of social unrest. One of the most crucial issues was a need to halt the

economic decline of this mountainous rbjicithat lacked sigficant reserves of natural
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resources. In his economic policy, the President steadily followed prescriptions of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) in reforming the country’'s economic system.
Although Kyrgyzstan received the highest financial assistance per capita than any other
former Soviet republic§ it could not stop the treméaus deline in standard of living
(in 1992-1994 wages werdliag around 30% annually as low as US $ 40 a mdhth)
Kyrgyzstan has been very active in international diplomatic frontier, especially in the
CIS arena throughout the 1990s. The Kyrgyz ruling elite has been able to maintain
positive relations with a new wave obyng reformers and democratic circles in
Moscow. The elite has been constantly trying to revive to some extent the economic and
political integration with the post-Soviet Russia and approached Moscow as one of the
pillars of the post-Soviet security system in the region. Later, the Kyrgyz diplomats has
joined activity of the Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan governments in attempt to create the
Central Asian economic confederation (the so-called ‘Central Asian Union — CAU).
These three countries also united their efforts when the political unrest and the Civil war
in the neighbouring Tj&istan wentout of control in 1992997 and threatened the

regional stability by a flow ofhousands of refugees, ves and drugs.

Uzbekistan

Uzbekistan is one of the most densely populatpdbiies of the region whose
population was the third only to the Russian Feiterand the Ukraine. The country i
potentially rich in various natural resources (oil, gas, gold, etc), but it is hampered by the
large non-competitive agriculture and for a long time was narrowly oriented towards the
shrinking Russian market. Throughout #880s, the country's leaders had very uneas
relationship with the Kmalin politicians because of the Moscow’s massive intervention
into the republics’ affairs andadre politics. The so-called 'Uzbek affairs' affected the
entire administrative system of the country. In fact the ‘mini-purgef 361989 sen
to prisons almost one-third of the country's officials. These events strongly consolidated
the republic’s ifing elite and led to the rise of strongtinaal feelings and mistrust to the
Kremlin's politicians. Therefore, since the 1at880s the Repuib's leaders have been
suspicious lbout any Moscow'’s interference in the country's affairs.

Karimov became the leader of Uzbekistan in 1989 (the President1€ifi0§and
represented the conservative technocratic elite (he was the Finance Mini8&8in

1986). President Karimov was tfwst among the CARs leaders who widely applied the
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idea of 'political stability at any cd&t'He rejected any radical political or economic
reforms and declared his "own way of renovation and progress" targeted at
establishment of a "socially oriented market economy through gradual chdhges"
terms of international relations, he promoted the idea of Uzbekistan asi@ stgiona
powef? and he promised thahder his leadership the country would become a 'new
economic tiger'. Uzbekistan leaders were quite reluctant to be involved in any kind of re-
integration with Moscow. They actively trieddiversfy their interndional relations and
establish special relations with the Western countries, particuidinythe USA
However, Uzbekistan welcomed the idea of the Central Asian regional integration and
together with Kazakhstan actively promoted the Central Asian Economic Union since
the early 1990s.

The country’s leaders made great efforts to bring tigical environment in the
republic to a balance after intensive inter-ethnic clashes in Ferghana valley in the late
1980s, that were believed to be a result of Gorbachev's poorly managed ethnic policy.
The political opposition, which included demodiaparties as well as radical Islami
groups, seriously challenged the fios of Uzbek ruling elite on the eve of
independence. Moreover, thelipcal unrest in neigbouring Tajikistan and Afghanistan
were threatening the very base of the Uzbekistan’'s stability and secuoibghiout the
1990¢°.

Therefore, the ruling elite was very careful in implementing any political oroedon
changes. In the post-Soviet era, the only way to get credibility for Karimov was to halt
the social unrest and to preserve standard of living among the rapidly growing
population. During thdirst stage of independence, Uzbekistan leaders focussed their
efforts on maintaining economic stability and preventing the economic declineutvit
implementing radical economic and political transformation. They preferred to keep
everything in the old order and move very slowly, rather then to face any unpredictable
consequences of the reforms. Their old fashioned conservative policy and the Party
authoritarian tyle of ruling confronted crucial critics from democratically oriented local
intellectuals and especially from the Russian democratic circles. However, even the
critics gave credit to the Uzbek leadership that maintained stability in this potentially

explosive environment.

16



In general, the CARs confronted a complex of intractable environmental, ethnic and
political issues that appeared and strengthened after the unexpected ‘catapult to
independencd! But, after 1991 the Central Asian states did not perform in the regional
arena equally. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan became the region's major actors,
while Tajikistan and Turkmenistan acquired a lower profile because of a numbero
reasons that were determined mainly by internal factors in these epmablics.

Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan continuously thought to resolve their economic problems by
establishing closer relations with Russia and through deeper involvement into the CIS
integrational processes, while Uzbekistan has been reluctant to do so and tried to pursue
more independent foreign Imy. Although these republics obtained their inelegeence

in 1991, theytdl continued to be linked by thousands threads with other CIS countries
especially with the Russian Federation. The CARS' ruling elite quitkl

consolidaed their plitical power, but the creation of sustainable economic syste
appeared to be an uneasy task that could not be resolved overnight. Another important
issue for all Central Asian republics was a necessity to make a choice of their strateg
for political and economic development and for integration into the international

community.

3. Public Discourse on Developmental Issues in Central Asia

After the collapse of the ‘iron curtain', the public debate on the directions and
priorities of the post-Soviet foreign policy was quite intensive in the CARs as well as i
the other parts of the former USSR. There were a number of issues to debate: fro
priorities of bilateral and multilateral relations to issues of external and internal threats to
stability and mdependence of thestates. However, a phenomenon of the so-called
‘model of development’ discourse, which emerged in the CARe@&some important
difference in the foreign policy dabke there.

On the eve of independence, the CARS’ leaders suddenly discovered that the modern
world is divided not only into two large competing camps oiadism andcapitalism as
they were used to believe. There were multiple choices of diffexpptoaches to
reforms, political development and economic transformation. The international
community was also debating the economic development of East Asian wethe &b

Asian countries as other phenomena of the lat8 @éntury. Almost 70 years of the

17



Soviet type of modernisan made the CARS’ leaders to believeostyly in positive
prospects of the social and political engineering. Theéglléctual search was deeply
interrelated with the Russia'®rig-lasting debate between the Western oriented elite,
who believed that Russi@auld have become the part of the Western world at any cost,
and Russofils who emphasised importance of the traditional values for the Russian
society. The CARs’ intellectual heritage also included the early ctury debates
between conservatives and reformers (Jadidists), who debated a way of transformation
of theTurkistan’straditional society

In this particular environment, the Central Asian leaders were woiftgd t
response to various speculatiob®at their futire prospects and come out with simple
and clear explanation of their vision of the future (for the foreign policy makers and for
their own society). On the eve of the political crisis of the Soviet political system, there
were speculations amg international experts and the Russia's inteiéds that either
‘fundamentalist’ Iranian or the ‘secular’ Turkish ‘models’ could have been a choice for
the CARS’ post-Soviet developmént

At the beginning of the 1990s, the discussions on the prospectus of development and
foreign policy issues within the CARs were oftemasbd around psble ‘Models o
Development’ for these republics. These debates were intense in Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan during the fesage of the independence. There were no
single opinion among public or state officials and a number of the developmental models
were debated - from the Turkish secular political model vis-a-vis Iranian theocratic
model, to the Chinese model of gradual economic reforms vis-a-vis RussiEk
therapy and political and economic liberalisation. In eveepublic of the region, the
discussion had its own peculiarity angplications. In this respect, the CARS' leaders
during their first fact finding trips to the East and South East Asia, provided them wit
one of the anchors for the answer.

Kazakhstan leaders turned out as admires of the so-called East Asian Economic
miracle, especially those of South Korea and Japan. President Nazarbaev of Kazakhstan
was one of the first Central Asian higlmkad politicians who stéed tdking about a
'model of development'. In fact, one of his first overseas trips was a visit to South Korea
in 1990. An important outcome of this visit was the appearance of the Korean-American
professor Chan Young Bang as the special adviser to the President and the vice-

chairman of the National Committee of Ecamo Expert ?°. Nazarbaev was the only
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leader in the region who invited foreign experts such as Chang Young Bang (South
Korea) and the former Prime Minister oh§apore Lee Kuan You (Singapore) to be his
personal advisers. It was widely believed in Kazakhstan that it was possible to replicate
the Korean and South East Asian economic miracle in the republic. That is why the
'‘Models of Development' were intensively debated in this republic. Moreover, Mr.
Nazarbaev mentioned Japan, South Korea and Singapore as the models, in one of the
first comprehensive outlooks for the post-independence ‘'strategy of rapid
development’. In 1997, a group of high ranked Kazakstan's administrators and experts
spent several months in Malaysia studying the so-called ‘Malaysian economic miracle’
and trying to re-approach the ‘Malaysian Mbdn Kazakhstan. Finally, in Ocber
1997 it came out as Kazakhstardsd) term strategiosision ‘Kazakhsan: 2030:
Prosperity, Security and Welfare improvements for all Kazakhstdhese’

In this respect, the survey studgnducted in Kazakhstan in 1997 indicated tha
there was no uniform approach to the issue of ‘Models of developtheTitie study
found that the "Turkish model of development' was considered the most attractive mode
(see Figure 1): thirty four point eight percent of those questioned in Kazakhstan chose it.
The next was the 'Newly Industrialised States’ model of development’ (such as
Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, etc.):.2% of the respondents marked this option. The
'Russian model of development’, according to the received data, was in the third place -
21.7%. It was followed by the 'South Korean model of development' - 15.2%. The
‘Japanese model of development' was in the fifth place8itdf6. The '‘German model
of development’ was the next: 10.9% of the oesfents marked this option. None of the
Kazakhstan's experts recognised the importance of the ‘Iranian model of development'.

And 13.0% of the respondents pointed out 'own model of development'.

President Akaev of Kyrgyzstan showed his strong devotion to the political and
economic reforms since his first days in the president’s office. International organisations
such as the World Bank, IMF, EBRD, etc, supported tmsngt devdion to reforms
providingwide financial and technical assistance. The Kyrgyzstan officials witedi
South Korea in 1990 were very impressed by what they named 'Korean model o
economic development' and called to explopportunities for joint co-operation wit
Korean companies in developing Kyrgyzstan as another 'ecotigstic Kyrgyzstan's

leaders, who proclaimed their adherence to South Korean and Japan economic models,
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finally came up with an idea of Kyrgyzstan as the 'Switzerland of Asia'. It arrived as the
President Akaev's vision of a small, peaceful mounaas country that would gradually
become one the world’s tourist attractions and a financial and economic bridge between
the East and West. It apparently became one of the most popular references to the
country in the international medt. On the other hand, the Kyrgyz elite often referred to
the Turkish model in order toundlee their stong devotion to the secular
development.

The survey study conducted in Kyrgyzstad 997, indicated that there was a wide
spectrum of views. The study found that the 'Newly Inthlsed States’ model o
development' was considered as the ratsactive model (see Figure 1): forty eight
point six percent of those questioned in Kyrgyzstan chose this model. The 'Japanese
model of development was the next: 30.6% of the respondents marked this option. The
‘Turkish model of development’, according to the received data, was in third place -
22.2%. It was followed by the 'Russian model of development' - 19.4%. The 'German
model of development' was in the fifth place with1%. The 'South Korean model o
development' was the next: 9.7% of the respondents marked this option. Two point
eight per cent of the Kyrgyzstan's experts recognised importance of the 'lranian model o
development’. And 1.4% of the resplents pointed ou their 'own model of

development'.

President Karimov of Uzbekistan freqiigmeplied to the pponents that a need for
“stability at any cost” was necessary and occasionally referred to the Chinesthemnd
experiences of limited giitical freedom. He called for thestudy and apply” approach
for a successful transition of his country to prosperity and strondogenentafter hi
well-publicised trips to South Korea, Malaysia and Ind@mein 1992 *°. The
Uzbekistan's “own way of renovation and progrédsis been always supplemented b
a callto learn from Chinese experience of the 'gradual refétmisl study and apply
Indonesian model of 'guided democracy'and some other models. Researchers fro
Russia and other countries also intensively discussed the model of development for the
republic. Their debates centred on the discourse on Turkish secular model vs. Iranian
theological model, because of the strongitpm of Islam in Uzbekistan. Thus, one of
the most important tasks for the Uzbekistan foreign policy makers became an attempt to

show the country's devotion to developing the modern and secular state through
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references to the ‘model of development’. The discussion on the ‘modédmiaeat

was not particularly intensive in thepublic, butstill it was carefully congered.
Although, President Karimov finally came up with the formula ‘Uzbekistan follows the
Uzbek modef®, some discussiondaut the ‘model of development’ for Uzbekistan still
continued in the country.

In this instance, the survey study conducted in kisten i 1997, indicated a wide
spectrum of views. The study found that the 'Newly Inthlsed States’ model o
development' was considered as the mtsactive model (see Figure 1): thirty seven
point five per cent of those questioned in Uzbekistan chose this model. The '‘German
model of development was the next: 36.7% of the respondents marked this option. The
'South Korean model of development’, according to the received data, was in the third
place - 28.3%. It was followed by the 'Japanese model of development' - 20.8%. The
‘Turkish model of development' was in the fifth place with 13.3%. The 'Russian model o
development' was next: 5.8% of the respondents marked this option. Zero point eight
per cent of the Uzbekistan's experts recognised the importance of the 'lranian model o
development'. A significantlyatge group of the respdents pointed out ‘own model o

development': 27.5%.

By and large, the reference to the model of development became the importan
component of the CARSs’ political lexicon, and dedian to one or another 'model’
became one of the attributes of belonging to léigad grouping. But it isquite clear
that the ‘model of development’ debate was not simply demagogy of the CARs’ elite
and it was a complex phenomenon. On the one hand it was ke,siyap convincing
manifestation of their technocratic and secular approach to the development and their
distancing from the ‘Iranian theocratic model’. On the other hand it was the part of the
search for an identity in the international arena. Apparently, all ¢ssessions and
calls for the ‘model of development’ did not mean a direct duplication and implication o
the 'role model' in the domestic and foreign policies of the CARs, rather it was the part
of the ongoing public debatébaut the future of the republics.ilGtthe ‘model o
development’ debate has some influence on the CARS’ current policies.

Within the region the discussion focused mainly on the ‘model of development’ with
implication in the area of the CARs’ economic transformation, especially at the firs
stage of the economic reforms (1992-1994). At this period, the CARs) pakers
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were hardly pushed to reform their economies in the line with the Russia’s radica
economic policy’ and they often justified their unpalar decisions by referring to the
macroeconomic ‘model’ of transformation.

Occasionally, the CARs leaders pointed out that in those 'model' countries the
economic reforms came first and the political changes started later, therefore in man
Southeast and East Asian countries democracy was quite limited and politoesgpro
often was 'guided' by thetate® The reference to the limitation of democracy and
adherence to the South Korean, South East Asian, Turkish models of developmen
became one of the powerful arguments in the hands of the ruling elite in their dealing
with the political opposition.

The ‘model of development’ debate also became a useful tool in changing the self-
identity of the Central Asians in the international arena and in preserving self-confidence
in their painful dilemma of choosing between the Asmm Europe (within the Soviet
Union they perceived themselves as the part of Europe). Most probably the nearest case
with the same problem is Turkey with its historidé@mma of living between Europe
and Asia. One of the apparent manifestations ofdieisma is the Predent
Nazarbaev's call for thécurasian Unionthat would define the CARs as thwidge
between Europe and Asia with a landmark towards Europe. Here a continuous paradox
is that the significant part of the local political elite rather correlates themselves with
Europe and the CIS than with Asia, but references to the so-called ‘Asian models o
development’ slowly narrowing down the gap in their self identification and creating

their recognition of their ‘Asianess’.

4. 0. Central Asian Experts' Evaluation of the Security and Developmental

Issues

After Belorussia, Russia, and the Ukraine had signed the agreement on the creation
of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in December 1991, establishing the

system of the regional and national security became a priority for the CAREhis
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factor was the main driving force of their decision to join the CIS and sigAlina Ata
Declaration.Since that moment Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan started their search for a new security system in the region cltldgeththe
conceptualisation of the national security agenda, the development of the entire system
of national institutions, and the search for international partners for co-operation in the
security issues.

For the Central Asians, who have made their verydtsps in the international
arena, the identification of the priorities for the national and regional security agenda
appeared to be the most challenging task. In this sensélrtiee Ata Declaration
became the cornerstone of the post-Soviet security system. It highlighted five major
principles: ‘assuring the territorial integrity and inviolability of the natidnalindaries;
creation of the system of political security; creation of a military system of security, and
last but not least, stabilisation of inter-ethnic relations within the former USSR’

In general, local and international observers believed that the CARSs’ security had the
very shaky ground. There were fears that transformation from the Soltiealpo
practice to an independentlipp makingwould follow the line of growing conflicts and
violence similar to disastrous events in the former Yugoslavia and the Caucasus. Indeed,
various problems gathered omentum because of complicated international
environment, deteriorating local economy, rising social tensions among the peoples of
the former Soviet Union and 'cultural clashes' between various ethnic groups. Thus,
Boris Rumer of the RAND Foundation plreted a terrible 'storm’ in the political arena
of Central Asia and the inexorable explosion of bloody conflicts between different
political factions of the CARs sociéty Zbigniev Brzezinski spoke about an ethnic
cleansing that might have expelled severallions people from the republics, and
unstoppable border conflicts in the redforBamuel Hutington extended his line of 'the
Clash of Civilisations' from Bosnia to Caucasus and Central ‘Agiinting out an
escalation of conflicts between the Ktlox Russian Civilisation and Mumss of
Central Asid’. Due to numerous conflicts that occurred in the region amdrtiaus
circumstances of the Soviet disintegration, such apocalyptic scenarios looked highly
possible.

Historically, Central Asia has had a number of conflicting issues. Some of the
existed for centuries and were arbitrary solved or temporary suppressed by the Sovie

presence (e.g. rivalry between different clans). The other issues have been the legacy of
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the Soviet experiment (e.g. the natiofmdundaries, which divided once culturally
homogenous region into the nation-states984-1936 by Stalin’s order). According to
expert®, in the post-Soviet era nineteen territorial problem-zones werttings the
region. After the idependence of 1991, the old suspicions to such neighbours as China,
Russia, Iran, and even to each other have re-grownguthe leaders of thegien. On

the top of that, it was widely expected that some countries would try to establish their
influence in the Central Asian region.

Presence of the Islamic component in the political life of the post-Soviet CARs has
been the most mystified factor that has pi@d a lot of fears and speculations within
and outside the region. The threat of export of the Islamic revolution from Iran and the
growing power of radical fundamentalist parties have been perceived quite seriously.
Worse predictions have been seemingly realisélal tve ollapse of Tajikistan’s secular
government under pressure of the united opposition led by theidsRarty of
Resurgence during the Tajik Civil war of 1992-1997. The establishment of the Taliban
government in neighbouring Afghanistan has also made some of the CARSs’ leaders
nervous.

Another factor was the region’s economic development, particularly in the industrial
sector. The entire state economic and financial system in some of the CARs was virtually
at the stage of collapse in 1993-1994. The introoluof local currencies in the CARs
partially solved some issues, such as hyperinflation (previously run up to 1400% a year
in 1993 and around 800% in 1994), but it caused some diffieedties. Economic ties
with other parts of the former USSR, which were established and functioned for many
decades and were vital for all sectors of the republics’ economies, have been practically
ceased to exist. It created mass unemployment that reached, according to some
estimates, as high as 20 per cent in some parts of the region.

Existence of the large Russian minority and other ethnic groups raised fears tha
there would be an outbreak of uncontrollable and unstoppable ethnic conflicts within the
republics and aong them, which could include the Russia’s military intetieanin
order to protect the Russian speaking population.

There was no uniform perception of the external and internatthte the republics’
security. Some specialists considered that Central Asia would be able to solve their
political, social and economic problems togethethwRussia if the Russia’s reforms

would be a succe&s Others believed in reorientation towards the liberal-democrati
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model of the Western type There also was some ideas of reviving the pan-Turkic
tradition and reorientation towardsrkay. Uncertainty in Central Asia’s internal and
external aspects of development demanded an immediate response to the important
challenges in the international environment. Security concerns of the CARs and
establishment of the international co-operation’s priorities in the CARSs’ forega p

became the key issues for the region’s foreign policy makers.

In this sense, it is important and necessary to assess how local experts evaluated
these threats to the security and alternatives of international co-operation for their
respective republics. The survey conducteti9d7 had two questions that dealt with
perception of the threats to the security andilgyalof the region and priorities in
international co-operation with the world and region’s leading povewith regards to
international co-operation, a list of countries was given to chose those co-operation wit
whom would be the most desirable for the rdipabAlso a list of threats was offered to
the respondents to choose the most possible threats to the security of their republics.
The following is the analysis of the responses. Means for the first question (where 4 is
the highest level of interest in co-operation and 1 is the lowest level) and frequencies for

the second question were calculated to get a clearer illustration of the situation.

Kazakhstan

The survey found that ‘internal social and political problems’ were considered the
major threat to regional security and stability (See Figure 2). Eighty-seven per cent of
those questioned in Kazakhstan pointed out this issue. The ‘economic crisis and
economic problems' was next: 80.4 per cent of the respondents marked this problem.
'Ecological crisis', according to the received data, was in the third placepe2@ént,
it was followed by 'external military threat'1-3.0 per cent of the respondents. The
Kazakhstan experts in a very reserved manner evaluated the threat of 'religious
fundamentalism’ only 8.7 per cent of the @sgents marked this option in the
guestionnaire.

The 'possibility of omplication of relations with Russia’' as a threat to the regiona
security and stability was id&ined by 39.1 per cent of the questioned experts. This was
followed by the 'possibility of amplicationof relations with China': 26per cent. The
threat to the regional security and stability as a resultoafipcation of relations with

Iran' perceived at a very low level - only 4.3 per cent pointed out this factor that was
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similar to the perception of the threat from ‘complication of relatiatis Afghanistan'.
None of the Kazakhstan's experts recognised the threat to security and stability in the
region as a result of ngplication of relations with the USA or Tkey.

In terms of international relations, for the Kazakhstan's specialists co-operation with
Russia was in the first place (mean 3.73) (See Table 1). Next was China (mean 3.14).
The third was the USA (mean 3.09). This was followed by Germany (mean 2.93) and
Turkey (mean 2.89). Next position was taken by Japan (mean 2.87) Importance of co-
operation with Iran and India was perceiaglally (mean 2.07), and Afghanistan was

on the last place (ean 1.81).

Kyrgyzstan

The survey found that ‘economigses and economic problems' was in the first place
among threats to thegenal security and stability (See Table 2). Eighty-seven point
five per cent of the quasned experts in Kyrgyzstan pointed dhis issue as the mai
threat. The ‘internal social and pokltl problems' were the nex%5.0 per cent of the
respondents marked this problem. 'Religious fundamentalism', according to lirsecana
data, was in the third place - 34.7 per cent, which was followed by 'external militar
threat' - 19.4 per cent. The Kyrgyzstan experts in a quite reserved manner evaluated the
threat of 'environmental issues': only 18.1 per cent of the respondents marked this
option.

With regards to international security, the 'possibility ofmplication of relations
with China' as a threat to the regional security and stability was considefié&ddbger
cent of the questioned experts. This was followed by the 'possibility of complication of
relations with Russiat6.7 per cent. The threat to the regional security anditytals a
result of ‘complication of relations withfghanistan' perceived at a relatively low level -
only 11.1 per cent indicated this factor, which was far ahead of the perception of the
threat from 'complication of relations with Iran'. None of the Kyrgyzstan experts
recognised the threat to the security and stability in the region as a result of abarplic
of relations with the USA or drkey

In terms of international relations, for the Kyrgyzstan specialists co-operation with
Russia was in the first place (means 3.68) (See Table 1). Next was the USA (mean
3.24). Japan was on therthplace (mans 3.10). This was followed by China (mean
2.94) and Germany (mean 2.84). Nexsipons were taken byurkey (mean 2.72), and
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India (mean 2.11). The perception of the importance of co-operatibnPakistan and

India was the same (means 2.04), and Afghanistan was on the last place (means 1.65).

Uzbekistan

The survey found that on tliest place arong threts to the regional security and
stability was '‘economic crisis and economic problems' (Sgard-2). Fifty-four point
two per cent of the queened experts in Uzbekistan considered this issue important.
The ‘internal social and political problems' were the next: 49.2 per cent of the
respondents marked this problem. 'External military threat', diogoto the data, was
on the third place40.8 per cent. This was followed bgligiousfundamendlism' -30.8
per cent of respondents. The Ukisan experts quite seriously evaluated the threat of
‘environmental issues': 27.5 per cent of the respondents marked this option.

Regarding international security, the 'possibility aimplication of relations with
Afghanistan' as a threat to the regional security and stability vaakethby 34.2 per
cent of the questioned experts. This was followed by the 'possibility of complication of
relations with Russia25.8 per cent. The threat to the regional security anditytals a
result of complication of the relations with USA perceived at a relatively low level - onl
8.3 per cent of Uzbekistan respondents pointed out this factor. This was far ahead of the
perception of the threat from ‘complication of relations with China' - 3.3 per cent or Iran
- 0.8 per cent. None of the Uistan's experts recognised the threat to security and
stability in the region as a na$ of ‘canplication of relations with Tikey'.

In terms of international relations, for Uzbekistan’s specialists co-operation wit
Russia was in the first place (mean 3.34) (See Table 1). Next was Germany (mean 3.30).
The third was the USA (mean 3.29). This was followed by Japan (mean 3.06) and China
(mean 2.68). Next position was taken by Turkey (mean 2.45) The perception of the
importance of co-operation with India was next (mean 2.24), and Afghanistan was

following that (mean 2.17). Pakistan was on the last place (mean 2.06).

The survey results illustrated that the CARs experts differentlyaeal the
development of international co-operation and the threats to the country's security.
Moreover, the three republics covered by the survey, which fromulksetovere

committed to regional integration, were quite different in their forpmity orientation.
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It indicates that we need to be very careful in considering the region aitarmwéhou
underlining significant differences between these republics

Analysis of the experts' evaluation demonstrated that the external threat to the
security and stability of the region was quitelikely. The major threat to the sikth
and security in the region was originated internally. The stable development of Central
Asia very much dependddstly on the success of large-scale economic cesynand
secondly on the success in maintaining the internal political balance between differen
political, social and ethnic groups. Despitei@w widely sipported by the Western and
Russian scholars that Central Asians faced almost similar problems, this survey found
that there were significant differences. Kazakhstan experts considered the threat fro
the ‘internal social and political factors' the most important, while Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan experts emphasised the threat from ‘economic crisis and economic problems'.
It is important that the foreign policy specialists realistically eatdd the Islamic fz@or
in the international politics of Central Asia and did not atered it as a serious threat.

Also, despite many predictions about the CARS’ deeper involvement inutreaad
south-west regional politics and grouping, the CARs’ leadieksot show any
movement to emphasise this direc in their foreign policy. The survey analysis
revealed that Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan experts considered co-operati
with Pakistan, India, and Afghanistan an issue afisdary importance. The CARS’
experts sumsingly did not show their interest in co-operation with Iran, despite the
diplomatic and economic activity of the Iranian government and the fact tha
geographically Iran represents the natural and the shortest pass-way to the world
market. It seemed that Iran remained on the periphery of the republics’ foréoyn po
interest.

It is noteworthy that the cultural anchduistic closeness with Turkey did no
outweigh pragmatic considerations of the CARs’ experts. They placed importance of co-
operation with Trkey far behind themajor Western countries. Most probably, it
reflected disappointment of the CARSs’ elite by the economic potential of Turkey.

Finally, the co-operation with Russia in tiedd of mainaining the regional security
and stability seemed to bellsbne of the highest priorities in the opinion of theiomal
experts. However, the respondents in all three republics differently approached even thi
issue (See Figure 2). This finding was particular interesting because it preciseljemdic

the place of the Kralin as a guarantor of the security and iitsin evaluation of the
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CARs foreign policy experts. Thmportance of Kazakhstan’s relations with China has
started to counterweight the importance of relations with Russia. Apparently, the
Russian Federation did not agxy the exclusive pd®n as an international partner for
Uzbekistan and the importance of Germany, the USA and Japan counterweighted the
importance of relations with Russia. In this sense, the relations with Russia were much
more important for Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan than for UzbeRfstan

It is interesting to note that a new tendency could be observed in the foreign policy
priorities of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. These republics are becoming
increasingly differentin their foreign policy prittes alhough this tendencyilsremains
at its early stage. However, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are apparently moving in quite a
different from Uzbekistan way, but all together they are slowly leaving the Moscow’s
orbit.

5.0. Integration Processes in the Central Asia

Since 1991, the newly independent states of Central Asia have faced contradictor
challenges: On the one hand, they have been engaged in reshaping their national
economic systems, and in the nation-staten&tion. On the other hand, they have been
increasingly involved in various regional and international co-operation programs,
including projects for political and economic reintegration within the framework of the
former Soviet Union and the region itself. There are a number of reasons for thei
growing international involvement in various organisations and co-operation with each
other. These include a need to reduce the negative side-effects of their unexpected
independence; a need to co-ordinate their economic transformation and to overcome the
consequences of the collapse of the Soviet economic co-operation, and last but not least
a need to join their efforts and resources to overcome common problems.

From the very first months after the collapse of the USSR, the CARs had differen
approaches to integration. The 1992-199jikistan's devastating Civil War rendered it

unable to participate in the process. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan were reluctant to take
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part in any regional or supra-regionalitial integration for fear it wouldundermine
their sovereignty, or would force them to share their powiéh wegional or supra-
regional organisationd”. Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan quite actively promotetéri
republic integration wh a special focus on ecomé& co-operation, and were
persistently supporting regiolisation and plitical and econmic reintegration. It was
Kazakhstan, which came with an idea of Bherasian Unionthat was a comprehensive
plan of reintegration within the former socialist countries.

Meanwhile, there is a need to distinguish two dominant components of the existing
ideas on developing the regional organisations and integration, which are different from
the economic issues, i.e. cultural and political. Historically, the Centshna
maintained strong relations with South Asia and Middle East and fouresnthey
shared common religiousyltural and intéectual traditions. However, since the middle
of the 19" century, Central Asia has been increasingly integrating into political and
macro-economic system of Russia and East Europe, while culturally it still belongs to
the Middle Eastern civilisation. Decades of Russia’s and Soviet dominhanged the
CARs'’ political and economic orientation and minimisedtural rdations with their
southern neighbours, but could notaly shift the cultural legacy of the dhsationa
ties with the Muslim Asia. After theadependence, the CARs elite began to highlight the
existence of strong suprdioaal ties with Tukey (historical ogins, related laguages,
common culture and religion). The strong emphasis on the ties with this country was a
result of the elite’s attempt to justify their Europe-centric orientation and ‘Eurasian’ self-
identity, since Turkey was the member of NATO and a potential member of the EC.
However, the CARS’ leaders recognised that their economic relations with Russia and
other members of the CIS have stillbeen important for their survival. They were
particularly concerned with the states’ uncertain economic political future and the
security arrangements, because of the Kremlin’s unexpected and quick withdrawal fro
the region (the Russia’s foreign policy makers alnoily exduded the CARs from
their foreign policy priorities at the firstage). Therefore, within a short period after
gaining the independence, the CARs started joining various international and regional
organisations. They have even become exotic members of the OSCE and the NATO
Partnership for Peace programme and called forlssialg speial multilateral searity
relations with the USA in order to get as many internatioteteps into the region as

possible.
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Eventually the CARs became involved in three major tiers of the regiodasupra-
regional integration: (a) the Commonwealth of dpdndent States (CIS); (b) the
Economic Co-operation Organisation (ECO); (c) the Central Asian Union (CAU).

The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)has been a temporar
compromise between two major political camps: conservative Soviet politicians (who
tried to preserve the Soviet integrity) and Russialicaa democrats (who pressed for
unconditional integration of the USSR). Neither side has managed to winothgs |
lasting struggle for power in the Kndin, while the Russiagovernment has been too
weak economically to provide any leadership for the former Soviet countries. Therefore,
Russia has never formed a definitive attitude towards the CIS, and the decision to expel
the CARs from the Russia’s rouble zone in 1993 ruined the economic basis of possible
integration. The organisation has remainedlargely a ceremonial compromise
establishment, neither fulfilling theopes of those members of the Central Asian elite
who favoured a closer economic integration, nor confirming the apprehensions of those
who feared resurgence of thuscovitedominance and the Russian imperial pugs.
Nevertheless, the CIS has played an important role in assuring security arahmgint
the status quo in Central Asia, atleast during the first post-Soviet years. For several
years the Commonwealth has been the only most important supra-regional institution,
which guaranteed fragile co-operation in the FSUhoalyh the Krelin's leaders
frequently exercised supremacy and dominance stratégleser the CIS umbrella, the
CARs and Russia alsoamaged to co-operate oonse military issues, such as join
border patrols, which were most notable at Tajikistan's borderAfghanistan.

The absence of strong leadership and clear goals has been a sourceo
dissatisfaction and disappointment for many CIS leaders. In the early 1997, even the
most active advocates of integration within the CIS gave up. One of them, Kazakhstan’'s
President Nazarbaev, noted that the “CIS countries’ reorientation toaviéecknt
geopolitical centres of gravity would continue unless Russia accepted a positive
leadership and changed its foreign policy towards the former Soviet sfabesing the
CIS meeting in October 1997 Nein remarked that “lack of mutual trust still exists

among us despite of everything”.
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The Economic Co-operation Organisation (ECO) invited the newly-
independent Central Asian states and Azerbaijgairtat in 1992. Almostimmediately
the Central Asian states joined four existing members of ECO, i.e. Afghanistan, Iran,
Pakistan, and Turkey. Abugh this organisation was formed 1864, it had rarely
attracted international attention before the 1990s,witit accession of the former
Soviet states it has become quiteistble group on the world’s political map. With a
population of about 300 million and a territory covering ovemilion square km.

(twice that of India), the organisation may become an important international player if
the economic integration is sucsks.*

Initially, the CARS’ leaders perceived a membership in the organisation with
enthusiasm as another chance to difietbeir relations with the ouide world, to open
a possible market for their industrial production and to obtain another source of
additional investments, credits and assistance. Another important consideration for the
CARs was that the territories of the ECO partners could provide alternative routes to
international market for their goods andwuoodities, the shortest access to commercia
sea-routes and possible routes for new gas and oil pipe-lines from the region.

Almost immediately after its membership grew to ten, the ECO declared that it
was ‘directed against no country or group of countriédh fact, the ambibus Quettta
Plan of Action, which was announced in 1993, called for the greater economic
integration among the 10 members of the organisation and quietly tagditbpolitical
issues. Nevertheless, the Russian experts began to worry about political iongioati
this integratior?® The Kremilin's foreign policy makers believed thatridemined the
Russia’s geopolitical interests in Central A3la.

Russia has exerted some pressure on the CARs not to take any steps towards
political integration with the other ECO countries. Probably this was the main reason
that the ECO kept a relatively lowolttical prdfiile in the middle ofL990s, avoiding
political issue¥. Despite initial disappointments and disillusions, the CARS’ leaders have
chosen to continue their participation in various ECO projects, especially those related
to development of the regional infrastructure. The ECO members declared that further
integration of itsmembers wasmportant and signed several agreements on economi

development and promotion of supra-regional transport infrastrutture.

32



The Central Asian Union (CAU) was created in 1990 as a cdretive body for
the CARs’ leaders, with the general objective to co-ordinate thigicgloefforts, first
within the USSR and later in the CIS political arena. There also was anideao
reintroducing political and ecomic integration awng those peoplavho shared
cultural, historical and linguistic traditiois The Union’s starting point was the informal
meeting of the CARS’ leaders in Alma Ata in Jul@90, reslting in their decision to
join their appeal for greater co-operation and co-ordination within the region. Very soon
the civil war in Tajikistan proved that the country practically abaed the
organisation. Later Turkmenistan formally letf after the gvernment's decien to
oppose any integration within the FSU. By 1994 the CAU was on the brink of
collapse® However, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and later Kyrgyzstan formalised some
common principles of the integrat® and re-launched it as the Central Asian Economi
Union (CAEUY® in April 1994. In the early 1998 Tajikistan formally applied for the
membership in CAEU and later the country was accepted asafu  member of the
organisation.

The CAEU members founded several regiondtutions, including the Central
Asian Bank, various co-ordination and consultative bodies, which targeted specifically
co-operation in the economic and finandilds®. Important issues for all Central Asian
republics in the post-Soviet era was the problem of emerging custom war, which was
blocking free movement of people and goods between the republics; solving out the
difference in their approach to economic reforms and legislative system; anguhgyelo
mutual co-operation and mutuapply of some commodities. Ideally, the CARs’ leaders
thought to form a custom iam within the CAEU and to establish common economic
space to promote free move of goods and capitals thouighe entire region. The
institutionalisation of the CAEU has beeftem perceived as amportant part of the
republics’ attempt to stdise economic and political environment and security in the

region.

In general, participation in the integration process has been a part of the
international strategy of all CARs’ governments.hiligh they continued tbope o
reintegration within the former USSR, they have never changed thiey go

strengthening their states integrity and institutions. Such a policy had some
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disadvantages and negative effects, especially on economic co-operation in Central Asia.
Nevertheless, at this stage the nation-state was the only ewtitydawhich the politica
and economic institutions could have been shaped.

Certainly, the co-operation within the CARs, between CARs and the CIS and
ECO did not fulfil all expectizons andhopes of the Central Asian leaders. Nevertheless,
despite all the shortcomings of the integration schemes, the Central Asian governments
have also benefited from all three of them. The benefits become more obvious with
comparison of the impact of thesintegration on the former Yugoslavia. Central Asia
has generally managed to keep thditigal and security status quoitw all it
neighbours, despite thetificial nature of some boundaries, the existing ethnidlmbn
(and the civil war in Tajikistan), political vulnerability and other complex problems.

The integration and co-operation perspectives of the CARs seemed to be one of the
important questions for the researcher to assess. The respondents were asked "What do
you think, how important is gional integration of the Central Asian Republics?" The
respondents had several options to choose (highly important; important; integration i
possible but not so important; notportant and others) (see Table 2). The oesients
were also asked: "In youpmion, co-operation ith what internaonal organisations
does mostly reflect interests of you republic?" The respondents lisa@fechoices (see
Table 3).

Kazakhstan

In Kazakhstan, 30.4 per cent of the responddmgght that integration within the
CARs was 'very important'. 52.2 per cent of the respondents believed that the integration
was 'important’. Only 15.2 per cent of those tjoesd said that the integration was
'possible but not so important’ and a tiny fraction of theamdents (1.7 per cent
marked that the integration was 'not important'.

The survey found that 89.1 per cent of Kazakhstan experts believed that co-
operation with the CIS mostly reflected interests of thepublic. On the second
position was the OSCE with2.2 per cent of the respdents marking this organisation.

On the third place was the CAU: 50.0 per cent of the respondentght that co-
operation with this organisan mostly reflected interests of thegpublic. This was
followed by the ECO with 30.4 per cent of those ¢jaeed pointed out this

organisation. The perception that co-operation with Turkic (People) Union’ reflected
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interests of Kazakhstan was marked by 23.9 per cent of the questioned foreign policy
specialists. And the OIC was on the last place nit!9® per cent of the experts marked

the organisation.

Kyrgyzstan

In Kyrgyzstan, 41.7 per cent of the reggents thought that integration within the
CARs was 'very important'. 50.0 per cent of the respondents believed that the integration
was ‘'important’. Only 5.5 per cent of those ¢jared said that the integration was
'possible but not so important’ and a smatiugr of the respndents (1.4 per cent
marked that the integration was 'not important'.

The survey found that 87.5 per cent of the Kyrgyzstan experts believed that co-
operation with the CIS mostly reflected interests of thepublic. On the second
position was the CAU with 70.8 per cent of the msgents marking this organisation.

On the third place was the OSCE: 52.8 per cent of the respontentght that co-
operation with this organisan mostly reflected interests of thegpublic. This was
followed by the ECO with 29.2 per cent of those ¢jaeed pointed out this
organisation. The perception that co-operation with the "Turkic (People) Union' reflected
interests of Kyrgyzstan was marked by 13.9 per cent of the questioned foreign policy
specialists. And the OIC was on the last place @ithper cent of the experts marked
the organisation.

Uzbekistan

In Uzbekistan, 28.8 per cent of the resgdents thought that integration within the
CARs was 'very important'. 50.0 per cent of the respondefgsebthat the integrati
was ‘important’. Only 18.6 per cent of those fjoesd said that the integration was
'possible but not so important’ and a tingugy of the respndents (1.8 per cent) marked
that the integration was 'not important'.

The survey found that 80.0 per cent of the Uzbekistan experts believed that co-
operation with the CIS mostly reflected interests of thepublic. On the second
position was the OSCE withil.7 per cent of the respdents marking this organisation.
The CAU was on the third place: 54.2 per cent of the respondenight that co-
operation with this organisan mostly reflected interests of thegpublic. This was
followed by the ECO with 26.7 per cent of those ¢jaeed pointed out this

organisation. The perception that co-operation with the "Turkic (People) Union' reflected
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interests of Uzbekistan was marked by 18.3 per cent of the questioned foreign policy
specialists. And the OIC was on the last place WitlY per cent of the experts marked

the organisation.

Regionalisation and integration is a complex issue for the Central As@nveéhich
includes emotional, politad, aulturaland a amber of other amponents. It also is
apparent that the attempts of integration with glifférent geopolitical and
geoeconomic entities as the ECO and the CIS, create a contradiction between the legac
of the cultural traditions and the legacy of the eroit development. Dting de@des o
the Soviet policy of isolation, the Central Asian elite formed feelings of belonging to the
second special world that is somewhere between the West and the Third World.
Presently, none of the fivdades of Central Asia proclaimed that theyobel to the
Third World. "As an Eurasian state we should carry out such forelgiegpthat suit
geopolitical position of the €public,”” asserts President of Kazakhstan Nursultan
Nazarbaev. That is why the Central Asian elite's perception diléveWorld ordeiand
international relations still remains uncertain andilt take time to crystallise a balance
between those conflicting legacies. Nevertheless, it seems that no integration is possible
within the CIS in the near future. Instead, only certain level of multilateral and bilatera
co-operation will be possible in this political environment.

Nevertheless, because CARS’ relations with the outside world has for a long time
been undermined by the phenomenon ofitbe curtain and its consequences are still
perceptible, there is a large room for developing economic, cultural and other relations
with different regional and supra-regional orgatise.

However, there is a very important dimension of the regionalisation which is
development of the post-Cold war setwsystem in the region. Although these three
major organisations have played an important role in establishing international relations
of the Central Asian states, and have assisted in promoting transparency in the CARS'
foreign policy, none of them has provided a satisfactory ggdialogue to the rgion.®®
The CARs have turned quite suspicious to their neighbouladimgRussia (with its
extravagant nationalists) and even to each offleand started to search for
rearrangement of the security system in the region wittntheémum number of externa
participants. The area of their searching includes the European organisations such as

NATO, OSCE, etc. Nevertheless, military and economic presence of Russiaeiglitiye r
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and the leaders of the region simultaneously demand the Kremlin to become a guarantor
of the security in Central Asfa One clear indication of this is the CARs' appeal to join

the Organisation for Security and Co-operation of Europe (OSCE) and the NATO
Partnership for Peace programme. The USA has also become increasingly involved in
strengthening the security in the region. The CENTRASBAT-97 peacekeeping exercise

involved servicemen from six countries, including the US

6. Formation of Foreign Policy Institutions in Central Asia

Modern foreign policy institutions in the CARs were created quite recently and the
are still at their formative stage. Development of the foreign policy institutions in the
post-Soviet CARs has not only been influenced by internal determinations such as
circumstances of the Soviet disintegration, political orientation of the elite and the power
balance within the region. It has also been affected by some cultural and politica
traditions of the pre-Soviet and Soviet era.

Historically, the Central Asian states nevad a diplomatic service in the modern
meaning of the notion. When the Western Europe countries entered their industrial stage
of development, and international trade and international relations became an importan
feature of their development, the Central Asia experienced economic, political and
cultural stagnation. Th&reat Geographic Discoveriastroduced new sea trade routes
between the West and East. This led to the death oGitbat Silk Roadthat went
through Central Asia for centuries and was an important source of enrichifagahe
economies and cultures. Thus, since th& déhtury the landlockedtates of Centra
Asia, surrounded by the powerful Russian, Chinese and Pé&sipimes, were able to
maintain neither full-scale diplomatic service nor active foreign policy. Inclusion of the
Central Asian region into the Russian Empire did not r#igideange this situation.
According to the agreements between the Russian Empire and nominallgndeéep
Bukhara, Khiva and Kokand Khaganates, the former got exclusive rightsnduc

foreign policy on behalf of thetlzr. Nevertheless, the ruling elite of these three states,
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who had kinslp, clan and other relationsitit many noble fanilies in South Asia and
Middle East, continued to maintain some cultural, trade and other relations with
neighbouring countriesnainly Afghanistan, Iran and India. These relations were quite
independent from the Russia’'slipcal intervention.

During the first period after establishing the Soviet system in the CARs, one of the
major objectives of the new Soviet authorities was strengthening ttiéicg system
The Soviet leaders justified the imposition of iron curtain' anckbipe of &most alll
region’s relations with the outside world by pagandising that the foreign reisns
(the US, British, French, Turkish) offeredbstatal financial and other assistance to
the anti-Soviet opposition. Thus, the foreign policy of the Central Asian states was fully
delegated to the Centre. With establishment of the USSR in 1924, the newly created
Soviet republics of Central Asia receivedhtig to participate in the formation of the
Soviet foreign policy through the system of 'Postpredstva’ (a Russian abbreviation for
'Representative office’) set up in MoscBwHowever, the rights were quite nominal and
practically were never reakd.

The situation changed only during and after World War Two. In Natkkomindels
(renamed into theMinistry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) in1946) was established in all
Union republics Although, each of the new Foga Ministries participated in various
international events and hosted some foreign delegations, they have never made
significant contributions to the formation of the Soviet foreigiicp, neither they
accumulated significant intermanal experiace.

However, the most radical changes happened after 1985, when Michael Gorbachev
had come to power and especially after Eduard Shevardnadze had been appointed as
Foreign Minister in 1987. He replaced old-fashioned Soviet diplomat Anatolei Gromyko.
These cadre changes coincided with an introduction of a new 1886) tha
substantially liberalised the USSR’s foreign economic relations. The changes provoked a
significant increase in the CARS’ international contacts and boosted their diplomatic
experience. Shevardnadze, following a new cadre policy, invited a number of the Centra
Asians to work in the central Soviet MFA and in the Soviet missions abroad. Previously
those positions were exclusively reserved for ethnic Russians, Belorussians and
Ukrainians. Furthermore, the MFAs in Central Asian republics received more freedom in

establishing new and expanding existing international contacts.
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Other significant changes in the CARs’ foreign political and economic relations
occurred in 1990-1991 withome amendments in csititutional provsion and with
introduction of dergulation of the foreign economic and political activities. The Union
republics got rights to dirélg access the international arena. For instance, iedhg
1990s, the leaders of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan for the first time had
independent official overseas visits and hosted foreign dielegaDuring these years, a
kind of division of labour in the CARs’ foreign policy was formed. The president’s
administration usually dirdlg controlledofficial parts of these visits. The MFAs, being
limited in their financial resources and staff members, were responsible for the technica
part of the activity (protocol, public relations, etc). The Soviet MFA in Moscow
controlled and co-ordined these actions in general. Itinsportant to note that the
experience of these years positively influenced the establishing andfumgtof the
independent foreign policy institutions of the CARs andiaedating the expertise.

Immediately after the independence, the CARs did not have any clear picture on the
way of organising their foreign policy in the new international environment. The CARs
did not have enough financial resources and experience for establishingdéperndent
diplomatic services around the world. According to the initial arrangements with
Moscow, the CARs should have inherited some part of the former Soviet MFA property
in foreign countries. The diplomatic experience wappssed to be accumulated
through alirect participation of the representatives of the CARs in the Russian
diplomatic and other missions overseas. However, neither of arrangewenhsd.

Very soon the CARs started to form their own diplomatic and other missions
independently or with assistance of international organisations.

All Central Asian Republics faced difficulties in alrting expertise in formation of
their foreign policies. Thegovernment institutions did not havaceigh specialists i
the international affairs. Theadre problem has been solved mainly by two ways. The
first was recruitment of those representatives of the CARs who worked in the Russian
MFA and the Russian foreign missions. Theos&l was rewitment of the locals fro
various academic and research institutidrishe academic circle plays a very importan
role in the formation of the CARS’ foreign Imy by providingboth important guidelines
for the foreign policy making and the professionals for the Central Asian government
institutions. This practice igjuite unique andifferent from the Soviet an®ussia's

experiencé. From the very beginning the leaders of the region, who did not possess any
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experience in international relations, widely used the local academic expertise, although
sometimes they recruited foreign experts as’we

In 1991, the CARs started to develop their own foreign policy. In general, the
republics formed their foreign pey institutional structures, which werénslar to the
Russian. Ministry of Foreign Affairs was responsible for realisation afidar policy,
everyday activity and they controlled functioning of their ignemissions. The CARS’
presidents established their own foreign policy bodies within their own administrations
(International Department of the President administration). Parliamentary Csaomsis
on International Affairs uertook the parliamentary control of the republics’ foreign
policy. However, practically these commissions played a minimal role in teeyfor
policy formation. Unlike the Third World countries and Russia, the CARs did not have
large and influential army or the private business sector during the first stage of the
independence. Thus, those institutions never played any important role in the formation
of the foreign policy of the CARs at thstiage. From the beginning three major
institutions have largely contributed to the formation of the CARS’ foreign policy. One
was the Republics’ Ministries of Foreign Affairs. Another was the intena
department within the Presidents’ administrations. These tften @anpeting wit
each other, were responsible for the formation of the nationaoplicy in their
respective republics. In fact, the presidents of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan even
encouraged this informal competition. The CARs’ a&raid circle and universities
became the third institution that extensively pded its expertise for the other two
institutions because at least at this stage the foreign policy expertise could have been
rarely generated within the MFAs.

This movement of specialists and expertise created a relatively dynamic and
democratic environment in the CARSs’ foreign policy making during the 1990s. The
policy specialists moved in and out of the state institutions. There was quite an intensive
exchange between the foreign policy experts from academic institutions and the
government and the president's foreign policy making institutions. It became quite
apparent that the specialists’ assessments and perception of the foreign policy issues had

a powerful impact on the foreign policy making in the CARs.
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Perception of Influence of Diffeent Groups on the Foreign Policy

In general, the CARs were able to mobilise all their human resources and existing
expertise and create working foreign policy institutions within a short periodeof
Formation of foreign policy is a ogplex process, which involves a number of politica
institutions and indmdual or group actors. One of the questions of the survey study
intended to elucidate how the CARs experts evaluapedsnof the different institutions
and actors in the foreign policy formation in their respective countries. The CARS’
experts were asked 'In youpinion, which of the following grups have the greatest
influence on the formation of foreign policy in your refe® There were several
choices with marks ranging from one to four (1 = does not influence; 2 = influence

insignificantly; 3 = influence significantly; and 4 = influence greatly).

Kazakhstan. The survey found (see Table 4) the Kazakhstan experts believed tha
in their republic the president had the greatest influence on the foreign policy formati
(mean 3.39). It was followed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (mean 2.93). On the
third position was the parliament (mean 2.18). Next position was reserved for the mass
media (mean 2.00). The academicians were on the next place (mean 1.56). The public
opinion was considered as one of the less influential factor in the foreign policy
formation (mean 1.49).

Kyrgyzstan. The survey found that the Kyrgyzstan experts believed that in their
republic the president had the greatest influence on the foreign policy formation (mea
3.29). It was followed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (mean 3.04). On the third
position was the parliament (mead0). The experts perceived that the mass media also
had significant influence (mean 2.27). The academicians were on the next position (mean
1.64). The pul opinion was considered having the same level of influence on the

foreign policy formation (mean 1.64).

Uzbekistan. The survey found that the Uzbekistan experts believed that in their
republic the president had the greatest influence on the foreign policy formation (mea
3.70). It was followed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (mean 3.33). On the third

position was the parliament (mea%3). The experts perceived that the mass media also
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had significant influence (mean 2.06). The academicians were on the next position (mean

1.98). The public opinion wasut on the last place (mean 1.83).

It is interesting to note that in all three republics the level of influence of the various
institutions follows the sameafiern. However, in Uzbekistan, the level of influence of
the President of the republic on thenfiation of the foreign policy is much higher than
in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Parliament and mass misdissignificantly influenced
the formation of foreign policy. Such results were quite unexpected beicdizde
there was an assumption that the president and to a lesser extent the MFA in the republic

monopolised the foign pdicy making in their respective republics.

Perception of information influx about foreign policy in the CAR

Information flow isimportant for the foreign policy formation. However, during the
Soviet era all sources of information had been toughly controlled by Moscow officials
and the people of the Soviet Union remained behind the informational 'iron curtain'.
Needless to say that the Soviet people were receiving quite a distorted picture of the
world affairs and international relations in general and a wall of secrecy was effectively
build up even around &aty of the Soviet state institutions and especially of the Soviet
foreign policy institutions. The situation started changing only during last period of the
Gorbachev's reign with introducing freedom of expression and information inflow. The
situation remained complicated in the post-Soviet era, because of Russia’s domination i
information dissemination and in formation the public opinion in the CARs. Eventually,
the CARS’ leaders recognised the need for changes and gradually reduced the presence
of the Russia’s mass media in their republics by increasing their own actwviityng
foreign media or simply limiting access of the Russian media to the Céstiah
audience. For emple, the monopoly of Russia’s TV broadcasting waoveah, and
local channels significantly reduced the amount of time allocated for the Russian TV
broadcasting.

The survey study had a qties where the regmdents were also asked "What are
the main sources of information on the foreighgydormation of your reublic and the
Central Asian region in general?" Several options were offered and tloadesps were
asked to choose three of them. The received data were crosstabulated wébetloe pl

living of the respondents (Figure 3).
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The survey found that 'Local Mass Media' was a source of information for 80.4% o
respondents in Kazakhstan, 84.7% of respondents in Kyrgyzstan and 85.0% o
respondents in Uzbekistan.

'Foreign Mass Media' was a source of information on the republics' foreign policy
formation for 69.8% of respondents in Kazakhstan. 51.4% in Kyrgyzstan and 46.7% in
Uzbekistan.

'Presidential speeches’ was a source of the information for 58.7 % of respondents i
Kazakhstan, 54.2% in Kyrgyzstan and 85.0% in Uzbekistan.

'Speeches by the Minister of Foreign Affairs’ was a source of the information for
17.4% of respndents in Kazakhstan, 33.3% in Kyrgyzstan and 8.8% in Uzbekistan.

'Parliamentary hearings' were a source of the informatiotG®% of respndents
in Kazakhstan, 12.5% in Kyrgyzstan and 17.5% in Uzbekistan.

'Friends and colleagues' was a source of the information for 26.1% ohdesys in

Kazakhstan, 27.8% in Kyrgyzstan and 24.2% in Uzbekistan.

The diversification of the sources of information on the outside world has been one
of the important features in the formation of the CARs foreign policy. If during the
Soviet era and the first years after the Soviet disintegration the CARs received the
information exclusively from the Moscow, later the picture has been gradually changed.
Another important thing is that, according to the respondents, the fordigyhrpakers

have become one of the important sources of information.

Perception of Formation, Realisation of Foreign Policy

Evaluation by the CARs’ experts of their success in the foreign polic
implementation was considered a constituent part of assessment of the region’s foreign
policy. The experts were asked 'What do you think, how successfully foreign policy is
formed and is realised in the following republics/regions?' There were several choices
with marks ranging from one to four (1 = bad; 2 = moderate; 3 =good; and 4 =
successful) and a list of the CIS countries to assess (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan, Russia, Central Asian Region and the CIS in general).

The survey found (see Table 5) that the foreigitytormation and realisation in
Kazakhstan was considered 'successful' only by 9.3 per cent of the CARs respondents.

Forty-six point four per cent dhose questioned markedood'; 37.2% of the
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respondents believed that it was 'moderate’, and 4.péd¢hat it was ‘'badly’
implemented.

The foreign policy formation and realisation in Kyrgyzstan was considered
'successful only by 6.7 per cent of the CARs respondents. Thirty-two point two per cen
of those questioned marked 'good’; 43.5% of the respondents believed that it was
'moderate’, and 13.2% replied that it was 'baudipfemented.

The foreign policy formation and realisation in Uzbekistan was considered
'successful' by 31.0 per cent of the CARs oesjents. Forty-two point three per cent o
those questioned marked 'good'; 17.5% of the respondents believed that it was
'moderate’, and 4.6% replied that it was 'baaiglemented.

The experts were also asked to evaluate success in foreign policy of the Russian
Federation, Central Asia as a region and the Commdtiwehlndependenttates
(CIS) (Table 5). The foreign policy formation and realisation in Russia was considered
'successful' by 18.0 per cent of the CARs respondents. Thirty-eight point nine per cent o
those questioned marked 'good'; 28.4% of the respondents believed that it was
'moderate’, and 10.8% replied that it was 'badly’ implemented. The foreign polic
formation and realisation in Central Asia was considered 'successful' only by 2.9 per cen
of the CARs respondents. Thirty-six point four per cent of those questioned marked
'‘good’; 44.4% of the respondentdidved that it was 'moderate’, ain®% replied that it
was 'badly’ implemented. The &gn policy formation and realisation in the CIS was
considered 'successful’' only by 2.5 per cent of the CARs respondents. Twenty five point
one per cent of those questioned margeadd'; 43.1% of the respondents believed that

it was 'moderate’, and 22.2% replied that it was 'badbemented.

The above data revealed that the Uzbekistan's foreign policy has been perceived
more successful than the foreign policies of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstarsusltsess o

the CIS’ foreign plicy has been the least.

It is remarkable that the former Soviet Central Asian state&l estabsh thei
workable foreign policy institutions within so short period of time. All these republics
have created quite a dynamic and democratic environment for the foreign policy making
and established a strong tradition of involving the academic expertise in treggnfor

policy making. Additionally, we canote that the CARS’ fa@ign policy has been quite
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well balanced and it has been free from impulsgsrand unpredictable moves of the
Russia’s foreign policy. Certainly, personal characters of the CARSs’ leaders have made
an important impact and contribution to ftioging of the foreigrpolicy institutions and

to their style of the foreign policy making. In this sensehoaigh the foreign policy

making in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan has been described as bureaucratic
and elitist, the respondents did not think that the foreidjoypnaking was monagised

by one particular institution. The CARS’ experts considered that a hierarchy of influence

of the foreign policy institutions was quitendar in every r@ublic of the region.

Conclusion

After the collapse of the USSR, only a few scholars strongly believed that the CARs
would be capable of developing stable social and egoan policies and maintain the
regional security without intervention of the major world actors. However, the Central
Asian leaders demonstrated their ability to take the challengedependence despite
the difficult internal and external situations. Practically all of the Central Asian republics,
with the exception of Tajikistan, sidbed the political situation and conducted a
relatively steady transformation of their national institutions. Despite the peculiarities of
the social and economic heritage, the CARs implemented a wide range of positive
changes and maintained stable relations within the region and with the outside world.

Two factors largely contributed to the formation of stable post-Soviet foreign
policy during the 1990s: the legacy of the Soviet era and circumstances of the Soviet
disintegration. On the one hand, the Soviet system achieved a very high level of
education amng the ppulation of the region and created a large highly qualified
stratum of specialists in various fields of science, technology, etc. Also the former Sovie
system could be credited for creating the viable system of state administration and the

system of local institutions, that were not always perfect but could generate ramgde
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of expertise locally. On the other hand, the former Soviet system of administration and
management was quite fiigent and unwieldy, economic systems of the Central Asian
Republics were created for fuimeting within the former All-Union system and were
practically unworkable as independent entities. The CARSs’ leaders faced challenging
problems &er the unexpectedisintegration of the USSR. Theyhad to find an
acceptable formulation for peaceful and sustainable economic, political and socia
transition, create a new formula for their relationshwthe Russian Federation, the
international commuty and even among each other.

The CARs’ relations with Russia experienced steep shifts and unexpecitg twi
and showed their vulnerdilty to objective factors (economic and otheas)d subjective
causes (such as power struggle in theniire etc). Contimous econmic crisis and
economic decline in RussiBmited Moscow’s influence in the region. However,
presence of almost 10 milion ethnic Russians in Central Asia became one of the
important factors that compelled the Russia’s politicians agairagain to return to the
issue of the Russian-CARs relations. In this sense, different players and institutions made
their often contradictory contributions to the dynamic of those relations: territorial
claims and imperial ambitions (Zhirinovski); security arrangements amohjdalon the
boarder guarding issues; economic co-operation amgetition in oil and gas
exploitation, etc. For instance, notorious Kozyrev-Grachev's approach postulated
implementation of the so-called ‘Monrovski Doctrine’ that claimed the region as a zone
of the Russia’s sphere of economic and political interests. This caused soowestensi
the relations between the CARs and Russia and mistrust among the CARS’ elite to their
northern neighbour. Nevertheless, gies non-constructive intervention of the Russian
nationalists and all odds of the Kozyrev-Grachev's foreidicyptowards the region,

Russia and Central Asia managed to ita@quite sustainable relations. There were no
mass expelling of the ethnic Russians from the CARsgmificant Russia’silitar
intervention into the CARs affairs (with exception ofikistan).

Changes in international environment and especially shifts in the nature of relations
with Russia affected the intensity of the public debate on the CARSs’ forelign po
formation and the CARS’ iddities in the international arena. In this sense, the debate on
the ‘Model of development’ appeared as one of the interesting phenomena. Indeed, the
unexpected disintegration of the USSR raised challenging issues before tha@iARS’

elite and one of the issues was the urgent need to search for a dynamic and technocratic
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identity of the region, which could clemnge the opinion of the international community
about the region as another place associatéd lglamic fundamentism and potential
Balkan—like interethnic conflicts. In this sense, the declaration of the ‘Model o
development’ approach was one of the good findings to creatsitvgponage of the
region before the international comnityras well as before the pablics’ multiethnic
communities.

Reshaping the security system in Central Asia has become the important issue for
the CARs. Vulnerability of the Kremlin's foreign policy and the rise of the extremes of
the Russian nationalism (especially, phenomenon of Zhirinovski) made it clear, that the
new security regime should have preferably relied not only on the security guarantees of
the Russian Federation alone, but on the neighbouring and other countries as well. The
CARs’ search for the new security regime also reflects the growing shift in the region’s
security orientation, which characterised diigninishing economic and political role o
the Russian Federation and increasing economic and financial influence of the USA,
France, Japan, UK, Germany, China and South Korea. By the mid 1990s, the CARs
developed the initial framework for a multilateral security sysfethat reflects the
multilateral approach of the Central Asia's co-operation with the OSCE, NATO
Partnership for Peace and the USA. The 1997 and 1998's military exercise, involving
military personnel from the USA, Russigyrkey and the CARs may be considered the
first step towards creation of such a system, pointing out the way to future development
of the security and military co-operation in Central Asia.

In this sense, a basis for the emerging dialogue has been formed Vwrien t
integration concepts, namely the CIS, ECO and CAU. The activities of these
organisations provided the CARS’ leaders with #eweopportunties for the indirect
test of all integration issues in the region, even though the organisations failed to fulf
their objectives. Thus, within these three levels of co-operation a control and balance
mechanism has began to emerge. The CARs’ elite showed themselves as extremely
pragmatically oriented. They developed their own ‘neo-pragmatic’ approach to
integrational and co-operation processes. In this sense, economic and political factors
have been the main driving force for the CARs in the regional and supra-regional
grouping, akough the Central Asian states demonstrated different levels of interest in
grouping within and outside the region. However, the realities of the post-Soviet

development proved that there were no integrational processes at the regional and
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supra-regional level despite a number of talks and until now the CARs have preferred to
co-operate with, rather than integrate even with their closélneigs.

The formation of the foreign policy institutions in the CARs after gaining the
independence was an uneasy task for all countries in the region. Almost half a century o
the existence of the republics’ Ministries of Foreign Affairs did litleadoumulate
foreign policy expertise , yet, it was a very importaourfdation for creation of
appropriate foreign pioy institutions in the post-Soviet era. From the beginning all the
CARs introduced quite a similar concept of the foreign policy mecimaking, which
avoidedmonomlisation of the foreign policy matg in the hands of individuals or
isolated groups of politicians. Indg the process of the foreign policy makingluded
competition between at least two foreign policy institutions. Also it udedd
development of adynamic and democratic environment in the decision making and
relatively free circulation of theadresand ideas between academic world and foreign
policy institutions. Most probably, the wide use of the academic expertise was one of the
most important features that made the CARs foreign policy more sustainable and
productive (unlike the Russia’s one). However, because of the shortagadme,
expertise and diplomatic experience, the functioning of the foreign praditityitions still
largely depends on personalities of their heads and on the personalities of the presidents,
who often directly control the work of the Ministry of the Fgre dfairs in thei
respective republics.

By and large, the foreign policy of the CARs was free from unexpected actions and
twists in the international arena during the first transitional period of the independence
era, but it is still undergoing its formative stage. The Soviet trained elite continue to
firmly grip the power and their technocratic and pragmatic approach still
overwhelmingly ifluence the foreign gioy formation. It is important to notice that the
CARs'’ foreign policy, at least at this stage, was relatively free from internal political and
economic turmoil and the power strugglghin the ruling éite (unlike some other CIS
countries). On the other hand, the relations with the Russian Federation remain the
cornerstone of the CARs’' foreign policy. However, we could observe that the
importance of Russia continues to decline steadily lailg tlve decline of the ecomic
and cultural relations and, at the same time, the role of other international actors i
apparently growing. However, the prognosis that the cultural and other factors would

dominate the CARs’ foreign policy orientation was not realised and neithkeyl uihor
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Iran and Pakistan became exclusive partners of the CARs. In this sense, relations with
China and with leading Western powers became the matter of priority for the CARS’
elite”’, although their expedian aout the level of foreignanomic and humanitarian
assistance and foreign capital investments was far from the reality. In general, the CARs
came up with the faign policy that accommodatedoth the role of Russia and
necessity for diversification of their international relations. However, because of the
strong personal influence of the leaders on the formation of the CARSs’ foreligy, p

the CARs have to undergo a further transfaion and strengthen their foreign policy

institutions in order to continue sustainable foreign policies in the future.
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% Olcott, M, Central Asia's New States: Independence, Foreign Policy, Regional
Security,(Washington D.C.: USIPP, 1996). Pp. 161-179.

® Karimov I. A Uzbekistan - svo'l put' obnovlenia i progressa.
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"t For a Russian evaluation of the exercise see: Korbut, A., “US Paratroopers in

Central Asia and KazakhstarlNezavisimaya Gazetg13 September 1997).

2 See for detailed description: Nichol P., Jamd3iplomacy in the Former Soviet

Republic,(Westport: PRAEGER, 1995). Pp.11-20.

® There were three major sources of the foreign policy professionals. The first was the
former Soviet MFA and other foreign policy institutions. The CARS’ leadeitethihe
natives who served in the former USSR’s Ministry of the Foreign Affairs to return to
their republics. It became a relatively small, but a very important source furégn

policy professionals. Let us mention one of the most apparent examples of the
Kyrgyzstan's leading foreign policy expert Roza Otunbaeva. She served at the senior
positions in the Soviet MFA from 1989 until 1992 and had a strong international
experience. She was the Kyrgyz Minister of Foreign Affair$982 and in 1994-1997.

In 1992-1994, she was Kyrgyz ambassador to the USA and Canada.

The second source of the foreigripoprofessionals was the local academiclei
and foreign policy specialists from the local universities. 1892-1995, the
representatives of this group were actively recruited by the MFAs and other foreign
policy institutions. During this stage the foreign policy specialists from various academic
institutions have been frequently invited to provide expertise for local foreign policy
institutions or to join a team of foreign policy professionals in ttMegiment bodies
and thinking tanks.

The third source of the foreign policy siists emerged in thaiddle of 1990s.
They were representatives of a relatively young and the numerous cohorts of the
specialists, who were trained and retrained in some foreign countries. Many of them
studied diplomacy and other disciplines in the USA and Western Europe, however som
of them were trained in such countries like Malaysia, Pakistan and Turkey.

4 See for evaluation: Tiulin, Ivan, “International Relations and the Lessons of
Dependency from the Soviet Union to Russia,” Theory and Practice in Foreign
Policy Making: National Perspectives on Academics and Professionals in
International Relationsed. by Michel Girard, Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Keith Webb,
(London: Pinter Publishers, 1994).

® Olcott, M, Central Asia's New States: Independence, Foreign Policy, Regional
Security,(Washington D.C.: USIPP, 1996). Pp. 14-16.

® parrott, S., “Central Asia: the Future Requires wiMteral Security System,”
RFE/RL,(20 November 1997).

" See for evaluation of Chinese approach of the relations with Central Xiig;
Gungcheng, China and Central Asia: Towards a New Relations. In: Ethnic Challenges
Beyond Borders: Chinese aRaissian Perspectives of the Central Asiam@hdrum.

(New York: St. Martin’s Press, Inc, 1998). Pp. 32-49.
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Appendix 1

PRACTICE OF FOREIGN POLICY-MAKING IN CENTRAL ASIA:
FORMATION OF THE POST-SOVIET INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

OF KAZAKHSTAN, KYRGYZSTAN, AND UZBEKISTAN

Description of the Research Project

Catapult to independend®ought five Central Asian Republics (CARS) of the former
USSR in to the international arena. They faced numerous problems from the shortag
of professionals to the lack of experience in international issues. However, after
several years of the CARs' independent travel in the world arena, the base of their
own style and practice in foreign policy making has started to take the shape. The
latest studies (Anderson, 1997) illustrated that this practice may vary from country to
country and was characterised as a complicated interaction of mamngfact

Formation of the CARS' foreign policy-making meets influences of the pastidas

and cultural experience and the heritage of the former Soviet legacy along with

present internal determinations such as the economic development, social and

civilisational peculiarities, nationalism, differences in political behaviour and

perceptions, traditional values.

This research was based on a survey study. Population diitlyecansisted of (1)
academics, scientists and researchers, (2) members of the parliament, political parties
and mass media, and (3) the personnel of the CARs’ Ministries of Foreign Affairs.
Proportional random sampling was useddtect a sample. The questionnaire was
designed to investigate: (apimion of the local experts on developing the foreign
policy making process in Central Asia; (b) perception of the security issues and
international development; (c) opinion on the role of the CARSs' leaders in the
formation of post Soviet foreign policy. Mostly structured questions, Likert and

semantic-differential scales were designed to collect the data.
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Appendix 1

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Until 1991, the Central Asian republics were under Moscow’s political and
economic patronage. This arrangement included delegation of tlignfpadicy
formation from the republics to the Kremlin's leaders. However, since the collapse
of the Moscow political dominance in the regiorlB01, the CARs leaders faced
the challenge of difficulties in transforming their countries from the Soviet type o
the total dependency to the sovgnenation-statehmd. A number of researchers
have focused their efforts on studying internal and extgrokitics of the post-
Soviet Central Asia. Many individual researchers and think tanks analysed
different aspects of the CARSs’ current foreign policy. Although the facts abou
internal, domestic politics of the CARs were known, the systematic analysis of
international aspects of the Central Asian politics was not done and some
interpretations were even misleading. Considerably little attention was paid to
study of the practice in the publmlicy makng including the formation of the
CARs foreign policy. Therefore, the main research problethigfstudy was the
formation of foreign policy decision making process in the Central Asian
republics and the main factors that influenced the formation of the CARs foreign
policy in the post-Soviet era.

It was anticipated that the research would assess the following aspects of the
CARs foreign policy making: (1) the evaluation of CARs’ fgre policy
priorities by the local academic and foreign policy experts; (2) the role of the
academic expertise in the CARs foreign policy making; (3) the evaluation by the
CARs experts of the internal and external factors in the formation of the cohesive

foreign policy.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following questions on CARSs’ foreign policy formation were answerexligr

this study:

1) How was the process of the foreign policy formation in the CARs developed and
what were the major influencing factors (both positive and negative) in each republic

and the region as a whole?

2) What personal impact have the leaders of the republics had on the process of the

foreign policy formation in their countries?

3) What were the perceptions of external and internal threats to the stability and
security of the region and what was the perception of the need for co-operation within

and outside the region?
4) What was the relationship between the academic experts (CARs’ scholars in

international relations) and the practitioners in the formation of the CARs’ foreign

policy making process
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ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY

The following assumtions were made:

1) Strong interrkations existed between the academic (research) instisuéind
the foreign policy institutions in the CARs.

2) There were two levels of academic expertise in the CARs: firstly, the foreign
policy research institutions, and, secondly, universities and other academic
institutions that provided training and retraining.

3) Perception of the foreign policy making in the CARspioplic and academic
circles’ and their perception of the relationghvother members of the inteticaal
community influenced the formation of the foreign policy priorities and directions
during the first years of independence.

4) The representatives of the academic circles (experts, scholars, etc) were quite
widely involved in the formation of the fagm policy priorities after the CARS'

independence.
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DEFINITIONS

The following defirtions were opeationalised for the study:

Academicians, scholars, scientists and researchergpeople who work and
teach in various research, teaching, and training organisations.

Central Asian region - the area occupied by five Central Asiapukics,
which are Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan

Central Asian Republics (CARs) - the term refers to the Republic of
Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Republic of Tajikistan, the Republic of
Turkmenistan and the Republic of Uzbekistan.

Central Asian Union — organisation established 1991, which united three
republics: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan

Commonwealth of Independent States- union of countries-successors of the

USSR.

76



Appendix 1

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The importance of the research on current changes and trends in the CARS’
foreign policy originated in theeed to evaluate their effects on the climate of the
international relations and security balance himit and outside the gon. The
strategic magnitude of the Central Asian region derived from several factors.  The
first, its size and geographical location in the pivotal areas of the Eurasian continent
(Mackinder, 1949); the send,geopolitical importance as a frontier line between
Muslim, Confucian and Christian worlds (Huntington, 1992); andtine, its huge
reserves of the natural resources, especially of oil and gas (Akiner, 1990;
Zhoulamanov, 1995).

The results of this study amegnificant both in the theoretical and practical terms.
Firstly, it was anticipated that the results would assist in further understanding of the
peculiarities of the foreign policy-making. Secondly, they would assess the
perceptions of the perspective of international relations by the local experts. Thirdly
they would provide the practical guidelines for developing cooperatibm the

CARs (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan).
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. The study was limited to three Central Asian newly independent states: the Republic
of Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and the Republic of Uzbekistan.
The selection of the three republics out of the five Central Asian countries was
grounded on théollowing reasons:

1.1 these republics were integrated into Central Asian Union;

1.2 these republics promoted the most active foreign policy in the region;

1.3 these republics were the biggest countries of the region;
Tajikistan and Turkmenistan were excluded from the survey because of the following
reasons:

1.4 Tajikistan was engaged in the civil war;

1.5 Turkmenistan's government pursued thetisolat po licy.

2. The survey was also limited to the following angations:
2.1 State executive ingttions (Ministries of Foreign Affairs, etc.);
2.2 Universities (only the faculties of international relations, international
economic relations, international law, etc.);
2.3 Research instites (the Institutes of Strategic Studies, etc.);
2.4 State legislative institutions (Parliament);
2.5 Mass media.
Although the research covers the majority of the most ediadlimsitutions, not all

research and training organisations were included in the list.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Population of the Study
The population of the study was selectedtigh three stages. At the first stage the
researcher conducted a survey of the CARs mass media and he selected several
institutions, which were the most important and influential in the CARs' foreign policy
formation. Also the researcher analysed the current foreign policy debates in the region
through the assessing local mass media and academic publications and then he selected
the most important issues for the CARs foreign policy making.
During the second stage, the researchadoctedqualtative interviews with the CARs
experts on foreign policy formation. Duringpig stage the researcher clarified the
structure and size of the analysed institutions, obtained information on their research
and other activities and clarified important issues in CARs’ foreign policy formation.
Additionally at this stage, the questionnaire was pretested with a Centre for Social
research of the Kyrgyz National Academy of Science.
During the third stage the researcher selected CARs institutions for the survey study,
improved the questionnaire and conducted the survey. Thdapon of the stud
covered 1669 staff members of different anigations andhstitutions whose work was
related to the field of international relations. They were from three Central Asian newly
independent countries: the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and the
Republic of Uzbekistan. The list was generatedhwthe help of respective

organisations who provided necessary information on their staff members.

Sampling

The stratified-random proportional sampling technique was used to generate random
samples. A sample size of 19 per cent was selected with the help of a computer
programme capable of generating random samples. This percentage was taken from the

Table for Determining Sample Size from a Given Populadiesigned byKrejcie and
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(Tables 1-3.

Table 1
Population of Kazakhstan

Morgart. The organisations, which figipated in the study were th&ata of sample
In total317 individuals were selected comly for the studyTable 4).

Organisation Number

1) Ministry of Foreign Affairs 180
2) Kazakh National University (faculties of International

Relations, International Economic Relations. etc.) 170
3) Kazakh National Institute of Strategic Studies under the

President of Kazakhstan 26
4) Institute for Development of Kazakhstan 40
5) Representatives of executive power 14

6) National High School of Public Administration under the

President of Kazakhstan 14
7) Kainar University (faculties of International Reions
International Economic Relations) 60
8) Kazakh State University of Law (International Law) 70
Table 2

Population of Kyrgyzstan

Organisation Number
1) Ministry of Foreign Affairs 105
2) International University of Kyrgyzstan 80
3) Institute of Integration of International Programmes of
Kyrgyz State National University 80
4) Institute of Strategic Studies under the President of
Kyrgyzstan 23
5) Representatives of executive power 12
6) Bishkek Humanitarian University 80
7) Russian Kyrgyz (Slavonic) University (International
Relations, International Scientific and Technological Centie) 60

80

! Powel, R.R.Basic Research Methodology for Librariadorwood: N.J.: Ablex
Pub., 1991, p. 75
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Table 3
Population of Uzbekistan

Organisation Number
1) Ministry of Foreign Affairs 190
2) Tashkent State Economy University (Internatignal
Economic Relations, MBA, etc.) 85
3) University of World Economy and Diplomacy 100
4) Institute of Oriental Studies 80
5) Academy of Public and State Development under [the
President of Uzbekistan 90
6) Institute of Regional and Strategic Studies under the
President of Uzbekistan 90
7) Parliament members 20
Table 4
Sample generation
N=1669 n=317
Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Uzbekistan
10 N*D n**D N n N n
1) 180 35 105 20 190 36
2) 170 32 80 15 85 16
3) 26 5 80 15 100 19
4) 40 7 23 5 80 15
5) 14 3 12 3 90 17
6) 14 3 80 15 90 17
7) 60 11 60 11 20 4
8) 70 13 — — — —
Total: 574 109 440 84 655 124

Numbering of strata is according to Tables 1-3.
N here is a population of stud
3 nhere is a sample of study

i
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Questionnaire

The quesonnaire basedurvey méhod was chosen for the colten of data. The
guestionnaire was aimed at providing answers to all research questions, which were
grouped as follving:

1) developing a comparative analysis of the foreign policy making process in the
Central Asian Republics (CARS)

2) analysing the personaldut of the countries’ leaders to the international politics of

the respective republics (with a special focus on the decision making procedure in
Central Asia);

3) evaluating the internal social and political perspective and consequences of the
CARs' international politics;

4) finding out objections and difficulties in developing the demntmcreontrol
mechanism of the CARSs' foreign policy-making process.

The quesonnaire consisted of 2uesions. The first question was aimed a the
personal input of the rpendents into formation of foreign policy of their respective
countries.

The next two questions sought information on the processnadion and realisation

of foreign policy and what groups have mostly influenced the process.

Two other quens were designed with a purpose to learn how well were the
respondents informed about the process of foreign policy making in their countries and
in Central Asian region as a whole and what were the main sources of such
information. Two more quésns were helpful in:

1) revealing the respondents’ opn about what qualities of the country’s leader
could have mostly affected the process of the foreign policy formation;

2) determining the degree at which the igmeolicy of the rpublic’'s depended on the
leader.

Another gquestion was on problems that could endanger the stability and security of the
region.

The next four qud®ns were designed tabtain information on the possible ways o
development: models of development, regional economic integration, and collaboration

with other countries.
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Another quetion revealed the opinion of the resglents on measures that were needed
in improvement of the foreign policy process if their countries.

Two questions were developed to learn how frequently theomesmts were
communicating with different professional groups in their professional activity and how
they assessed these relations.

The last segment of the qtieenaire was devoted to the personal profile of the
respondents when they were asked to indicate their age, race, gender, level of
education, and profession/occupation.

The instrument mostly consisted of structured tiores The Likert and semantic-
differential scales were used for most of the qoes to get meangful responses.
(Appendix 3).

The questionnaire was translated into Russian, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Uzbek languages.
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Data Collectio

The quesonnaire, designed toollect data on the process of figre policy formation

in three Central Asian republics, was pretested in Kyrgyzstan in tiimaladcademy

of Science of Kyrgyz Republic in December 1996 when five respondents filled in the
guestionnaire. Most of the responses collected during dtegtimg were according to
expectation. Some good suggestions were received for improving the questionnaire.
The quesonnaire was distributed and collected personally by the researcher in the
offices of the respondents andthvthe help of staff members of Centre for Social
Research in Kyrgyzstan. In Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan questionnaires were personally
distributed by the researcher and staff members of the National Academy of Science o
these republics.

A covering letter from the researcher, highlighting the significance of the study and
instructions on how to fill in the quinnaire, accompanied itAppendix 2).

In Kyrgyzstan, the questionnaire was distributed during 20-29 January 1997 and 60
guestionnaires were received back immediately. Twenty-five questionnaires were sen
to the researcher by mail. In Kazakhstan, the questionnaires were distributed from 27
January until 2 February 1997 and 40 of them were received back immediately.
Twenty-six questionnaires were sent by mail. In Uzbekistan, théaquesres were
distributed between 3-9 February 1997 488 of them were mived immediately.

Two hundred and twenty-three questionnaires (70.35%) were received back as at 12
February 1997 and 28 came by the mail, which madeotiaédf 251 quesonnaires.

Twelve of the received questionnaires were incomplete and, therefore, considered
invalid so that finally 239 (75.4%) questionnaires were prepared for analysis.

The collected data was analysed by using SPSS for Windows for descriptive statistics

like frequencies, means, and cross tabulations.
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Respondents’ Profile

Population of the tady covered three Central AsiangRiblics: Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. Forty-six vatjdesgionnaires were received from
Kazakhstan respondents, 71 from Kyrgyzstan, tdlrom Uzbekistan with 2 cases
missing. This makes a total of 239 respondents. The republics were represented in the
sample in the proportion shownkigure 1.1

The sample of the study consisted of 156 (66.1%) male and 78 (33.1%) female

respondents with 3 cases missing.

Figure 1.1
Respondents’ Profile by Republics
N=239

Uzbekistan
51%

Kazakhstan
19%

Kyrgyzstan
30%
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The study covered the following ageoupsTable 1.J):

Table 1.1
Age Groups of the Respondents
N=239

Age Groups Frequency Percent
up to 20 years old 31 13.0
21-30 years old 85 35.7
31-40 years old 67 28.2
41-50 years old 37 15.5
above 51 years old 18 7.5
Missing 1 0.4
Total 239 100

Ethnically the sample was represented by different groups that mainly included the
following (Table 1.2:

Table 1.2
Ethnic Representation
N=239

Ethnic Group Frequency Percent
Kazakhs 42 17.6
Kyrgyzs 53 22.3
Russians 25 10.5
Tajiks 6 2.5
Uzbeks 98 41.2
Missing 1 0.4
Other 14 5.9
Total 239 100
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Respondents were asked to reveal their level of education. According to received data

the following results were calculatetiaple 1.3:

Table 1.3
Educational Level of the Respondents
N=239

Level of Education Frequency| Percent
Not completed high education 60 25.1
Institute, university 65 27.2
Aspirantura 53 22.1
Doktorantura 24 10.1
High education in forign relations 5 2.1
Continuing or professional courses 11 4.6
Continuing or professional courses 18 7.5
Missing 3 1.3
Total 239 100

Also the quetion about the regmdents’ occupation considered being useful for the

study. The collected data revealed the following pictUrable 1.4:

Table 1.4
Occupation of the Respondents
N=239

Occupation Frequency | Percent
journalists 5 2.1
Staff of Ministry of Foreign Affairs 27 11.3
Scientist / Researcher 103 43.1
Member of the Parliament 12 5.0
Student 63 26.4
Other 28 11.7
Missing 1 0.4
Total 239 100
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Research Project:
Formation of Foreign Policy in

Central Asia

This questionnaire is administered as a part of a study conducted within the
framework of a research on foreign policy formation in the Central Asia republics.
The main purpose of the project is to analyse the problems of the foreign policy
formation in three republics of Central Asia. The questionnaire is administered in
the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Republic of Uzbekistan and the Kyrgyz Republic.
Respondents were selected randomly. Since the questionnaire is anonymous, ther:
IS no need to indicate your surname, name andompatric. Results of the
guestionnaire will be analysed with the help of a statistical computer programme.
The questions were translated into Russian, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Uzbek

languages. Please, select a language that most convenient for you.

We will appreciate if you answer all of the gquestions.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

1. In your opinion, at what extent your abilities and professionalism are utilised in the formation of
foreign policy of your republic?

* highly

» significantly

* moderately

* insignificantly

* not utilised

2. What do you thinkjow successfully foreign policy was formed and is realised in thewiig
regions?Please check all the options according to the following scale:

1 bad; 2 moderately;3 good; 4 excellent

Region 1 2 3 4
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Uzbekistan
Russia
Central Asia
CIs

3. In your opinion, which of the foling graups have the greatest influence on the formation of foreign
policy in your rg@ublic? Please check each group according to the following scale:

1 does not influence influences insignificantly3 influences significantly influences greatly

group 1 2 3 4

Mass media

Presidential office

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Parliament

Academy of science, universities (scientists and researchers)

Public opinion

Other(Please iINdIiCate).............cccovvvuriieieiiiiiiisiiiiiieeeee

4. Do you receive enough information on the foreign policy of your republic and Central Asian region as
whole?

Region enough moderately enoughl not enough do not know

in your republic

in Central Asia

5. What are the main sources of information on the foreign policyaf nepublic and Central Asian
region as a wholeRlease check only three options for each column.

Source in your republic | in Central Asia
Mass media

Parliament’s hearings

Presidential speeches

Speeches by the Minister of Foreign Affairs
Foreign mass media

Friends/colleagues

Other(please indicate)..........cccccceveuvermeennnene.
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6. In your opinion, how the following qualities of tleader of the republic affect the formation of foreign
policy of your republicPlease check all the options according to the following scale:

1 does not affect? affects insignificantly3 affects significantlys affects greatly

Quality 1]12]3]| 4
Leadership abilities

Theoretical knowledge of foreign relations

Long experience in international relations

Ability to synthesise theory and practice

Ability to logically analyse a situation and find the only true solution
Intuitio

Other(please INAICALE).............cccovvuiriiiieiiiiiiiiic e e

7. In your opinion, at what dege the formation of foreign policy depends on the republiagde?

* depends completely on 100%

* depends on 75%

* depends on 50%

* depends on 25%

* does not depend

o other(please INAICALE).........uuueuiiiieeiiiiiie e

8. Which of the following obstacles do you regard the most influential in the process of foreign policy
formation?Please check only 3 options for each column

Obstacle in republic | in Central Asia

Lack of theoretical knowledge of international relations

Too many theory and lack of practical deeds

Lack of information on foreign policy

Lack of coordination among the Central Asian republics

Lack of professionals in the field of international relations

Absence of experience in international arena

Scientists and experts do not involved enough

Other(Please INAICALE).............cccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e

9. What do you think, which of the following problems may threat stability and security in your region?
Please check only 3 options:

* internal social and political problems

* economic crisis and enomic problems

* environmental issues

* threat of the war

»  possibility of complications of relations with the USA

»  possibility of complications of relations with Russia

»  possibility of complications of relations with China

»  possibility of complications of relations with Iran

»  possibility of complications of relations with Afghanistan
*  possibility of complications of relations with Turkey

» religious fundamentalism

o other(please iNdiCate)..........ccuuerieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e

10. What models of development mostly appropriate for yquuixie? Rease indicate only 2 options
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e Turkish
* Japanese
*  South Korean

* Russia

* German

*  Newly Industrialised States (NISs) (Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, etc.)
e lranian

o Other(please iNdiCate)...........c.cuuieeieeiiiiiiiieieeeee e

11. What do you think, how important is regional integration of the Central Asian republézse check
only 1 option

*  highly important

*  important

* integration is possible but not so important

* not important

e other(please iNdiCate)........cccovevieeiiieeiiiei e

12. In you opinion, cooperation with which international organisations does mostly refégests of
your republics?Please indicate only 3 options

*  Commonwealth of Independent States

* Organisation Islamic Conferenc

»  European Security Organisation

»  Economic Cooperation Organisation

e Union of Turkish Nations

*  Central Asian Union

o Other(please iNdICALE)...........cuuriiiiieiiiiiiiiie e

13. In your opinion, how important is collaboration with the following countries for the interests of your
republic?Please check each country according to the following scale

1 - not important;2 - moderately important3 -important;4 - very important

Country 1 2 3 4
Germany

Russia

The USA

Japan

Turkey

China

Iran

Pakistan

India

Afghanistan

Other(please indicate)....................

14. In your opinion, what measures are needed for improvement of the process of the foreign poli
formation in your republicPlease check only 3 options:
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* improve education and training péronnel involved in the field of ternational relations
* intensify control from the Parliament

* increasglasnost

* involve more scientists and experts

* increase number of publications on international relations issues in mass media

* conduct more studies on foreign policy

* increase coordination between theorists and practitioners

* involve foreign consultants

15. How frequently do you communicate with the follog groups duringour professional activity?
Please check all options according to the following scale

1 -never;2 - once in 6 -12 months3 - once in 3-5 months} - once in 1-2 months5 - each week and
more frequently

Groups 1 2 3 4 5
Mass media

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

International Department of the Presidential Offic
Scientists and researchers

Parliament

Public

The Military and Security

Other(please indicate)...........c.oceveeiiieiiienieiiiecnn.

16. How do you assess your relations with the following groups during your professional aPliedg@
check only 3 options according to the following scale:

1- unsatisfactory2 -satisfactory;3 - good;4 - excellent

Groups 1 2 3 4

Mass media

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

International Department of the Presidential Offic

Scientists and researchers

Parliament

Public

The Military and Security

Now please tell us about yourself:

17. Where do you leave:
* Kazakhstan
*  Kyrgyzstan
*  Uzbekistan

18. Gender:
« Male * Female

19. Age:

e 20 and belo
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21-30
31-40
41-50
51 and abov

20. Your ethnic origin:

Kazakh

Kyrgyz

Russia

Taji

Uzbek

Other(please indicate)..............ueuuueueermeermeeieenieeennens

21. Your highest education:

secondary / secondary special

incomplete high

undergraduate (institute/university)

graduate (aspirantura)

postgraduate (doktorantura)

high special (in the field of international relations)

high special (continuing education courses)

high special (overseas continuing education courses)

Other(please INAICALE)..........c.uuriiiie e

22. Your occupation/profession:

journalist (mass media)

personnel of the Foreign Affairs Ministry

personnel of International department of the Presidential Offic
scientist/researcher

member of the Parliament

other(please iNAICALE)..........cc.uvemiiiiiiiiie e

Thank you for your help and cooperation.
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Table 1

Means of importance of co-operation withhe following countries for Kazakhstan,

Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan (N = 239)

Cooperation with Kazakhsta Kyrgyzstan Uzbekista
N = 46 N=72 N =120
Germany 2.93 2.84 3.30
Russia 3.73 3.68 3.34
USA 3.09 3.24 3.29
Japan 2.87 3.10 3.06
Turkey 2.89 2.72 2.45
China 3.14 2.94 2.68
Iran 2.07 2.04 2.11
Pakistan 1.90 2.04 2.06
India 2.07 2.11 2.24
Afghanistan 1.81 1.65 2.17
Others -- -- --

'‘Others’ included the CIS, the neighbouring Central Asigiulvécs,

Korea, UK, and "Tigers" of East and Southeast Asia.
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Table 2

Frequency of Importance of Integration for Central Asian Republics (%)

(N =239)
Importance Entire Kazakhstan | Kyrgyzstan | Uzbekistan
Region

Very importan 32.2 30.4 41.7 28.8
Important 50.2 52.2 50.0 50.0
Not so importan 13.8 15.2 5.5 18.6
No need 1.7 2.2 1.4 1.8
Other 2.1 0.0 1.4 0.8
Total 100 100 100 100
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Table 3
Crosstabulations of Necessity of International Co-operation for Kazakhstan,

Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan (%)

Co-operation with Kazakhstan | Kyrgyzstan | Uzbekistan
N =46 N=72 N =120
CIS 89.1 87.5 80.0
OoIC 10.9 9.7 11.7
OSCE 52.2 52.8 71.7
Economic Co-operation 30.4 29.2 26.7
Organisation (ECO)
Union of Turk People 23.9 13.9 18.3
Central Asian Union 50.0 70.8 54.2
Others 0.0 5.6 5.8

'Others' included the United Nations, WTO, the European Union, IMF, and Green
Peace.
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Table 4

Means for Levels of Influence of Different Groups on the IgorBolicy Formati

Source of Influence Mean
Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Uzbekistan

President 3.39 3.29 3.70
MFA 2.93 3.04 3.33
Parliament 2.18 2.40 2.63
Media 2.00 2.27 2.06
Academicians 1.56 1.64 1.98
Public Opinion 1.49 1.64 1.83
Others 4.3 1.4 5

The respondents who marked option 'Others' indicated as sources of influence the
President, the Tajik war, shadow economy, multiparty system and presence o

international organig@ns in the republics.
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Table 5
Frequency of the Respondents’ Opinion on Success of

Foreign Policy Realisation (%)

Country or Region | Badly| Moderately Good Successfully Missing Totgal
Kazakhstan 4.2 37.2 46.4 9.3 2.9 10(
Kyrgyzstan 13.0 43.5 32.2 6.7 4.6 100
Uzbekistan 4.6 17.5 42.3 31.0 4.6 10(
Russia 10.9 28.4 38.9 18.0 3.8 10(
Central Asia 7.9 44.4 36.4 2.9 8.4 10(Q
CIS 22.2 43.1 25.1 2.5 7.1 100

The respondents’ assessment of realisation of foreign policy in different parts of the
CIS was also analysed through comparison of the means , where 1 is ‘realised badly’
and 4 is ‘realisation is successful'.

Means for Assessment of Realisation of Foreign Policy in

Different Parts of the CIS

Country or Region Mean SD
Uzbekistan 3.05 0.84
Russia 2.67 0.91
Kazakhstan 2.63 0.71
Central Asia 2.38 0.69
Kyrgyzstan 2.34 0.80
CIS 2.09 0.78
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Figure 1

Models of Development (%)
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Figure 2
Threats to Stability and Security in the Region by the Republics (%)
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Figure 3
Crosstabulations of Sources of Information on Foreign Policy Formation in the

Republics
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