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"CENTRAL ASIA: ENHANCED COOPERATION"

MPHTHU
11.25.40

INTEGRATION IN
CENTRAL ASIA AND
THE POSITION OF
UZBEKISTAN

Bakhtier Ergashev

Independent expert, Tashkent, Uzbekistan

Abstract. There are many myths about the processes of Central Asian integration. In particular,
there is a myth that Uzbekistan in the post-Soviet period has withdrawn from the integration
processes in the region. But analysis shows that this is just a myth spread by insufficiently objective
and informed authors.

Uzbekistan has always declared the development of regional cooperation and integration as
the most important priority of its foreign policy. Uzbekistan acted as one of the initiators of the
creation in 1994 of the Central Asian Economic Community (CAEC) and then its transformation
in 2002 to the Central Asian Cooperation (CAC) of the CACO.

At the same time, the policy of Uzbekistan in the formation of certain integration associations
in the region and around it can be formulated as strictly pragmatic. Uzbekistan in the medium term
does not plan to participate in the integration structures formed today in the post-Soviet space.
But its policy will be aimed at forming cooperation with the countries of the region and gradually
building economic ties between the Central Asian countries in those areas and in the forms to
which the countries of the region are ready.

Key words: Central Asian integration, regional cooperation, Uzbekistan, foreign policy.

OPTAJIBIK ABUAJJATBI UHTEI'PAIIUS ’)KOHE O3BEKCTAHHBIH YCTAHBIMbI
Baxtuep Jprames

Angarna. OpranblK A3usgarbl MHTErpalus yaepicTepi Typalibl KOJJaHbICTa )KYPreH, COHBbIH
iIiHge, TMOCTKEHECTIK Ke3eHIe O30eKkcTaH ailMakTarbl MHTETpalnus YAEpICTEpiHEH ©31H-031
HIETTENI JIETeH NaKMbIpTTap Oap. Ajaiina Tannay KepceTill OThIpFaHbIHAal, Oy Oap OonFaHBI
YKETKUTIKT1 ACHT el 1€ 0ObEKTHBTI KoHE Xabapaap eMec aBTOPJIap AblH KOIIIIIKKE TapaThIIl )KaTKaH
JaKIBIPTHI EKEHIH KOPCeTe/Ii.

ChHIpTKBI casicaTTarbl ©31HIH aca MaHBI3Bl OaChIMJBIFBI peTiHae O30eKCTaH aWMaKThIK
KOOTEpalys MEH HHTETpalUsIHBIH JaMYybl Typajibl YHEMI pECMU TYpe MaiMmer kemi. 1994 xuisl
O36ekcTan Opranbik A3usgarsl DkoHOMUKAIBIK KoramaacTeikTeiH (OADK) KypbUTYBIHBIH, KeHiH
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2002 sxxputel OADK-ThIH OpTanbik A3usaarbl BIHTHIMAKTACTBIKKA ©3repyiHiH OacTaManIbuIapbIHBIH
6ipi 6onapl. CoHbIMEH Koca O30eKCTaHHBIH aliMakTa HeMece OHBIH ailHajachlHAa KaHAald aa
0ip MHTErpauusUIBIK OipIEeCTIKTEpIi KYpy MOCeleNepiH/Ieri KYpri3in OThIpFaH CasiCaTblH KaTaH
CBIHAAPJIBI casicaT ACM TYXKbIPbIMAyFa Oosabl.

Oprama Mep3imai Oonamakra ©30eKcTaH MOCTKEHECTIK KeHICTIKTe OYTiHT TaHJa KypbUIBII
OTBIPFaH MHTETPANMSIIBIK KYPhUTBIMIApFa KaThICY/IbI JKOCTIapIiall OTHIPFaH JKOK. OWTCEe /e OHBIH
casicaThl aiMaKTarbl €J1€PMEH BIHTBIMAKTACTBIKTBI KYPYFa, COHIAN-aK OpTaa3MsuIbIK eIaepMEH
SKOHOMUKAJIBIK OaijaHbICTap/ibl aliMaKTaFrbl enjep o3ip OarbITTapiaa *koHe Typliiepae OipTiHaen
OpHaTyFra OarbITTaJIaIbl.

Tyiiin co3dep: Opmasusnviy uHmezpayus, aumMakmel Koonepayus, ©30ekcmaH, cblpmkbl
cascam.

UHTETPAIIUA B HEHTPAJIBHOM A3UU Y IO3UINS Y3BEKMCTAHA
Baxtuep Jprames

AnHoTanus. CyIiecTBYIOT pacXokrue MU(BI 0 Tpolieccax HEeHTPAIbHOA3HATCKON HHTET PALIUH.
BuactHocTH, Mug 0 TOM, 9TO Y30€KHCTaH B IOCTCOBETCKUMN MEPUO]] CAMOYCTPAHSIICS OT IIPOLIECCOB
MHTErpaluy B perrnoHe. Ho aHanau3 mokaspiBaeT, YTO 3TO BCETO JHIIb MU(, pacpoCTpaHsIeMbIii
HEIOCTaTOYHO OOBEKTUBHBIMHU U HHPOPMHUPOBAHHBIMHU aBTOPAMHU.

V30ekucTan Bcerga JAEKJIapUpOBal Pa3BUTUE PETMOHAIBHOM KOOMEpalMd W HWHTETrpaluu B
KauecTBE BaXHEUIIETO MPHOPUTETa CBOCH BHEUIHEH MOJUTHUKU. Y30€KHCTaH BBICTYIHI OJHHM
13 MHUIHATOPOB co3nanus B 1994 rogy lleHTpanbHOA3MATCKOTO SKOHOMHYECKOTO COOOIIecTBa
(DIADC) u 3arem ero mpeodOpaszoBanusi B 2002 rogy B LleHTpanbHOa3UaTCKOE COTPYIHUYECTBO
(TAC) OLIAC. Ilpu sTOoM monuTHKa Y30eKuCTaHa B BOMpocax (pOpPMUPOBAHHS T€X WIM HHBIX
MHTETPALMOHHBIX O0BbEMHEHUH B PErMOHE M BOKPYT HEro MOXET ObITh c(hopMynHpoBaHa Kak
YKECTKO IIparMaTuyHasl.

VY30eKuCcTaH B CPEAHECPOUHOM MEPCIEeKTUBE HE TUIAHUPYET YYacTBOBAaTh B MHTETPALIMOHHBIX
CTPYKTypax, c(HhOPMHUPOBAHHBIX CETOIHS Ha MOCTCOBETCKOM IpocTpaHcTBe. Ho ero monmutuka
OyzneTr HampaBiieHa Ha (OPMHUPOBAHHE COTPYIHUYECTBA CO CTPAHAMHU PErHOHA M IOCTEIIEHHOTO
BBICTPAWBAaHUs JKOHOMUYECKHUX CBA3C€H MEXAy LEHTPAJIbHOA3UAaTCKUMU CTpaHAaMU 10 TEM
HampaBJICHUSAM U B TeX (opMax, K KOTOPBIM FOTOBBI CTPAHbI PETHOHA.

Kntouegvie cnosa: yenmpanvnoazuamckas uHmezpayusi, pPecUOHANbHAA KOOnepayus,
V3bexucman, enewnan nonumuxa.

Political and economic realities: limitations
and opportunities for regional cooperation
and integration

The development of regional cooperation
and integration in Central Asia is an indisputable
factor in the long-term sustainable economic
growth of all countries in the region. Moreover,
economic cooperation strengthening in Central
Asia is one of the main conditions for ensuring
the security of the region.

In addition to the

general historical

prerequisites for the development of regional
cooperation and integration, there are several
important factors that will influence the
Central Asian countries to build up multilateral
cooperation among themselves:

* The presence of significant structural
interdependence around the issues of maintaining
the working capacity and development of water
and energy infrastructure;

* The need to develop a regional-transport
network to minimize the geographical
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shortcomings of Central Asian countries, expand
access to the region for large neighbors and enter
global markets;

* The need to harmonize legal standards
in the areas of finance, trade, transport,
communications and other areas for private
sector growth, overcoming the segmentation
of national markets and increasing the
attractiveness of the region for foreign investors;

*  The need to develop cooperation in the
border areas and avoid conflict situations in the
border areas.

In addition, there are challenges and threats
of a regional nature that can be neutralized
only with a regional approach. In particular,
the challenges and threats include pollution of
the atmosphere; land degradation; the spread
of infectious diseases and epidemics; the
trafficking of drugs, weapons and people; and
the spread of ideologies of religious extremism
and terrorism.

The influence of these factors underscores
the interdependence of Central Asian countries,
makes regional cooperation and integration
necessary for the future sustainable economic
growth of all countries in the region.

The post-Soviet countries of Central Asia
have experienced many attempts at integration,
in various formats and with different goals,
most of which now can be remembered only by
specialists.

Among such attempts, one can recall the
establishment of the Central Asian Economic
Community (CAEC) and the Central Asian
Cooperation Organization (CACO). There were
other initiatives aimed at stimulating regional
cooperation and integration in Central Asia. For
example, the initiative of the Asian Development
Bank — CAREC - and the TRACECA project,
actively promoted by the European Union and a
number of others.

However, the overall dynamics of regional
initiatives in the Central Asian region over the
years has largely remained rather sluggish.
The multiplicity of regional organizations and
various "multi-speed" integration entities (both
regionally and at the level of the entire post-
Soviet space) with almost identical goals and
objectives led to fragmentation of the political
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and economic space of the region, stretching,
and ineffective use of limited management
mechanisms in the Central Asian countries.

There can be a lot of reasons for the failure
of regional integration projects. In our opinion,
the main ones are the following:

The biggestreason of all is that in all countries
of the region there have been processes relating
to the formation of statehood; national identity;
and the formation of a market economy and a
new political system. The formation of statehood
and close integration are two differently directed
processes, which, in the opinion of the author,
are simultaneously incompatible.

* Regional initiatives developed and
promoted by national governments were more
political than economic in nature, often leading
to excessive politicization of issues of regional
cooperation and integration;

* The already-created institutional and
other formats for the development of interstate
relations in the region suffered from a lack of
"real substance";

* There was uncertainty about the distribution
of income from regional projects and fears of
possible losses (both economic and political).

* There was no confidence within the
integration groups, which was expressed in the
fears of small countries in the region towards
larger ones, often fueled by large extra-regional
powers in their own geopolitical interests.

* The existing discrepancy in the economic
policies and levels of economic development of
the countries of the region, which continue to
grow.

But one of the main reasons was that in
the previous stages the governments of the
countries of the region monopolized the right to
solve the issues of regional cooperation and the
nomination of regional integration initiatives. In
addition, the private sector, non-governmental
organizations and the expert community were
often placed before de facto events. This is
understandable - in all countries of the region
the private sector was weak and not developed.
And so most regional projects bore the nature of
bureaucratic initiatives - a kind of initiative for
the sake of demonstrating political dynamics.
At the same time, the national businesses of the
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countries of the region did not see their place in
the integration processes.

As a result, regional cooperation in Central
Asia was mainly limited to joint consultations
and statements on issues of mutual interest,
"necessary" trade and economic relations,
separate interstate projects and programs.

At the same time, the recognition by the
leaders of the Central Asian countries (with
the exception of the "special position" of the
Turkmen leadership) the importance of regional
cooperation, at least at the official level, has led
to certain successes in the implementation of
regional initiatives.

For example, notable results are the
achievement of an agreement among the
countries of Central Asia on respect for the state
borders inherited after the collapse of the USSR,
despite the existence of zones of compact
residence of ethnic minorities.

Some progress was made in the sphere of
joint struggle against terrorism, extremism and
drug trafficking. The basis for the development
of cooperation on security issues between
the countries of the region was the Tashkent
Treaty of 21 April 2000 between Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan on
joint actions to combat terrorism, political and
religious extremism and transnational organized
crime.

In this way, the countries of the region can
effectively cooperate to solve common problems
in cases where possible profits and benefits, as
well as losses in the case of unilateral actions,
are distinctly clear.

At the same time, the general dynamics of
regional initiatives - both multilateral projects
and regional organizations - have remained
largely sluggish for many years.

Despite the presence of sufficiently strong
integration impulses in the region, the insufficient
pace of regional economic integration and the
constant threat of further growth of centrifugal
tendencies pushed the countries of the region to
search for extra-regional partners - some kind of
"guarantors" for stability, a source of political,
financial and economic support.

But, for the most part, extra-regional
forces, primarily the large states bordering the
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region, considered such regional initiatives as
mechanisms for exerting their influence on the
region.

In general, assessing attempts to form regional
integration structures in Central Asia, it may
be noted that the countries of the region have
been unable to implement regional-integration
projects and the formation of their own regional
security system. They could unite neither on the
basis of common opportunities and interests, nor
on the basis of common threats and challenges.
Transition to the market foundations of economic
cooperation with a deeper level of cooperation
between the countries of the region has not been
accomplished.

The policy of Uzbekistan towards Central
Asian integration projects

Since 2010, Uzbekistan has consistently
declared the development of regional cooperation
and integration to be the most important priority
of its foreign policy. Uzbekistan acted as one of
the initiators of the creation of the Central Asian
Economic Community (CAEC) in 1994 as well
as its transformation into the Central Asian
Cooperation (CAC) of the CACO in 2002.

The ideological basis for the participation
of Uzbekistan in regional integration projects
was fixed by the First President of Uzbekistan
in his work "Turkestan is our common home",
published in 1995. [1] The main idea was the
idea of the geopolitical unity of the territory,
called Turkestan, and the need to strengthen the
unity of the countries occupying this territory
and the need for rapprochement of their peoples.

In other words, the position of Uzbekistan with
its participation in the formation of integration
associations in the region was that Uzbekistan
did not deny the necessity and importance of
forming and participating in various integration
associations. But at the same time, based on
national interests and the chosen model of
economic reforms, it put more emphasis on the
development of bilateral relations.

When analyzing Uzbekistan's attitude to the
formation of certain integration associations in
the region and around it, it can be formulated
as strongly pragmatic. Uzbekistan has always
proceeded from the principle that regional
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integration institutions and mechanisms and
Uzbekistan’s participation in them are possible
only when those processes correspond to
the goals of the formation of a new Uzbek
statehood; the formation of effective political
and economic systems; and the creation of
conditions for improving the well-being of the
population. At the same time, short-term and
long-term development benefits have always
been the benchmarks.

In other words, foreign policy, decisions
about participation/non-participation in certain
integration structures and projects were dictated,
first of all, by the long-term interests of internal
development.

Thus, inthe second halfofthe 1990s, economic
policy was aimed at import substitution, the
creation of new industries and the support of
domestic producers. There was an urgent need
to create the main points of economic growth.

Under these conditions, initiatives that
imply liberalization of prices, simplification
of regional trade and transit, and which are
defined as priorities in the creation of integration
associations, were unprofitable and unacceptable
for Uzbekistan in terms of realizing its own
economic strategy.

Abstract arguments about the benefits
of regional integration and the expansion
of regional trade lost all meaning in the
conditions of Uzbekistan in the 1990s,
which was in fact an agrarian country, with
reformed government apparatus and economic
management mechanisms, with predominantly
rural low-income population and with a weakly
competitive industry that needed restructuring.
Special attention had to be paid to the urgency
of security problems, both in the economic and
military-political spheres.

Uzbekistan was focused on solving internal
problems, the solution of which gave a new
quality to the political and economic systems
and already on this basis gave an opportunity
to talk about more in-depth forms of regional
integration in Central Asia.

For example, there is no doubt that the
transport and transit potential of Central Asia
is significant and the region may well become
a bridge between a rapidly growing Asia and

Central Asia’s

FAIRS

QUARTERLY ANALYTICAL REVIEW 3 (67)2017

Europe. But most of the initiatives aimed at
implementing transport projects have ended, at
best, with mixed results.

Within  this  framework,  Uzbekistan
concentrated on the gradual modernization and
development of its own transport infrastructure,
as it was the task of speedy reformatting
the country's spatial framework through the
formation of new transport highways that would
"tighten" the space / regions of the country with
new transport "clamps" and reduce Uzbekistan's
dependence on transport corridors in the northern
direction.

The implementation of railway construction
projects along the routes Navoi/Uchkuduk/
Sultanuizdag/Nukus and Tashguzar/Baysun/
Kumkurgan created a basis for the formation of
the meridian axis of the spatial framework of the
country: "northwest of Uzbekistan to southwest
of Uzbekistan". This transport corridor overlaps
the latitudinal (east-west) traffic arteries already
in place: Andijan/Tashkent/Samarkand/Bukhara,
the key part of which was the construction of
the motorway and the electrified railway line
Angren/Pap through the Kamchik pass, which
provided uninterrupted transport links between
the Fergana Valley and the rest of the country.
Uzbekistan's participation in the implementation
of the Bukhara/Tejen/Serakhs/Bender/Abbas
transport corridor ensured the availability of
Uzbek goods to the ports of the Persian Gulf.
Uzbekistan is an active participant in the
formation of transport corridors connecting the
countries of Central Asia with China (the eastern
direction) and with the countries of the Black
Sea basin (the western direction). In the long
term, the importance of the multimodal logistics
center in Navoi, as a transcontinental transport
hub linking the countries of the East and South-
East Asia with the countries of Europe, the
Middle East and the CIS, will increase.

In general, Uzbekistan managed to solve
the task of creating a unified transport network
linking all regions, creating a basis for balanced
spatial development of the country during the
transitional period, through the implementation
of a number of road and railroad projects inside
the country. At the same time, Uzbekistan's
active participation in the implementation of
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several projects for the creation of international
transport corridors has made it possible to
diversify transport routes for foreign trade.

Uzbekistan within the framework of this
policy, opposed various integration "projects"
on principle and supported those initiatives that
were pragmatic and realistic at the current stage
of development.

In particular, Uzbekistan strongly opposed
the idea of creating a Union of Central Asian
states initiated by the leadership of Kazakhstan,
since this idea represented another option for the
formation of an integration association, which, for
the time being, because of prevailing economic
conditions, is premature and unviable. [2]

But at the same time, Uzbekistan has come
up with the idea of creating a free-trade zone in
Central Asia on the institutional basis of CACO.
[3] This initiative of Uzbekistan was voiced at
the CACO summit in Astana on May 28, 2004.
At the same time, it was proposed to start the
formation of this zone from the integration
of the two largest economies of the region -
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan. And here the logic
of Uzbekistan's position is traced - one cannot
rush and create integration associations for which
the economy, the political and legal systems, the
political and economic elites and the population
of the countries of the region are not ready.

The following goals of CACO aimed at
raising the living standards of the population and
the intensive development of the economies of
CACO member states have been determined in
Uzbekistan:

- Optimization and rational use of the natural,
water-energy and mineral resources and the
human potential of Central Asia in the interests
of each country included in CACO;

- The formation of a unified strategy to create
a favorable investment climate and conditions
for attracting foreign investment to the region.

The realization of this long-term initiative in
practice in Uzbekistan was considered possible
in three stages (for 10-15 years):

1) Formation of the Customs Union and the
solution of transport and transit problems, which
imply the adoption of a single unified mutually
agreed tariff system.

2) Implementation of the provisions of the
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Agreement on the establishment of the Free
Trade Area.

3) Establishment of the Common Market of
Central Asian countries.

Given the dynamics of the economic
transformation processes, the implementation
of this initiative could, according to Tashkent,
become a real basis for convergence of the
national economies of the Central Asian states,
which were at different levels of development
due to various rates of reforms.

At the same time, a strategic obstacle to
the implementation of this initiative, as well
as the development of regional cooperation
and integration processes in Uzbekistan, was
considered strategic uncertainty regarding the
further development of Central Asia, largely
due to the clash of interests of the world's
major powers and countries neighboring the
region. In this regard, Uzbekistan advocated the
comprehensive development of relations with
leading states and international organizations
that, not being part of Central Asia, are interested
in ensuring the security and sustainable
development of the region.

A new stage in the policy of Uzbekistan
regarding the implementation of integration
initiatives in the post-Soviet space in general
and the Central Asian space in particular came
after 2010.

The crisis of the FEurasian Economic
Community led to the idea of multi-speed
integration in the post-Soviet space, actively
promoted by the Russian Federation and the
Republic of Kazakhstan at the end of the 2000s.

At the summit of the heads of the EurAsEC
member states in Astana on July 5, 2010, it was
announced that the Customs Union between
Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus had started its
full-fledged activity. [4] Within the framework
of this Customs Union, a single Customs Code
and tariffs will be in force. At the same time, TC
members decided to accelerate the formation
of the Single Economic Space of the three
countries and the constituent documents should
be prepared and agreed by January 1, 2011.

It was from this period that a new stage of the
active transformation of the post-Soviet space
began, and Russia began actively reformatting

Central Asia’s

FAIRS

QUARTERLY ANALYTICAL REVIEW

3(67)12017



"CENTRAL ASIA: ENHANCED COOPERATION"

this space, changing the alignment of forces
between the post-Soviet countries, formed in the
1990s and zero years. Within the framework of
the Customs Union, Kazakhstan and Belarus,
through the Uniform Customs Code, were more
clearly and structurally involved in the orbit
of Russia's economic and political influence,
transferring part of their economic and political
sovereignty to supranational bodies.

The failure of the regional integration projects
in Central Asia resulted in a split among the
countries of the region on the principle of joining
certain integration associations. The formation
of the Customs Union of Russia, Belarus and
Kazakhstan became the point that divided the
countries of the region into two groups: the
first group of countries includes Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan (and in the long term a dubious
Tajikistan); and the second Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan, which occupy neutral-expectant
position on those integration associations where
Russia is politically and economically dominant.
This dividing line has a long-term character.

It therefore seems that, in the medium term,
Uzbekistan will continue the policy of distancing
itself from those integration projects dominated
by extra-regional powers. This applies not only
to Russia, but also, for example, China, which
promotes the idea of forming the SCO Free Trade
Zone, where, due to the size of its economy, it
receives the predominant influence. [5]

To assert, therefore, that the policy of
Uzbekistan regarding integration initiatives in
the CA region has been one of inactivity does
not correspond to the principles of historicism
and objective analysis.

The analysis shows that Uzbekistan has been
an active participant in integration projects in
Central Asia. But it has always been cautious
about the integration initiatives that the Russian
Federation put forward and envisaged the
formation of supranational bodies, with the
transfer of certain powers to them in the customs,
tariff, fiscal and monetary spheres.

Based on the current realities, the formation of
a Central Asian regional integration association
seems unlikely. The countries of the region
have diverged too far in their foreign policy and
foreign economic trajectories and priorities.
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A new stage - economic cooperation

Today Uzbekistan is at a new stage of
economic development. Uzbekistan has passed
through the implementation phase of the
policy of import substitution, selective support
of individual industries, and rigid non-tariff
regulation. We can now say that Uzbekistan is
intensifying its policy aimed at export-oriented
growth. In addition, institutional transformations
in Uzbekistan are basically completed; and
a multi-layered economy is formed with its
inherent institutions.

Uzbekistan has already reached the stage
of development of its economy where regional
cooperation will not go against the economic
interests of the country but, on the contrary, will
allow it to receive benefits.

Efforts made over the whole period under
discussion has prepared the country for future
realization of larger integration initiatives
where Uzbekistan can participate in conditions
favorable to it.

In the medium term, one can already
expect, if not breakthroughs, then major shifts
in integration initiatives. On the one hand, all
the countries of the region, and in particular
Uzbekistan, have resolved the task of forming a
new statehood. With, to a greater or lesser degree,
the participation of the state, all countries have
built market economies.

The economy of Uzbekistan today
demonstrates high growth rates. [6] In the
foreseeable future, Uzbekistan faces the
challenge of moving to an export-oriented
economy that is able to attract and effectively
absorb investment, both internal and external.
And for this, the national economy should be
more open and integrated into the regional and
world economy. The very logic of the economic
reforms which Uzbekistan plans to implement in
the coming years will stimulate the search for
acceptable forms of regional integration.

At the same time, it is important to note the
qualitative difference in the current situation in
that, in one way or another, in all countries of
the region the private sector / capital has taken
shape and serious financial and industrial groups
are being formed. Today, the "order" for regional
integration, including that in Uzbekistan, will
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come from business, the player who is able to
give a qualitatively new content to regional
initiatives. Today, a business, which creates
a gross national product and jobs is interested
in reducing barriers and transaction costs in
regional-commodity turnover.

Successful implementation of the processes
of regional cooperation and integration is
impossible without ensuring the compatibility
of the economic systems of the countries of
the region, which first of all requires national
governments to take several steps to harmonize
legislation regulating economic activity, the
convergence of macroeconomic indicators and
the formation of institutions responsible for the
implementation of regional projects etc.

Central Asia can become one of the fastest
growing regions in the future. However, the
opportunities and quality of this growth will be
determined by the pace and formats of regional
cooperation between the countries of the region.

The best way is to gradually build economic
ties between the countries of the region in those
areas and in the forms to which the countries
of the region are ready. It may be the formation
of the economic axis Uzbekistan-Kazakhstan.
It may be a deepening of the economic ties
between Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. [7]

The basis for the formation of new formats
for regional economic cooperation at the current
stage can be the harmonization and integration
of the transport and communication potential
of the countries of the region (primarily
Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan).

These countries implement transport-sector
development strategies and this sector invests
heavily in investments. But today the task is to
integrate these national transport strategies and
form a single Central Asian transport-transit
hub of continental importance. Proceeding from
the fact that all countries in the transport-transit
sense are dependent on each other, a unified
approach is needed to unite country efforts. And
why not make this request a basis for setting up
intensive format cooperation ties?

Uzbekistan in the near and medium term
will not participate in the integration structures
formed today in the post-Soviet space. And here,
first of all, the EAEU is needed.

But Uzbekistan is a key state in Central Asia.
It has an interest in forging deeper ties with the
EAEU countries. At the same time, the largest
markets in the Central Asian region are of
interest to the countries of the EAEU.

In these conditions, it seems expedient to
formulate new initiatives in this direction,
interesting and acceptable both for the EAEU
and for Uzbekistan. In particular, one of the
options may be the formation of a Free Trade
Zone between the EAEU and Uzbekistan. Why
not? The formation of such a FTA can become
a serious foundation for deepening cooperation
and the gradual harmonization of the legislative
and regulatory framework, standards and norms
of the EAEU and Uzbekistan. If the EAEU is
ready to create a FTA with Vietnam, Israel and
Turkey, then there is no less reason to consider a
developing Uzbekistan as a partner.
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Abstract. The results of the presidential elections in the USA provoked a very active reaction
within political and expert circles, the mass media and public opinion. A question concerning future
US policy under president D. Trump toward Central Asia is extremely important. The US (as well
as the European Union) has no primary interests in Central Asia; but they have goals related to
China, Iran and Russia. All this taken together leads to the conclusion that, on the political agenda
of the West, more importance is attached in Washington and Brussels to Central Asia’s neighbors
than Central Asia itself. Thus, American strategy under the Trump administration will be formed
according to the course of the US’s current interests and priorities on the world stage, including
financing limitations for the Pentagon and aid for foreign countries, rivaling the other international
problems of the United States.
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OPTAJIBIK ABUAJATBI AKLL CTPATEI'MSICBIHBIH )KAHA KBIPJIAPBI
Mypar Jlaymyaun

Anparna. Amepuka Kypama IltarrapeiHnarbl Mpe3uAeHTTIK CaiyiaylblH KOPBITHIHIBICHI
QJIEMHIH KOIITereH eJ/IepiHJie casCHU kKOHE capanTamaiblk oprana, bAK meH KoraMmIbIK MiKip
TaparnblHaH alTapibIKTail OeJceH 11 TajaKpuiayFa TycTi. bi3 yiin gepoec »xoHe MaHbI3 bl CAHAIATHIH
cypakrap karapsinaa 1. Tpamn okimiiifiri ke3eHinaeri BammHarronasiH OpTaibik A3HsiFa KaTbICTh
cascaThIHBIH KaHaal OarpiTTa Aamybsl O0onmak. Opranbik Asusira KarbicTel AKLI-TeiH OipiHmmi
Ke3eKTi MyJienepi koK, 0ipak Kpitail, Upan sxone Peceiimen 6aiinanbIcThl MakcaTTapsl 6ap. by
MYAJENepAiH KUBIHTBIFbl baThlcThIH KyH TopTiOinAeri Opranblk A3usi Kepluiiepine OeplieTiH
MoHHIH Bammurron men bproccens TapanblHaH eTe Xofapbl eKeHIIriH kepemis. Jl. Tpamn
OKIMILLIIr Ke3eHiHaeri AMepukanblH OpTanblK A3usra KaTbicThl casicatbl Kypama [l taTTapasig
QJIEMIK CaxHaJarbl Mynenepi MeH OachIMIBIKTapbl, [I€HTarOHHBIH KapXKbUIaHbIPHUTYBIHBIH
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TOMEH/IEY1 MEH IIET MeMJIKeTTepre koMekTecy, skoHe ae AKII HazapsIH Tamam eTeTiH 6acka aa
MOceeNIepMeH OOCEKeNIeCTIK OaphIChIHIA KATBITITACAIbI.

Tyitin cozoep: Opmanvix Azusa, AKLL, Peceii, Kvimaii, ceocasicam, « Yxken ouviny Ayeancman,
Kayincizoix.

KOHTYPBI COBPEMEHHOWM CTPATEI'MM CIIIA B IIEHTPAJIBHOM A3HUH
Mypar Jlaymyaun

AHHoTauus. Pesynbrarsl npesuaeHTckux BblOOpoB B CIIIA BbI3BanM B MOJUTHUYECKUX U
AKCTIEPTHHIX Kpyrax, CMU u 001ecTBeHHOM MHEHUH MHOTUX CTPaH MUPa IOCTATOYHO aKTUBHYIO
peakiuo. OTaenbHBIM, KpailHe BaKHBIM BOIIPOCOM OCTaeTcs JUIsl Hac, Kakoil Oyaer MoJuTHKa
Bamunrrona npu agmunuctpanuu . Tpamna B otHomenun LlentpansHoit Aszuun. Y CILA Her
IIEPBOCTENIEHHBIX HHTEPECOB B LleHTpanbHON A3uM, HO y HUX €CTh LIENH, CBs3aHHble ¢ KuraeM,
Hpanom u Poccueii. Bce 3T0 BMecTe NpuUBOIUT K TOMY, YTO B MOJUTHYECKOHN MOBECTKe 3amaja
cocenaM LlenTpanbHoit A3uu npuaaercs B Bamunurrone u bproccene kyna 0osnbliiee 3HaueHUE, YeM
eil camoil. AMepuKaHCKas MoInTUKa npu aamuHuctpanuu 1. Tpammna B orHomennu LlenTpanbHoi
Azun Oyzer (GopMHpOBATHCSI B KOHTEKCTE TEKYLIMX WHTEpecoB U MpUopuTeToB COeAMHEHHbIX
[IITaroB Ha MUPOBOIi apeHe, orpaHUueHN pruHaHCHpoBaHus [IeHTaroHa 1 MOMOIIY UHOCTPAHHBIM
rocyJlapcTBaMm, B KOHKYPEHILUH C APYyTUMH IipoOieMamiu, TpeOyromumu BHuManus siaacteit CIIIA.

Knrwoueewvie cnoea: llenmpanvnas Asus, CLLIA, Poccus, Kumau, ceononumuxa, «bonvuas

uepay, Apeanucman, bezonacnocme.

The results of the presidential elections in
the US have provoked quite an active reaction
in many countries in terms of politics, experts,
the media and public opinion.

A separate, extremely important question
remaining for us 1is which policy will
Washington choose under the Donald Trump
administration regarding Central Asia?

The US (as well as the European Union) has
no primary interests in Central Asia; but they
have goals related to China, Iran and Russia.
All this taken together leads to the conclusion
that, on the political agenda of the West,
more importance is attached in Washington
and Brussels to Central Asia’s neighbors than
Central Asia itself.

General geopolitical framework

By the middle of the 2010s, Central Asia
facedachoicebetweenthreeprojects: aRussian-
Kazakh project (as a regional development
center); an American project (connecting
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to non-Russian transport corridors); and a
Chinese one (turning the region into a secure
land transit zone for China in the direction of
Europe and the Middle East).

According to the head of the Stratfor research
fund, one of the most important strategic goals
of the United States is to prevent the emergence
of a superpower in Eurasia capable of uniting
the population and resources of the continent.
The appearance of such a heavyweight could
radically change the global balance of power,
undermining American leadership. In this
regard, the ultimate imperative of the dominant
power of the United States is to prevent the
emergence of an opponent in Eurasia. To do
this, the fragmentation of Eurasia has to be
supported, with the existence of as many hostile
powers as possible there. This long-term strategy
is designed to oppose a revival of Russia. Russia
and China are equally interested in ensuring that
regional affairs are resolved without outside
players, regardless of their origin.
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Beijing stopped being caught in the middle
between Moscow and Washington many
decades ago. Now Beijing sees itself as the
center of power, which is not yet equal to
Washington, but is on the road to equality
with it; and in the long term may take a higher
position in the international system than the
one currently occupied by the US. Russia is an
important factor for China, although its role in
Beijing is not overestimated. Russia is, above
all, a reliable protector of the rear, which is
very important for China. Russia opposes any
third force - with the United States in mind
- taking part in any kind of dispute between
Moscow and Beijing or another country in the
region.

The USA is a tangible presence in the
immediate vicinity of the borders and important
sites belonging to Russia and China. This partly
makes the United States a regional superpower;
and therefore they can force regional players
to strive for their containment. At the same
time, the United States, like Europe, does not
bear the risks and costs associated with being
directly within the problem region.

It is therefore assumed that there has been
a marked decrease in the attention paid to
Central Asia by the leading centers of power
globally. Because of the Afghanistan mission,
the growth of internal problems and the
promotion of mega-projects by TPP and TTIP,
the United States and the countries of the EU
are becoming less interested in Central Asia.
Because of the internal situation in the region,
the geopolitical environment and the limited
nature of American interests and resources, it
is likely to remain outside the practical scope
of American "reformative."

Washington faces an increasing number of
problems in the process of implementing its
foreign policy in many regions of the world
against the background of an obvious shortage
of resources. To continue the previous
argument regarding the global significance
of the Central-Asian factor in world politics,
there is a certain intellectual inertia: there are
stable and quite influential political, expert and
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lobby groups operating within the framework
of the "Big Game" paradigm.

As far as the preservation of exaggerated
notions about the importance of Central Asia
in the geopolitical picture of the world is
concerned, regional elites are also interested in
this, since all their foreign policy in the last
quarter of a century of sovereign existence rests
on the foundation of a multi-vector approach -
playing on the contradictions of the external
centers of world power and extracting from
this process various material (investments,
loans, assistance) and intangible (political
support) dividends.

The political baggage of American
presence in Central Asia

The Donald Trump administration will
have a solid-enough inheritance in the form of
the possibility of exerting political influence
through various means. The administrations of
Clinton, George W. Bush Jr. and Barack Obama
purposefully, although not always consistently,
implanted different "soft -power" institutions
in the region to create an environment in which
Washington could exert its influence on the
political processes in each of the republics.

At the same time, American strategists have
proceeded from the assumption that Central
Asia has a high - maybe even underestimated
- strategic value for the United States, due
to its characteristics. Central Asia is located
practicalle in the geographical center of the
Eurasian continent. The processes occurring
here affect the interests of the main international
competitors of the United States and many
major regional powers. The impact on the
region's pressure-points opens up a wide variety
of opportunities to influence the situation in
neighboring countries. Hence, it is highly
probable that Central Asia, if temporarily out of
the focus of US foreign policy, will inevitably
return to it again and again in the future, and
Washington (although it is officially denied) will
play the role of an opponent to the continental
powers here, similar to that previously played
by the British Empire.
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After the collapse of the USSR, America
initiated large-scale programs to eliminate
Soviet WMD. The United States supported
the extension of the NPT norms to the Central
Asian states but raised objections to the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone.
In Central Asia, the United States made a
breakthrough as a global military force after
the opening of the "Afghan Front" in 2001.
The Afghan campaign set the direction of US
military cooperation with Central Asia for the
subsequent fifteen and more years.

Technically, the Americans are already able,
from their bases in Afghanistan, to conduct
secret operations using UAVs on the territory of
Central Asian countries without the agreement
of the latter’s leadership. Moreover, the list of
possibilities for drones is quite extensive and
includes exploration, analysis of the radiation,
biological and chemical situation, bombing
of ground targets, including the elimination
of undesirable leaders. The United States
formed a well-developed intelligence network
in Kyrgyzstan and its external surveillance
service, overseeing politicians as well as
carrying out counter-monitoring of the CIA.
[1]

According to several Russian experts, the
efforts of the American side in Central Asia
are concentrated in several directions. They
include: military penetration in the Caspian
region, where corporations from the United
States are developing oil fields; The creation of
professional units in Central Asia which follow
NATO standards, capable of participating
in joint operations with the Alliance abroad;
encouraging the reform of local armed forces
on a Western model; and the introduction of US
military equipment in line with the doctrine that
facilitates the setting-up of highly mobile parts
of an operational response. Washington pays
special attention to the Caspian area, motivated
by the need to protect oilfields from terrorism.
Kazakhstan's position on the "Caspian Guard"
program is that its implementation is possible
but this requires the consent of Russia. This
delayed the prospect of launching a large-scale
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Pentagon project in the Caspian Sea region.

In terms of Kyrgyzstan, researchers note
that long-term work with the personnel of the
Armed Forces and law-enforcement agencies
allowed the Americans to fully disclose
their structure and organize the collection
of information on the state of affairs in the
republic. Favorable conditions were created
for the study and recruitment by the US special
services of the representatives of the Kyrgyz
security agencies. The atmosphere of full
loyalty to Washington, which has developed
among many higher officers, made it possible
to nominate people oriented to US interests for
leadership positions. Another consequence of
the Americans' actions was the demoralization
of law enforcement and special bodies. As a
result, during the "color revolution" the militia
moved to the side of the insurgents; and the
army and the national guard declared neutrality.

The United States put forward an approach
to the drug problem in the Central Asian region.
Strangely enough, the efforts were actually
focused on, on the one hand, further removing
the barriers between Afghanistan and the
neighboring countries of Central Asia, while,
on the other, establishing patronage over the
anti-drug structures created here. At the core
of Washington's position, it seems that there
were motives of the global confrontation with
Russia and the desire to weaken its influence.

At the stage of rapprochement after
September 11, 2001, the relations between
Tashkent and Washington were not absolutely
cloudless and were overshadowed by the
desire of the White House to reform the regime
in the republic by interfering in internal affairs
through a network of NGOs, the media and
contacts with secular and religious opposition.
To support loyal politicians in Uzbekistan,
resource centers have been established that
provide various kinds of technical assistance.
The Uzbek leadership was absolutely sure
that the attack on Andijan was prepared
with international assistance, including the
American-sponsored NGOs. Experts note
that today it is still not completely clear
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what caused the crude inconsistency in the
US policy towards Uzbekistan, which earlier
demonstrated the greatest willingness in
Central Asia to cooperate with America.

From outside, the situation in many
respects appeared as if the desire of a part of
the American elite to interfere in the internal
affairs of the republic prevailed over the
interests of the joint struggle against terrorism,
leaving an imprint on the final official position
of the White House. An important conclusion
emerged from the Andijan conflict regarding
the American strategy in Central Asia. It lies in
the fact that to achieve their goals in the region,
the United States considers it acceptable to use
the Islamist factor here, interpreting it to suit
its own interests and depending on the specific
circumstances.

With the acquisition of independence by
the Central Asian countries, the question of
the channels for transporting hydrocarbons to
foreign markets turned out to be beyond the
commercial interests of American business
and began to be considered in the United States
as an instrument of geopolitical struggle. As a
result, US foreign policy was oriented toward
the creation of the so-called Southern-Energy
Corridor, which in the future was supposed
to allow the export of Caspian oil and gas in
such a way as to bypass the territory of Russia
and Iran by following the route Central Asia/
Caspian Sea/Caucasus/Turkey. Such a scheme,
in the event of its successful implementation,
opened the way for Washington to solve several
problems at once.

Thus, the instruments of influence on the CA
countries, which are at the disposal of the United
States, are very diverse. For the post-Soviet
republics, the consequences of the imposed
reforms in many cases have proved to be
more than problematic. International financial
institutions have found that the greatest weight
in the process of making economic decisions
among the states of Central Asia has lain with
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. [2]

With regard to Kyrgyzstan, it is known that
after the accession in 2005 of the new Kyrgyz
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government, headed by Kurmanbek Bakiev, on
a platform of democracy and with the direct
support of the United States, the deterioration
of the country's economic system was not
only stopped, but the economy recovered to
exceptionally high levels. The expected result
of this policy was the undermining of Russia's
economic interests, including the freezing of
investment projects in the field of hydropower
and military-technical cooperation. Using
administrative resources and illegal raider
schemes, commercial organizations affiliated
with the President’s son, Maxim Bakiyev, took
control of the majority of the most profitable
assets, instigating the withdrawal of money
from the country and their legalization in
foreign accounts. The most important role
in these processes was played by people
from Maxim Bakiyev’s closest associates -
financiers and lawyers from the United States
and Europe.

On a more limited scale, the United States
has applied traditional sanctions as well. This
is illustrated by the example of the Central-
Asian cotton market. Uzbekistan is sixth in the
world in the production of cotton and third in
terms of its export. The export of raw materials
is monopolized by the state. The US authorities
(and this country itself belongs to the world's
largest producers of cotton and textiles) are
systematically urged to restrict the entry of
Uzbek raw materials into Western markets,
accusing Tashkent at the diplomatic level of
using child labour in the fields.

The key vector of the US economic strategy
in Central Asia has been the fight against the
Russian integration project. The White House
failed to prevent the creation of the Customs
Union of Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus in
December 2012. Given the limited level of
trade ties, Washington's intrusive desire to
interfere in the processes of regional economic
integration in Central Asia can be explained
only by the desire to exercise geopolitical
restraint over Russia.

Central Asia is on the periphery of US
economic interests. Limited trade and
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investment relations with the region are
maintained, concentrated mainly around oil
production in Kazakhstan. The main tools of
American economic policy are infrastructural
(primarily pipeline) planning; MFI programs;
grants for liberal reforms; and sanctions.
The main conclusion is that the strategy of
the United States is focused not so much on
expanding its own economic ties as on the
ensuring the geopolitical containment of
Russia and China. The White House promotes
transit corridors and integration plans which
are alternatives to the proposals of Moscow and
Beijing and designed to reduce their impact on
the economy of Central Asia.

Under forced expansion, the apparatus of
US foreign policy is built and algorithms for
planting one's will be worked out. Among the
"secret operations" are propaganda, economic
warfare, sabotage, anti-sabotage, sabotage and
evacuation, subversive activities and assistance
to clandestine movements, etc. Once in the
orbit of US foreign-policy interests, Central
Asia has also been forced to experience this
unpleasant specificity of the American foreign-
policy doctrine.

Within Central Asia, Kyrgyzstan continues
to be the republic where American political
strategists have a wide variety of tools for
manipulating social and political processes,
including branched institutions of "soft
power". Administrators of grant funds, the
National Endowment for Democracy (NED)
and two institutions affiliated with it, the
International Republican Institute (IRI) and
the National Democratic Institute (NDI),
which are officially non-governmental but
tightly linked to the US government and co-
financed from the state budget, established
their offices. The above associations, to put it
figuratively, made up the top floor of the "soft
power" infrastructure, from where financial
resources and project assignments descend to
the lower levels.

The second echelon of the system is formed
by transnational Western NGOs. They are
based on network principles. At this level, most
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of the funds allocated for "democratization"
programs end up, and work is carried out to
find, attract and cooperate with local civil
activists. As a rule, each of them adheres
to a certain specialization. At the bottom of
the mechanism as described are local non-
profit organizations, which are established by
citizens of CA states and are engaged in the
execution of projects "on the ground". This is
the most numerous layer, although the funds
reach it only partially.

Countries differ in the degree of influence
of western umbrella patterns from the first
and second echelons to national NPOs. If the
representations of the most odious foreign
organizations were squeezed out of Uzbekistan
after the Andijan events of 2005; and in
Kazakhstan the programs of the state social
order and the single state operator for financing
NPOs constituted competition to foreign
grants, then the "third sector" in Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan is almost completely focused on
receiving Western financing from the moment
of its appearance. Determining the extent
of Washington's financial infusions into the
"soft power" infrastructure in the region can
only be approximate, since it absorbs funds
from several sources at once. The Pentagon,
the CIA and other paramilitary and special
services of the US do not publicly make
display of the details of their budgets, but they
also traditionally sponsor the non-profit sector.
Finally, American efforts are complemented
and duplicated by various initiatives of the EU
countries and interstate organizations.

In general, the system built over more than
two decades covers the most diverse spheres
of public and state life in Central Asia. Human
rights associations are an element of protection
of opposition figures and constant pressure
on national governments. The United States
has managed to create strong positions in the
Central Asian information field. In addition, the
US finances, and consequently influences, the
editorial policy of many local "independent"
media outlets. Another vector is education.
Sincethe 1990s, anetwork ofhigher educational
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establishments providing educational services
in accordance with Western standards has been
deployed in Central Asia.

In Central Asia, there are 13 centers that
have such an official status (most of all in
Kazakhstan). In total, tens of thousands of
citizens of Central Asia have passed through
educational projects run by the United States.
As a more detailed acquaintance with them
shows, it is often here that primary ideological
processing takes place, ultra-liberal ideals are
inculcated and the foundation of a negative-
critical attitude to one's own power, tradition
and history is laid. Here, the future foreign
policy clients of the United States are being
raised, like Mikhail Saakashvili.

Thus, a number of researchers conclude, the
American establishment does not hide its goal
- the global domination of the United States. To
achieve it, it considers it permissible to interfere
in the internal affairs of other states, up to the
forced replacement of national governments.
Among the tools for strengthening American
domination, there appears "soft power", which
in theory is described as cultural expansion,
but in practice it is used as a well-functioning
mechanism for manipulating the mass public
consciousness of foreign countries.

Its system proved its ability in the course of
the "tulip revolution" in Kyrgyzstan in 2005,
but gradually its capabilities are weakened
under the pressure of a number of objective
factors. These include the shift of international
priorities to other parts of the world and
the related cuts in grants to Central Asia;
remoteness of the region from the European
allies of the United States and concurrently
co-investors in civil society; increased distrust
towards the White House from the Central-
Asian regimes and their measures to control
the "third sector"; and, finally, strengthening
the positions of Russia and China on the socio-
political scene of the region, including the
adaptation of American experience to them.

In addition, Americans take little account of
the traditions and characteristics of the mentality
of foreign peoples, considering their ideology
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universal. But, despite this, it is premature
to write off the whole social class that arose
with the support of America and unites tens of
thousands of citizens of Central Asia. It will still
have the opportunity to show itself at moments
of political turbulence, which will almost
inevitably arise during the forthcoming transit
of power in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. In
addition, it is not known how Donald Trump’s
administration will behave.

Finally, acting in a traditional style for
themselves, the American side covered the
region with an extensive network of NGOs,
media, educational institutions and Internet
groups involved in the manipulation of socio-
political processes.

In general, watching the "campaign" of the
United States in Central Asia, it is noticeable
that their achievements were defeated by the
inability to hold onto gains; and successful
moves were replaced by blatant failures, a vivid
example of which was the Uzbek Andijan.

At such critical moments, the strengths
and weaknesses of American foreign policy
are clearly discernible. Its unconditional
advantages remain a clear priority of its own
national interests: the ability to mobilize
allies to solve their problems; adaptation
to the diplomatic work of modern social,
communication and digital technologies;
and, of course, a clear ideological message
attractive to many foreign citizens, despite the
striking divergence of liberal rhetoric with the
real deeds that it masks.

Among the weaknesses of the American
approach, experts refer to inter-party and inter-
agency competition in the US, which affects
international relations; wasteful handling of
material resources, which, even for the world's
first economy, are not boundless; ignoring
sometimes very well-known Asian cultural and
political traditions, although many American
experts know that, for example, projects
promoting homosexual relationships are poorly
perceived in the patriarchal Eastern societies.
But perhaps the most obvious vulnerability to
which the American establishment is inclined
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is the predominant sense of superiority and
exclusivity that not only breeds the desire for
world hegemony but also dulls the perception
of reality.

The United States has steadily reduced its
visible presence in the countries of Central
Asia due to a combination of several factors.
Among them is the strategic departure from the
region (the transit center in Manas was closed
in 2014 at the request of Bishkek), the limited
activity of American companies (which today
has been further reduced due to a decrease in
the demand for Caspian oil and gas and the
continued deferral of the development of the
oil and gas field in Kashagan) and lack of
large investments. This is especially obvious
in comparison with the large-scale Chinese
program entitled ‘One Belt: One Road’.

To the above, we should add in the factor
of fatigue on both sides: the activity of US
civil society in the region is declining; and the
community of supporters for the continuation
of this activity seems to have lost hope for
political changes in this region. At the same
time, local authorities and public opinion in
these countries are increasingly critical or even
hostile to American plans for the implantation
of democracy and the protection of minority
rights in the countries of Central Asia. More
and more often, various theories are under
discussion, according to which the US
sometimes aspire to destabilize the Eurasian
(like the Middle Eastern) countries. These
theories are beginning to determine public
opinion in Central Asia.

Interests and contradictions between
the Russian Federation and the People's
Republic of China and the United States in
Central Asia

The gap in the influence on Central Asia
between Russia and the US continues to widen
to the disadvantage of America. Washington is
losing its status in this region and is actually
being pushed into the second tier of countries
in terms of its influence in Central Asia. The
"big game" in the region today is between
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Russia and China, and these countries seem to
have found the right balance of influence as far
as Central Asia is concerned. Local regimes
doubt the US’s commitment to the interests of
the region, given that Washington has to work
vigorously in other theaters of world politics;
and they feel that the Americans have given
up leadership in this region to Moscow and
Beijing. [3]

Despite the 5 + 1 format created by Secretary
of State John Kerry, the role of the United States
in the region is slowly and steadily declining.
Relations between Russia and the United
States in Central Asia are determined precisely
by this growing inequality of their status.
Moscow closely follows any US actions in the
region, but does not feel as uncomfortable as
it is in the countries of the South Caucasus or
in the buffer countries that separate Russia and
Europe. Washington is also unable properly to
take into account the influence of Russia's soft
power.Nevertheless, Moscow and Washington
may have much more common interests in the
region than officially recognized. Looking
at them in order of importance and priority,
then both countries express concern about the
following factors:

- Moscow and Washington tend to
overestimate the role of Central Asian citizens
who left to fight in Syria in terms of the potential
impact of the propaganda of the "Islamic state"
on Central Asian Muslims. For Russia this is
a more pressing problem than for the United
States, given how many residents of the North
Caucasus and other citizens of Russia today
are fighting in Syria.

- Both geopolitical players are worried about
the risk of political destabilization in Central
Asia, despite a completely different attitude
towards local regimes. The smooth transfer of
power in Uzbekistan after the death of Islam
Karimov seems to give Moscow more reason
to believe in the ability of local governments
to maintain stability in their countries. This
attitude of Moscow is very different from the
view of the United States on the nature and
ability of local regimes.
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- Both powers hope for the successful
conclusion of the reconciliation process in
Afghanistan. They believe that it will be
possible to avoid a new round of military
confrontation, since a military conflict may
spread over time to neighboring countries. But
Russia is not particularly concerned about the
political nature of the next Afghan government,
while Washington is more sensitive to the
preservation of the institutions it has planted
since 2001.

- Both countries would like to see a more
effective fight against drug trafficking in the
region, but they differ in their attitude to the
problem of corruption of state authorities.

Perhaps relations between the US and
Russia in Central Asia are doomed to remain
unbalanced for a long time, since it is difficult to
imagine a more active participation of the US in
the affairs of this region, which could intensify
confrontation. However, the Central Asian
countries themselves may be the initiators of
the changes, or the changes may be the result
of Moscow's more active participation in the
affairs of the region, which will again open a
window of opportunity for the United States. If
this does not happen, Central Asia will remain
on the periphery of relations between the
United States and Russia, which are formed in
many other theaters of world politics, where
there is a more acute confrontation between
the two countries.

In the context of the development of the
political situation in Central Asia, American
analysts pay special attention to the growth of
China's influence in the region and the prospects
for changing this influence in the future, after
the withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan.
It should be noted that American experts in
general are quite unanimous in assessing
Chinese policy in the region, describing it as
much more successful than a similar policy of
Western countries. The main reason for this
success experts see in its practicality.

US experts believe that the US is trying to
balance China's activity in the region and find
there are reliable politicians who are inclined to
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multi-vector policy. Nevertheless, by 2015, in
the US, both at the expert and political levels,
they finally came to the conclusion that, on the
whole, they would support the policy of the
PRC in this region. Thus, US politicians and
experts assess the PRC as a more "convenient"
rival in the Central Asian region, which
looks rather remarkable due to its external
illogicality. It would seem that, given many
objective criteria, China now seems much more
realistic than Russia, a candidate to challenge
the US domination both on the world stage in
general and in Central Asia in particular in the
historically close future. [4]

In general, both Russia and China are
geopolitical rivals of America. In the
foreseeable medium term, it is more likely
that the US will perceive Russia as its main
rival, while the US attitude toward China is
mixed. China's development of infrastructure
in Central Asia favors greater multipolarity
in the geopolitics of the region, which in turn
serves the purposes of the United States. At the
same time, America is also concerned about
the fact that Central Asia passes into the hands
of China. America welcomes (or does not
oppose) China's policy in Central Asia with
the decisive condition that this policy will not
call into question the strategic balance in the
region. [5]

In this regard, we should mention the format
of "C5 + 1", which is based on Washington’s
previously developed strategy of "The New
Silk Road" and has the same objectives as the
Chinese initiative, "The Economic Belt of the
New Silk Road", which appeared in 2014. The
essence of the American strategy, as D. Kerry
said then, was to help the region integrate into
the world economy through infrastructure
development, increasing the competitiveness
of economies, attracting investments and
implementing new programs, in particular,
on climate change and Smart Waters ("Smart
Watery).

That being said, Washington pursues several
goals at the same time. The first is the economy
and how economically it is possible to connect
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Central Asia with a wider region and with the
USA; the second is the environment and the
solution of the problem of climate change; and
the third is security, with a special focus on
the threat of terrorism and stability issues in
Afghanistan. [6]

The United States, understandably and even
justifiably, does not have a clear strategy for
Central Asia, unlike China and even Russia.
The Chinese have long tried the most pragmatic
style - expansion into the region through
bilateral agreements. However, gradually
leaving Afghanistan, Americans cannot
afford the luxury of completely forgetting
about Central Asia, which was their backbone
and main political toolkit during Operation
Enduring Freedom.

For the United States, the presence in the
region is caused by a desire to balance the
activation of China, which fills the niche of
the main player in the economic sphere and
most likely in the future in the field of security.
Sooner or later, Beijing will come to this,
because investing in the region, they will have
to protect their investments. This might even
be within the framework of close military
cooperation with the countries of Central Asia.
This explains the US attempts to intensify in
the region and, as far as possible, counteract
the strategy of Beijing.

The US - unlike China - cannot offer
anything concrete to the countries of Central
Asia; certainly not from the point of view of
direct investments, except for those that are
made to the Kazakhstani energy sector; nor
from the point of view of security. It is obvious
that the direct presence of Americans in the
region in the military and political sphere will
greatly irritate both Moscow and Beijing in a
way that the region cannot cope with. The US
bid will end up on multilateral relations, trying
to find pressure points in each of the countries
and determining its priorities in relations with
each of them.

USA and country specificity of the region
For Washington, each of the countries of
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Central Asia has its own specifics. From the
economic point of view, Kazakhstan is the key
partner for the United States. The interests
of large oil and gas companies in the United
States are concentrated here. In the sphere of
regional security for Uzbekistan, Uzbekistan is
apriority. Taking into account the Afghan factor
and the common border, separate attention is
paid to Tajikistan and Turkmenistan. However,
Washington, speaking of the fact that there is a
single format for dialogue with the countries of
Central Asia, as a pragmatic player understands
that the region is not a single whole. Americans
know that there are serious tensions between
the countries of Central Asia. Therefore, it
is not advisable to say that Washington has
developed a unified strategy in relation to
them. The format of "C5 + 1" is more like a
PR project, to demonstrate that the US has not
lost interest in the region. Multi-vector foreign
policy is exactly what Washington is expecting
from its partners in Central Asia.

Neighborhood with Afghanistan determines
US interest in Central Asia. According to
observers, Washington's activity in the region
has always been situational and short-term. The
United States reduced its presence in Central
Asia immediately after reaching its goals.
Now this goal is stabilization in Afghanistan.
For this, Washington needs coordination
with all regional forces, for which the C5 + 1
dialogue format was created. " In August 2016,
in support of this format, five projects were
developed, for which the US is ready to spend
only $ 15 million.

In all projects - "Greater Central Asia",
"New Silk Road", "Greater Middle East" - the
US involved Central Asian countries, but they
were created mainly to improve the situation
in Afghanistan. At the same time, through
these projects, the US competed with Russia
and China for leadership in the region. As
predicted, after the US military contingent
is completely withdrawn from Afghanistan,
Washington's interest in the region will again
decline.

American experts on CA express confidence
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that the new president will continue to work
closely with the Central Asian countries in
the C5 + 1 format, "but the prospects for the
project will depend on the states of the region
themselves who should independently form
the agenda of the C5 + 1 meetings. Thus,
the long-term nature of the C5 + 1 project
will depend not so much on the US as on the
ability of the states of the region to solve the
accumulated problems in their relations with
each other. Experts emphasize the energy and
border contradictions between the Central
Asian republics.

Naturally, the White House has to take
into account the specifics of each state in the
region. [7]

It is Kazakhstan that is at the center of
attention not only of the US State Department,
but of analytical structures in general. This
is evident in the numerous reports of various
American think tanks dealing specifically with
Kazakhstan. Most importantly, what interests
them is the issue of preserving the same foreign-
policy direction after Nursultan Nazarbayev's
departure: what is called in Kazakhstan a
multi-vector foreign policy. Of all the Central
Asian countries, it is with Kazakhstan that
the United States has established partnership
relations, even in spite of Astana's participation
in the Eurasian Economic Union (EAP) or the
republic's participation in the CSTO. Naturally,
the White House is extremely interested in
Astana following an unchanging course with
the likely change of power.

Analytical circles in the United States openly
state that in the current situation Kazakhstan
is the best candidate for cooperation in
the region. This country has a concept of
development, resources and institutional
capacity necessary for the more active role of
leader and to facilitate the transition of Central
Asia into a positive direction. Kazakhstan
has serious achievements in foreign and
domestic policy, and, unlike other countries
in the region, it sets itself major tasks for the
future. Its leaders carry out a skillful, complex
diplomatic strategy that allows for effective
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use of ties with China, Russia and the United
States. Support and stimulation from the US
can help Kazakhstan move towards a more
modern, open and diversified economy. Over
time, it may be more like Dubai and Singapore
— and it is the case that such a goal is posed
by Kazakhstan's leadership, rather than Russia.
[8, 9]

Washington takes into account the fact that
Kyrgyzstan expresses a certain disappointment
with membership in the EAEU, a decline
in Russian investment activity. Americans
have caught this change and are preparing
for a new relationship with this country. In
2017, presidential elections should be held in
Kyrgyzstan. Washington expects that a change
of leadership in Kyrgyzstan will lead to a
change in Bishkek's foreign policy. [10]

Kyrgyzstan, if it manages to stabilize its
political situation, could become a useful
partner of the United States, but because of its
small size and meager resources, it is unlikely
to be the backbone of America's interaction
with the region. Tajikistan and Turkmenistan,
in Washington's opinion, are problem countries;
The United States does not have the resources
or serious interests to try to change the path
of their development, and relations with them
should be built accordingly.

Uzbekistan can occupy a more significant
place for US diplomacy in the region if
the government that will be in power after
Karimov's departure is less repressive and
more reform-oriented. From the point of view
of security and US actions in Afghanistan, this
country, perhaps, is of the greatest importance.
And while the United States seeks to reduce
its participation in Afghan affairs, so long
as Washington is interested in ensuring
Afghanistan's security, Tashkent will remain
its important partner.

US experts are convinced that after Islam
Karimov’s departure, Uzbekistan will not
have a sharp course fluctuation, at least in
the beginning. Acting President S. Mirziyev
recently stated that he will continue the policy
of his predecessor: Uzbekistan will primarily
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defend its interests and will not enter any
regional blocs. It is likely that for some period
of time Uzbekistan will continue the whole
Islam Karimov’s line. But with time some
minor changes can be expected. At the same
time, it is necessary to take into account the
factor of external pressure on Uzbekistan.
China and Russia are interested in distancing
Tashkent from Washington and in drawing
Uzbekistan into its sphere of influence.

Expected US policy in Central Asia

In the United States, which forms a common
"Western view" of the Central Asian region,
there has recently been a marked increase in
the "realistic" (more balanced than during
Clinton and Bush administrations) approach
to assessing the role and significance of the
region for the national interests of the United
States. Significantly greater weight is gained
by assessments in which Central Asia is viewed
in Washington as a region of limited interest.
Most likely, with Donald Trump in power, this
approach will prevail.

American analysts have recently come to
the conclusion that significant geopolitical
changes and an unstable situation in the
Central Asian states create prerequisites for
strengthening US rivalry with Russia and
China for influence in the region. At the
same time, Central Asia is becoming less and
less susceptible to American influence and
"spreading democracy" programs. Proceeding
from this, experts suggest that a future
administration should adapt its regional policy
to the existing conditions, and coordinate
Washington's goals in Central Asia with its
resources. It is pointed out that the former
approach, with its excessive promises and the
setting of ambitious but unrealistic tasks, leads
only to mutual irritation and causes further
disappointment in the United States in the
region.

The grounds for the revision of US policy,
according to the analytical calculations of
American strategists, are as follows.

As the US military presence in Afghanistan
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decreases, the importance of Central Asia as
a "gateway" to this country in Washington's
strategic calculations will also decrease. For
the first 25 years of independence, Central
Asian states were geo-politically oriented to
the West. Today Central Asia is moving in
a different direction. In the region there is a
major geopolitical shift, which will result
in weakening ties with the Euro-Atlantic
community and strengthening the influence
and significance of China. In the foreseeable
future, the main partners of the Central Asian
countries in the spheres of politics, economy
and security will be Beijing and Moscow: this
is due to the prevailing economic influence of
China in the region and the residual presence
of Russia.

These changes will reduce the presence
and influence of America in the region and
complicate the task of transforming Central
Asian countries into democratic states with
a market economy, connected by regional
economic integration. Under these new
conditions, the implementation of important
tasks for Washington will require significant
changes in US policy.

Now, as in many other regions of the world,
Central Asian countries are wondering what
kind of character the new US president’s
foreign policy will have. Of course, with
Donald Trump the United States will not leave
the region completely, but in the medium term,
we should expect further fading of interest
from the new US president to the former Soviet
republics in Central Asia. It is obvious that the
new American president will not personally
engage in the Central Asian direction, which
could be expected from H. Clinton, but
completely delegates work with the region to
his assistants, and not those of the very first
rank.

It is significant that the new president of the
United States, apparently, does not completely
differentiate the Central Asian republics,
although this situation was typical for top
officials in Barak Obama administration. To
say that the United States has serious economic
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interests in the region is not true even in the
case of Kazakhstan, where American capital is
present in the oil and gas industry. Accordingly,
the main driving force for US participation in
Central Asia will again be politics.

The shaping of the policy of the United
States is also affected by the fact that at present
they are forced to distribute their attention and
resources at once between several important
regions, each of which is now more priority for
Washington than Central Asia.

As for Donald Trump's statements about the
statements for the establishment of relations
with Russia, perhaps we will see that his
promises will be realized to some extent. At
least in the Central Asian direction, there will
not be a sharp surge of anti-Russian activity by
the US, but there is no need to radically change
the situation.

At the same time, the extinction of American
influence in the region will be rather slow,
because the continuity of American institutions
is preserved. The network of diplomatic
missions and various non-governmental
entities will continue to operate, although its
activities will not be so intense. There will
also be structures related to the Democratic
Party, which, as before, are focused on the
globalist agenda and the promotion of so-
called democratic values. However, changes
can occur with the amount of funding available
to promote this.

In the first place, Donald Trump’s coming
will hit various social programs and various
grantees. This is not an ideological component.
Just for their projects, American money will
not be enough as before, when the Obama
administration in an ultimatum ordered the
structures of the State Department and the US
embassies in the region to support and develop
LGBT movements in the Central Asian states.
These processes will not be accompanied
by loud statements, just at some point, pro-
Western NGOs and grantees will feel that the
funds allocated by the Americans are beginning
to be critically low.

Donald Trump’s coming to power will
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clearly help to reduce this heat of unfulfilled
expectations. Trump's victory also means
that all the ambitious American initiatives -
Greater Central Asia, CASA-1000, C5 + 1
and TAPI - which have been declared in the
region for a dozen years, will be in the semi-
frozen state. It's no secret that these projects do
not have a genuine economic component, but
are in fact politically motivated and aimed at
destroying old ties and redesigning the region
in Washington's favor.

As the new US leadership seems more
focused on domestic problems, regions such as
Central Asia will be at one of the last places
on the list of priorities in Trump's foreign
policy. Therefore, the administration of the
45th US president will most likely not invest
much money in these projects. No one will
close these projects; but work on them will
be sluggish, obviously insufficient to fully
implement American goals.

In the case of Central Asia, it seems that
Afghanistan will continue to play an important
role in determining US policy in the region.
Trump pointed out that the American troops
in Afghanistan should remain "for a while",
although he admits that this is rather a forced
measure.

Speaking about the prospects of the Central
Asian direction of US policy, it is necessary
to take into account the fact that the 45th
president will be surrounded by advisers
and fellows in arms in the Republican party.
Many of these people supported not only the
campaign in Afghanistan, but also in Iraq, to
which public opinion in the United States is
even more hostile.

It can be concluded that US policy towards
Central Asia in the post-Afghan perspective
will be affected by many uncertain factors.
Washington has set itself a fairly clear plan
of action; but the success of this plan, at least
partially, depends on the fulfillment of too
many poorly forecast conditions. The basis
for further American policy in the region will
be the "New Silk Road" project. Obviously,
this decision was made long before the
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withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan;
and was motivated mainly by the desire to
secure American influence in this country and
preserve channels for influencing the internal
situation. However, it is for this reason that the
prospects for US policy in Central Asia are very
vulnerable due to its complete dependence on
the future developments in Afghanistan.

American infrastructure projects are very
risky, if not to say, doomed to failure. In turn,
this circumstance threatens the prospects for
Washington's policy in Central Asia, since after
a while the US may lose any significant agenda
in its relations with the republics of the region.
Having subordinated its Central Asian policy
to solving American problems in Afghanistan
(besides Pakistan and India), the United States
actually made it hostage to the development of
the situation in this very complicated country.
Such an approach seems completely illogical,
but, most likely, it shows that in the present
conditions, Central Asia is marginal for the
United States.

At the same time, another seemingly exotic
scenario of possible destabilization of the
situation in Central Asia is being considered
in the United States. Expert advice has been
put forward, according to which there is a
high (about 40%) probability in the region
that an earthquake of catastrophic proportions
will occur there in the near future. There is a
possibility that in the case of an unfavorable
development of events such a catastrophe could
provoke major public unrest, for example, if an
earthquake affects an overcrowded Ferghana
valley. In addition to the natural disaster,
Islamic extremists might try to take advantage
of this situation.

Recommendations for Washington, which
prepared the American analytical community
on the eve of Donald Trump’s coming to
power, include the following elements:

- To build a hierarchy of cooperation;
i.e. make cooperation with Kazakhstan and
Uzbekistan a priority.

- To recognize and accept the contribution
and opportunities of other states; i.e. recognize
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that the United States in the region has some
common goals with Russia and China, and
find a way to use the actions of Beijing and
Moscow to realize American interests.

- Do not insist on reforms if they are not
demanded: i.e. the demands of change must
come from the citizens of the Central Asian
countries themselves, and the US reform
program should be aimed primarily at
improving the socio-economic situation, rather
than spreading democracy.

- To find a balance between security and
values: i.e. do not make cooperation in the
security sphere dependent on the situation with
human rights.

- To avoid militarization of US policy as a
response to the exaggerated threat of Islamic
extremism. Washington should not exaggerate
the US security threat posed by Islamic
radicalism in the region, and, accordingly,
react to it too painfully.

- It is more effective to use the available
levers of influence, "to get yourself a price"
and to undertake more realistic tasks, built in
order of importance. [11]

Conclusions and prospects

Thus, the American policy under Donald
Trump administration regarding Central Asia
will be formed in the context of the current
interests and priorities of the United States on
the world stage, restrictions on the financing of
the Pentagon and assistance to foreign states, in
competition with other problems requiring the
attention of US authorities. A number of crises
that erupted at the same time in other regions
are replacing the "Central Asian theme" from
the western geopolitical agenda. The campaign
against ISIL in Syria and Iraq, the crisis in
Ukraine, the civil wars in North Africa, the
entry into force of the agreement with Iran,
and the confrontation between Russia and
China far surpass the events in the region that
Washington does not consider as direct threats
to US security.

Central Asia is now and in the foresuable
future important for Americans not in itself, but
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only as a means of influencing the continental
centers of force competing with the West. In
addition, Central Asia is surrounded by large
powers, which have much more interests and
connections with it. The US has no primary
interests in Central Asia, but they have goals
related to "containment" of China, Iran and
Russia. All this together leads to the fact
that on the political agenda of the West, the
neighbors of Central Asia are given much more
importance than to itself.

The United States does not have such
geographical advantages and significant
interests in Central Asia, like Russia and
China. Given these realities, America seeks
to adopt one of the variants of the strategy
of "balancing from afar" - to use its tools in
politics, economics, and, if necessary, security,
to selectively act as a partner of the CA and to
compensate for the geopolitical weight of the
Russian Federation and the PRC. According
to some American analysts, "balancing from
afar" is a way to save the US from the burden
of direct security, delegating the task of
maintaining the balance of power in unstable
regions to others.

In general, the forecast for the further
development of American strategy and tactics
regarding Central Asia and the dynamics of the
development of Kazakh-American relations is
based on the fact that the policy of the State
Department will be determined and formed
in relation to the region as a whole and the
Republic of Kazakhstan in particular. As a
result, Washington will persistently guide the
leadership of the states of the region on the idea
of the need to distance themselves from Russia
and adhere to foreign-policy sovereignty.

There is every reason to believe that
Trump will retain the US military presence
in Afghanistan, albeit in a very reduced form,
but this will not require the creation of new
military bases on the territory of the Central
Asian states.

Thus, it can be assumed that there will be no
drastic change in US policy in Central Asia, but
there will be a continuation of a slow decline
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in American influence in the region.

However, against this background, the
strategy of the United States will focus not
so much on expanding its own economic ties,
as on the tasks of geopolitical containment of
Russia and China. The White House promotes
transit corridors and integration plans,
alternative to the proposals of Moscow and
Beijing and designed to reduce their impact
on the economy of Central Asia. In general,
in recent years, the United States of America
has been step by step losing ground in the
regional integration "race." Apparently, this
can only be changed dramatically by bringing
loyal governments to power in the oil-and-gas
producing and transit countries of Central Asia
that will be the vehicles of the economic policy
hostile to Russia.

With a certain degree of certainty, we can
expect that Washington will retain a common
strategic plan for Central Asia. At least, its
vector was stable under three consecutive
US administrations, alternating each other
since the early 1990s. After the first tacit
consultations with Central Asian leaders, even
before the collapse of the USSR, the actions
of all the owners of the White House in one
way or another obeyed the logic of containing
the US geopolitical competitors. First of all,
they were aimed at breaking the region with
Russia, and later also at stopping the growing
influence of China and isolating Iran.

Historically, the imperatives of the
American strategy include ensuring access to
raw materials, including the creation of routes
for their transportation to the West. These
basic principles of US policy will remain
unchanged in the foreseeable future, as long
as the political class in Washington perceives
its country as a superpower with interests in
all, even the most remote corners of the world.
The rigid, extremely cynical methods of
conducting geopolitical struggle in the spirit
of a big "dirty" game will remain unchanged,
apparently.

The American-Russian "Great Game" will,
of course, continue, and the rivalry between
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Russia and the United States will remain key
in its configuration. In the area of regional
trade and economic development, the United
States is also pursuing the goal of bringing
Central Asia out of Russia's orbit of influence.
However, due to geographical factors,
Washington's capabilities in this are severely
limited. With the preservation of normal
conditions, the confrontation between the US
and Russia will proceed in a "soft" regime.
Under normal conditions, the absence of sharp
negative changes in the countries of the region
is implied. At the same time, the United States
will be limited in its foreign policy course by
certain factors. First of all, they recognized
that it is difficult to conduct a political
transformation of the region in conditions of
limited diplomatic resources. In addition, the
promotion of democratic change is detrimental
to the real interests of the White House.

If the US relations with the Central Asian
countries reach a deadlock, this will have a very
detrimental effect on Washington's interests
in the region. In addition, the sustainable
development of Afghanistan and the region
as a whole depends on cooperation with the
Central Asian states, without the economic
participation of which the American plan in
the region will not be realized. Therefore, in
the case of political instability in Central Asia,
taking into account the lessons of the past and
its real opportunities, the Americans will not be
able to take the initiative to change the regime,
will respect the status quo and wait for a more
favorable environment.

In case of sharp changes in the internal
political situation in Central Asia, Washington
will be ready to actively intervene in the
process. Taking into account the American way
of conducting foreign policy, it can be assumed
that they will be inclined to apply flexible
methods of influence, including economic
cooperation, cultural exchanges and impact
through the channels of non-governmental
organizations. The Central Asian states are far
from the West: there is no Europe, no Japan,
allies of the United States. The countries of
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Central Asia still cannot exist without close
ties with Russia and China. When there is
no confrontation of the Central Asian states
with Russia, the United States in the case of
confrontation with Moscow does not stand a
chance of success.

It is worth noting that the essence and form
of the "Great Game" will significantly change.
Having expelled the USA from the strong
points of the region, Russia won a complete
victory in this issue - military bases will no
longer be objects of competition between the
two sides. But this does not mean an end to the
competition between Moscow and Washington
in the military sphere. The US did not give up
and did not quit the game: they will continue
to develop military cooperation with the
countries of Central Asia, working to expand
the US military presence.

Energy pipelines are still part of geopolitical
and geo-economic rivalry, but the degree of
its intensity will gradually decrease. At the
same time, strengthening the position of the
United States has its own characteristics and
a different pattern of behavior. In general,
they showed flexibility in relation to Central
Asia, strengthened cooperation, not waiting
for changes in political regimes to new, more
"friendly" ones. In other words, Washington
is winning time to continue the struggle with
Russia. If Washington's main geopolitical
goal is to prevent the emergence of a Russian
"empire" in the expanses of the former USSR,
Central Asia is one of the most important
outposts for deterring Russia. It is Moscow that
views Central Asia as its "sphere of influence,"
while China has no plans to establish control
zones. Therefore, in the near future, the US
will consider Russia as its main competitor.

If the West, in theory, can take a position
that is absolutely indifferent to Central Asia
without much detriment to itself, then Russia
and China, for obvious military-strategic
reasons, cannot afford this.

Based on the discussions of the American
scientific community on US interests in Central
Asia, it can be concluded that the guarantee

Central Asia’s

FAIRS

QUARTERLY ANALYTICAL REVIEW 3 (67)/2017




"CENTRAL ASIA: ENHANCED COOPERATION"

of state sovereignty of the countries of the
region remains the core of American interests
in the region. China does not threaten the
sovereignty of the Central Asian republics, so
it is not a competitor to America. At the same
time, Chinese influence manifests itself in
the economic sphere. Thus, China is not able
to achieve hegemony in Central Asia. Since
Beijing will not pretend to be the dominant
role in the region, the US is not inclined to
perceive it here as its main competitor.

Unlike criticism of Russia, there was much
less criticism from the US side of China's
policy in the Central Asian region. The real
actors of the "Great Game" in Central Asia
are the United States and Russia. Therefore,
the true meaning of the "Great Game" is the
American-Russian geopolitical confrontation

in the region. American-Russian foreign policy
maneuvering is holistic and systematic, has its
own strategy, goals, course of development and
is expressed in concrete actions. In general,
if Russia wants to maintain the status quo,
then the US, on the contrary, hopes to change
it. As a result, Washington prefers a policy
of supporting the change of power, while
Moscow is determined to maintain regimes in
the region. This can be seen in the diplomatic
practices of the two countries in Central Asia.

Thus, it is hardly possible to expect a
consensus of interests in the triangle "Russia-
US-China" in the medium term. Most likely,
with a favorable development of events, the
status quo achieved in previous years will
remain.
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Abstract. The article considers the involvement of Russian universities in the the Russian
Federation’s programs of public diplomacy in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan
and Uzbekistan. The author analyzes the reasons for encouraging higher-education institutions from
the Russian Federation to engage actively in the recruitment of applicants from these countries,
and highlights the practical issues behind the interaction between the educational and diplomatic
structures in the promotion of Russian interests in the other post-Soviet countries.

Despite the modest positions of the Russian system of higher education in world ratings, the
universities of the Russian Federation compete successfully in the educational markets of the
Central Asian countries - both with national universities and with universities (and their recruiting
agencies) from the countries of Europe, North America and Asia as represented in the region.
Alongside the twin practical issues of making a profit from the export of educational services and
raising their rating positions, Russian universities actively participate in the promotion of Russia's
foreign-policy interests in the post-Soviet countries, complementing the activities of the official
institutions of public diplomacy.
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"KOFAPBI BJIIM PECEN KOFAMJIBIK TUTIJIOMATUSICBIHBIH OPTAJIBIK
A3BUSATAFBI KYPAJIBI PETTHIE

AJexceii DOMHHBIX

Amngarna. Makanana peceinik yauBepcurertepai Peceit @enepanusiceiabiH Ka3akcTaHaarsl,
Keipreicrannarsl, TomxikcTanaarsl, TypiKMEHCTaHIAFbl >kKoHE ©O30eKCcTaHIarbl KOMIILIIK
JMTITIOMATHSTHBIH MEMIIEKETTIK OaFapiamManapblHa TapTy Macenesepi Kapanaabl. PO-HBIH koFaphl
OKY OPBIHJIapPBIHBIH aTaJIFaH eIJCP/ICH Tajankepiepal KaOblinayMeH OeICeH Il TYp/ie allHaIbICYFa
TYPTKi OonathiH cebenTep TangaHansl, OLTiM Oepy *KoHE AMIIIOMATHSUIBIK KYPBUIBIMIAPIBIH
Peceii Mmyaenepin MOCTKEHECTIK KEHICTIKTE KOTepMENEyAeri e3apa opeKeTTeCyiHIH TIKIpHOeiK
Macerenepi OasHIaIa bl

Pecelinig xorapbl OiniM Oepy KYHECiHIH >Kalmbl AYHHEXKY3UIIK PEUTHUHITErl opTaiia
NMO3ULMsIIaphIHA KapamacTaH, P®-uweiH yHuBepcuterrepi Opra A3susHblH Oinmim  Oepy
HapBIKTAPBIHIA YITTHIK JKOFaphl OKY OPBIHIAPBIMEH J¢, aliMakTa ekinmikrepi O0ap Eyporma,
Conryctik AMepuka 3>KoHE A3HUS €NJEpiHIH YHUBEPCUTTEPIMEH JKOHE pPEKPYyTHHITIK
areHTTIKTEPMEH J¢ TaObICTBl Oocenekecinm OThIp. biliM canacelHAAFBl  KbBI3METTEPl
SKCIIOPTTAyJaH XOHE PEHUTHHITIK MO3ULHUIApABl KOTepyldeH mMaina TaOyablH TOxXipuOerik
Mocelenepi MenyMeH KaTap, PeCeiiIiK >KOFapbl OKY OPBIHIApPhl PECMH WHCTUTYTTAap.IbIH
KBI3METIH KOMIIUTIK JUTIIOMATHSIMEH TOJIBIKTBIPA OTHIPHII, TOCTKEHECTIK KeHICTiKTe Peceiiain
CBIPTKBI CasgiCH MYJICICPIH KOTepMeleyre OeICeH Il TYPAE aTcaabIChI OTHIP.

Tyiiin coe30ep: konwinix ouniomamusi, sHcozapul Oinim depy, Peceti, Opmanvik A3us.

BBICIHIEE OGPA3OBAHHUE KAK HHCTPYMEHT ITYBJINYHOMN JUILIOMATHA
POCCHM B IEHTPAJIBHOM A3UH

AJexceii DOMHHBIX

AHHOTanus. B crarbe paccCMaTpHUBarOTCs BOIPOCH! BOBJICYEHMS POCCUNCKUX YHUBEPCUTETOB B
roCy/lapCTBEHHbIE IPOrpaMMbl yoauuHoi nuruiomatn Poccuiickoit denepanmu B Kazaxcrane,
Kuprusum, Tamxukucrane, TypkmeHucraHe u Y30eKHCTaHe. AHAIM3HPYIOTCS TPUYHHBL,
noOy>xaatomye By3bl PO akTMBHO 3aHUMATHCS HAOOPOM AOUTYPUEHTOB U3 3TUX CTPaH, OCBELAIOTCS
MPAaKTUYECKHE BOMPOCHI B3aMMOJCHCTBUSI 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX U IUITIOMATUYECKHX CTPYKTYp B
IIPOABM)KEHUHN POCCUICKUX UHTEPECOB HA TOCTCOBETCKOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE.

Hecmotpss Ha CKpOMHBIE TMO3HMIIMM POCCHUMCKOM CHCTEMBI BBICIIETO OOpa3oOBaHHS B
OOIIEMUPOBBIX PEUTUHraX, YHUBEpCUTEeTbl PO ycnemHo KOHKYypUpPYHOT Ha 00pa30BaTelbHbIX
pBIHKax cTpaH LleHTpanbHON A3MM Kak ¢ HAMOHAJbHBIMU By3aMH, TaK U C MIPEICTABICHHBIMU B
PErHOHE YHUBEPCUTETaMHU U PEKPYTUHIOBBIMH areHTcTBaMu cTpald EBponsl, CeBepHON AMepuKH
1 A3zun. OJHOBPEMEHHO € PEIIEHUEM MPAKTHUYECKHUX 3aJ]lau M3BJICUYEHHUs MPUObUIM OT 3KCIOpTa
00pa3oBaTelbHbIX YCIYI M MOBBIIMIEHUS PEHTHHIOBBIX MO3UIUM, POCCUIICKHE By3bl aKTHBHO
Y4acTBYIOT B IPOABMKCHUM BHEIIHENOIUTUYECKUX HMHTEpecOoB Poccum Ha IOCTCOBETCKOM
IIPOCTPAHCTBE, AOMOIHSS JeATEIbHOCTh O(UIHATBHBIX HHCTUTYTOB IMyOIUYHON TUIUIOMATHH.

Knrwoueswvie cnoea: nybnuunas ouniomamus, evicuiee obpaszosanue, Poccus, Ilenmpanvhas
Asus.
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Introduction

Professor Joseph S. Nye of Harvard, who
conceived the idea of “soft power”, wrote about
the three dimensions of public diplomacy. [1]
The Russian Federation now has all three in full.
The first, most obvious and most well-illustrated
dimension is the mobilization of a variety of
media for constant daily communication with a
foreign audience. The most striking example is
the activity of the RT television channel and the
news agency “Sputnik”. The second dimension
is ambitious “mega-projects” with national
branding, such as the Winter Olympics in Sochi
in 2014 and the World Cup of 2018. The third
dimension of Russian public diplomacy, as a
rule, remains in the shadow of the first two, and
does not attract much attention from researchers.
This is the building of a system of long-term
networking with the population of foreign
countries through the channel of international
cultural and educational exchanges.

Many Western authors, especially after the
events in the Crimea and the east of Ukraine,
tend to characterize the whole of Russian public
diplomacy as an apparatus of propaganda
and covert operations using the resources of
“conditionally-non-governmental” (funded
from the state budget) organizations of Russian
citizens; and culturally-humanitarian funds and
programs. [2; 3] Most of these publications
focus on the analysis of Russian influence in
the EU countries and the “Eastern Partnership”.
Meanwhile, in the Central Asian republics,
higher education plays a key role in Russian
public diplomacy, along with the media and
programs promoting the Russian language and
culture. In relations to the states of this region,
Russian programs of cultural and humanitarian
cooperation are flexibly integrated into the
context of Eurasian integration and development
assistance. Here, manipulative methods of
propaganda are used to a much lesser extent, and
instruments of the "third dimension" of public
diplomacy are much more widely represented,
which, for a variety of reasons, cannot work
effectively in Western countries.

Methodologically, this study is based
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on statistical data concerning the flow of
international academic mobility; the analysis
of Russian political texts; and experience of
practical activity in the field of cooperation in
international education.

Background

During the Cold War, the superpower race
for foreign students, especially from third-
world countries, was as much an attribute of
the global confrontation between East and
West as the arms race. In 1990, more than
126,000 foreign citizens were studying in the
Soviet Union, most of them in the universities
of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist
Republic (the future Russian Federation). [4]
According to this indicator, the USSR ranked
third in the world after the United States and
France. After the collapse of the Union, the
Russian Federation sharply curtailed large-scale
assistance programs for developing countries.
In only one year the number of foreign students
in the Russian Federation dropped to 89,000
(1991); and by 1996 it had fallen to 59,600. [5,
P. 1]

The slow restoration of the influx of foreign
students began only in the mid-1990s. Mostly
thanks to Russia’s Soviet heritage, Russia was
gradually able to return to the top ten of the
most popular destinations for study abroad.
(6, P. 364) World leadership in foreign study is
unassailably entrenched in the United States,
where, in 2016, the number of foreign students
exceeded one million. [7]

Overnight, independence for the countries of
the former USSR turned every student from a
former republic of the union who was studying
at a Russian university into a foreigner. Neither
the students themselves, nor the international
services of the universities, were ready for such
a radical change in status. It is notable that the
only group of foreign students whose number
in Russian universities grew in the early 1990s
were Russian-speaking migrants from the
former Soviet republics. According to some
reports, the total number of ethnic Russians
who resettled in the Russian Federation between
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1990 and 2003 amounted to more than eight
million people. More than half of this number
were from the five republics of Central Asia. [8,
P.1] A significant number of Russian-speaking
students from Central Asian countries continue
to enter Russian universities for the subsequent
acquisition of Russian citizenship under a
simplified scheme.

The first attempts at popularising higher
education in the Russian Federation for the
countries of Central Asia did indeed have the
aim of facilitating citizenship in this way. At
the official level, this was reflected in Article
17 of the Federal Law, “On State Policy of the
Russian Federation with Respect to Citizens
Abroad”, adopted in May 1999. [9] In this case,
the wording of Article 3 allowed for the granting
of citizenship of the Russian Federation to any
citizens of the former USSR, regardless of their
ethnicity. In other words, a citizen for Russia is
“any citizen of the disintegrated empire, even if
neither he nor his ancestors lived in the RSFSR”
[10]. Foreigners who claim their status as a
citizen are entitled to have access to education
on a par with Russians.

The reintegration of the educational space
of the former USSR also contributed to the
restoration of the inflow of students from post-
Soviet countries to Russian universities. The
process began with the signing of the relevant
agreements between the Russian Federation,
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan
in 1998. [11] In 2004, eleven CIS countries
(with the exception of Turkmenistan) concluded
an agreement in Astana on mutual recognition
and the equivalence of educational documents
at all levels of pre-university education. [12]
In terms of coverage in the media or scientific
publications, these phenomena did not equal
the Bologna process; but at the level of the
Commonwealth they were of great importance.
Bureaucratic barriers were eliminated at the
stage of admission requirements for applicants,

which greatly facilitated cross-border academic
mobility. Currently, the Russian Federation has
bilateral agreements on mutual recognition of
educational documents, academic degrees and
qualifications with virtually all the other CIS
countries - with the exception of Uzbekistan.?

The foreign-policy imperatives behind
educational cooperation

Russia's active return to the information,
cultural and educational space of the "near-
abroad" in the mid-2000s was associated with
the reorientation of the vector of foreign-
policy efforts regarding the CIS countries. In a
message to the Federal Assembly on April 25,
2005, President V.V. Putin stressed, along with
a statement supporting the rights of Russian
citizens, the need to continue the “civilizing
mission of the Russian nation on the Eurasian
continent”. [13] The concept of the foreign policy
of the Russian Federation, adopted in 2008,
mentions for the first time public diplomacy as
a means of achieving “an objective perception
in the world and influence, through information,
on public opinion abroad”. [14] During this
period, most of the existing institutions of public
diplomacy were being created - the Russkiy Mir
Foundation (2007); Rossotrudnichestvo (2008)*;
the A.M. Gorchakov Fund for Support of Public
Diplomacy (2010); the Russian Council on
International Affairs (2011); and others.

Gradually, the Russian political class realized
the importance of education exchanges for the
implementation of foreign-policy objectives.
By the mid-2000s, the weakening of Russia's
cultural influence and the decline of interest in
the Russian language and Russian education in
the post-Soviet countries began to be perceived
in the context of Russia's national-security
challenges. For instance, the de-Russification
of Central Asia and especially the penetration
of the region by educational organizations from
the USA, the EU countries, China, Turkey, Iran

2 Holders of secondary education certificates, issued in Uzbekistan, must undergo a procedure for the recognition (nostrification)

of these documents, to obtain higher education in Russia.

3 Full name: Federal Agency for the Commonwealth of Independent States, Citizens Living Abroad and International Humanitarian

Cooperation.
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and Saudi Arabia was called a direct threat to
Russian interests. [15] Over time, despite the
obvious successes in promoting education in
the Russian language in the countries of the
former USSR, the alarmism of the Russian
elites regarding competition in the cultural
and educational environment of neighboring
countries has only increased. In many respects,
this happened under the influence of the events
of 2014 in Ukraine, where the outcome of
the "battle for the minds and hearts" of the
population was clearly decided not in Russia’s
favor.

In the 1990's, indeed, new actors entered
the market for educational services in Central
Asia. Foreign-scholarship programs became
available; and numerous joint universities
and branches were established with the
participation of Turkey, the United States,
Great Britain, Germany and other countries,
focusing on the educational standards of the
sponsoring countries. China - which is carrying
out active economic expansion through the
Belt and Road Initiative - created a network
of 10 Institutes and 12 Confucius classes in
Central Asia, in which about 23,000 students
and schoolchildren are studying. [16, P. 163]
The new direction of student mobility from the
countries of the region in the post-Soviet period
was towards the Muslim states of the Middle
East and South-East Asia: Saudi Arabia, Egypt,
the United Arab Emirates and Malaysia. South
Korea is actively promoting its scholarship
programs (see Table 3).

The decline in interest in the study of the
Russian language and its deliberate ousting
from the socio-political sphere on the wave of
the construction of new nation-states occurred in
parallel with the growing popularity of English.
The Kazakh leadership stated that up to 20% of
the country's population should master English
by 2020. [17, P.1098-1099]

The emergence of new actors in the market
of educational services in Central Asia put an
end to the monopoly of national educational
systems retaining many features of the Soviet
university model; and which were therefore
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associated with the Russian academic tradition
- with all its advantages and disadvantages.
The promotion of Russian higher education in
this region in the 2000s therefore took place in
the face of tough international rivalry; and not
always with the approval of local elites as far
as Russian public-diplomacy initiatives were
concerned.

Institutes and mechanisms for expanding
the Russian educational presence

Following the worldwide practice of the
organization of scholarship programs, relying
on the experience of the era of the Soviet-Union
and creating an alternative to foreign mobility
programs, the RF government gradually increased
the quota for admission of foreign citizens to free
education in Russian universities. This quota
was determined as three thousand budget places
in 1995; and then increased to seven thousand in
2003. [18] In August 2008, it was increased to
ten thousand people per year [19]; and in October
2013 to 15,000 [20]. At the same time, most new
vacancies were redistributed in favor of entrants
from the CIS, primarily Central Asia. Thus, in
the 2015/2016 academic year, applicants from
the Commonwealth countries received 36.9%
of the budgeted places allocated under the quota
(see Table 1).

Outside of Russia, activity on recruitment
of foreign applicants has gradually been
concentrated in the Russian Centers of Science
and Culture (RCSC). The first director of
Rossotrudnichestvo,  Farit =~ Mukhametshin
(formerly the Ambassador of Russia in
Uzbekistan), announced his intention to create
a worldwide network of one hundred or more
Russian centers and the desire to make the
name of Rossotrudnichestvo an internationally
recognizable brand, along with the British
Council, the Spanish Cervantes Institute, the
German Goethe Institute, the Alliance Francaise
and the Chinese Confucius Institute. [21]

Thanks to the measures which have been
taken, the share of studentsinRussian universities
from the CIS countries, including the Central
Asian Republics, is steadily increasing (see
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Table 2). In the 2015/2016 academic year, 79%
of all foreign students in Russian universities
were citizens of post-Soviet states. [22, P. 4]
For comparison, their share in 2008 was 36%.

The CIS countries and particularly Central Asia
have become the main “suppliers” of foreign
entrants to Russian universities, ahead of China,
India and Vietnam.

Chart 1. The share of state scholarships (quotas) for the education of foreign citizens and
citizens from various groups of countries and regions of the world in higher educational
institutions of the Ministry of Education and Science of Russia funded by the Federal Budget

in the 2015/2016 academic year (according to the plan of admission) [23, P. 286].

2o 1% 0,19%
(o]

m CIS countries

® The Middle East and

North Africa countries
B Sub-Saharan Africa

countries
® Eastern European and

Balkan countries

B Asian countries

H The Baltic States
Western Europe countries
Latin America countries
Northern Europe

countries
North America and

Oceania countries

Table 2. The number of citizens of Central Asian countries educated in Russian universities
in 2008/2009 - 2014/2015 academic years. [23, P. 43]

The name of the 2008/ 2009/ 2010/ 2011/ 2012/ 2013/ 2014/
country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Kazakhstan 13,720 14,294 16,616 19,189 23,656 27,524 | 33,730
Kyrgyzstan 1,394 1,516 2,050 2,564 2,627 3,591 3,957
Tajikistan 2,226 2,657 3,356 4,835 5,660 6,561 8,789
Turkmenistan 2,315 3,783 5,297 7,661 10,954 12,114 12,192
Uzbekistan 3,710 3,289 3,466 3,996 5,605 6,288 8,831
Total CA 23,365 25,539 30,785 38,425 48,502 56,078 67,499
Total CIS countries 39,268 | 42,426 50,986 59,244 69,689 80,910 | 99,928
Total world 108,565 | 108,084 | 118,730 | 125,538 | 139,578 | 156,211 | 181,334

The education of the citizens of the post-Soviet
countries has some features that are not common
to those coming from Russia’s so-called “far
abroad”. Thus, the proportion of persons from
post-Soviet countries enrolled in extramural
study is relatively large (44% in the 2015/2016
academic year). As for intramural study, it is
largely subsidized by the Russian state: 46% of
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all full-time students are enrolled at the expense
of the RF budget, and 82% of their number come
from the republics of the former USSR. [22, P.
4] Considering the long common border and
long-term stable channels of academic mobility,
many students from Kazakhstan choose the
geographically close Russian regions for study
- often the neighboring regions.
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Table 3. The main countries of origin (top 10) for study abroad for the countries
of Central Asia (2016). [24]

No. |Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan Turkmenistan Uzbekistan
1. Russia (59,295) | Russian Russian Russian Russian
Federation Federation Federation Federation
(4,430) (10,825) (16,990) (16,162)
2. Kyrgyzstan Turkey (1,819) Kyrgyzstan Ukraine Kazakhstan
(4,828) (1,423) (10,893) (3,607)
3. USA (2,006) Kazakhstan Turkey (624) Turkey (9,092) Ukraine (2,061)
(1,101)
4, Turkey (1,799) Germany (486) Kazakhstan Belarus (8,634) Germany (727)
(498)
5. United Kingdom | Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia Kazakhstan South Korea
(1,596) (348) (392) (998) (700)
6. Czech Republic | Tajikistan (307) | Ukraine (344) Uzbekistan Latvia (625)
(1,446) (296)
7. Malaysia United States United States Tajikistan (263) | Kyrgyzstan
(1,252) (212) (263) (620)
8. Germany (738) South Korea Belarus (258) Azerbaijan Turkey (556)
(147) (236)
9. Poland (519) Malaysia (122) Egypt (210) United States United States
(218) (481)
10. | United Arab Egypt (104) Germany (164) Kyrgyzstan Malaysia (469)
Emirates (455) (129)

Thus, the countries of Central Asia have
become the main foreign market for the
educational services of Russian universities,
largely due to geographical proximity; the
economic, historical and cultural and political
ties of the region with Russia; the widespread
use of the Russian language; and the similarity
of educational systems.

Motivation of universities

The reasons that prompted many Russian
universities to create a presence in the countries
of Central Asia were often far removed from
“big” politics. One of the most important factors
was the demographic one: a sharp decline in the
birth-rate in Russia in the 1990s led to areduction
in the number of graduates of secondary
schools and thus of future students, which
meant that the problem of economic survival
became an urgent one for state universities
which were faced also with inevitable cuts in
state funding and the closure of unclaimed or
unprofitable educational programs. With these
conditions, admission campaigns became a
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fierce competition for each applicant. At the
same time, most Central Asian countries with
their high natural population growth have been
unable to cope with the increasing pressure on
their national higher-education systems. This
has inevitably led to the movement of young
people abroad. Over the ten years from 2003
to 2012, according to UNESCO, the number
of citizens from five Central Asian republics
traveling to study abroad has more than
doubled, from 67,000 to 156,000 people. [25]
In this respect, educational movement from the
region to Russia has a lot in common with the
movements of labor migration.

To understand the reasons behind the activity
of the Russian universities, it is important
to understand the current transformations in
the higher-education system of the Russian
Federation. The creation in 2008 of nine
powerful federal universities (through the merger
of regional universities) and the allocation
of a special category of national-research
university forced “ordinary” universities to pay
increased attention to maintaining the positive
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dynamics of development, including through
strengthening the international reputation and
export of education. The introduction of a
system of annual monitoring of the effectiveness
of universities' activity since 2013 has become
another tool for the internationalization of
universities “from above”, since the percentage
of foreign students became the main indicator
of international activity.[26]

Finally, profit is one of the main motivations.
In addition to state subsidy of “budget” foreign
students, universities are interested in the
recruitment of applicants for paid programs. In
2016, 69% of foreign students in Russia were
educated on a fee basis. [22, P. 4] According to
some estimates, the income from the study of
foreign citizens within the country's economy
increased seven times over the 10 years from
2007 to 2016. In 2015, for example, it amounted
to 73 billion rubles. [23, P. 25]

Under these conditions, the recruitment of
students (most of whom speak Russian) from the
countries of the former Soviet Union seemed to
be the only affordable response to demographic,
economic and domestic political challenges. It
opened up opportunities to use the resources
of Rossotrudnichestvo; to make a fairly free
interpretation of the legislation on citizens; and,
finally, to exploit the willingness of foreign
clients to interact with Russian universities,
even small ones, operating successfully in the
countries of Central Asia.

An important competitive advantage of
Russian universities is the Russian language.
Despite the negative dynamics of its prevalence
in the countries of Central Asia, many local
universities actively use Russian as the
main language of learning; or as a language
complementary to the main state language.
Education programs in the Russian language
account for more than half of the content in
universities in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. [27]
Teaching tutorials in Russian are actively used,
including by students, studying in the national
languages. [17, P. 1085] Typical of approaches
throughout the region is the fact that universities
from Ukraine and Belarus, recruiting students
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across Central Asia, offer their educational
programs in Russian (in Belarus, Russian is one
of the state languages; and in Ukraine it is the
language of learning “by choice”). [28]

Universities as
diplomacy

Russian universities have developed several
basic ways of working with the Russian Centre
of Science and Culture (RCSC) in the CIS
countries to promote their education programs
and recruit foreign students.

First, the RCSCs represent their own working
areas, with personnel and the technical means
for organising information events and enrolment
campaigns. Many universities hold extra-mural
examinations and Olympiads through the RCSC.
RCSCs play the role of resource centers, where
universities send their advertising information
for distribution to the target audience. Since
2012, Rosstrudnichestvo has concluded bilateral
agreements on cooperation with individual
universities, including plans for joint work on
specific countries.

Second, the regional offices of Rossotrud-
nichestvo organize collective expositions of
Russian universities as part of commercial
educational exhibitions (“International Educa-
tion”, “Education and Career”, etc.), held in
the capital cities or major regional centers. This
is especially advantageous and convenient for
the poorer regional universities, for which par-
ticipation in such events along with the stron-
ger players is organizationally, financially and
logistically difficult.

Third, the RCSCs help universities establish
contact with public associations of Russian
citizens. In some cases, work on the recruitments
of applicants is possible only through contact
with Russian societies, clubs and associations.

Fourth, Russian universities, along with
foreign colleagues, establish their branches
in the countries of the region. In 2016, there
were 19 branches of Russian universities
operating in Central Asia (with the exception
of Turkmenistan). Most of them have duplicate
licenses, issued by the Ministry of Education

subjects of public
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and Science of the Russian Federation and the
national education authorities in the country
where they are located (see Table 4).

A relatively new phenomenon during the last
decade has been the intensification of a network
of interuniversity cooperation programs,
implemented under the auspices of regional
international organizations. The countries of
Central Asia are represented in a project of the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization University,
which, in fact, is an attempt to borrow the best
practices of the well-proven European program
“Erasmus”, which is designed to fund students
studying abroad. Joint education programs
are planned on the basis of 77 participating
universities (24 in China, 20 in Russia, 14 in
Kazakhstan, 10 in Tajikistan, 8 in Kyrgyzstan
and 1 in Belarus) [29]. In April 2016, a group
of Russian universities (the Tomsk State
University, the Moscow State University and
the St. Petersburg State Economic University)
initiated the creation of a network of Eurasian
universities for the EAEU member states. [30]

The trend in recent years has been the
creation of organizations of graduates of Russian
universities. In addition, there are many similar
communities of an informal nature (including
social networks on the internet).

The degree of involvement of universities
in public programs of public diplomacy is
very high. Every day, work on the organization
of the education of foreign applicants makes

it necessary to coordinate the activities of
the international services of the universities
with Russian diplomatic missions abroad.
The Peoples’ Friendship University of
Russia (PFUR) annually holds an all-Russian
seminar on international education, which has
become the main expert forum for discussing
issues of foreign students learning in Russia.
Representatives of the Russian Foreign Ministry
and Rossotrudnichestvo usually take part in its
work. [23, P. 22]

Conclusions

The educational expansion of Russia in the
post-Soviet countries is thus characterized by
a combination of market and political motives.
This expansion shows a tendency to growth,
which is constrained by external factors. In
2015, therefore, a draft government resolution
was discussed to increase the quota of budget
places for foreigners in Russian universities
from 15 thousand to 20 thousand, which was
supposed to allocate 206 million rubles in 2016.
The goal of the quota expansion was “to increase
the effectiveness of Russian ‘soft power’”’; and
“the formation of pro-Russian national elites”,
which should "more effectively promote
Russian interests in their homeland including
those which are long-term". However the crisis
in the economy, largely caused by Western
sanctions, forced the Russian leadership to
abandon these plans. [31]

Table 4. Branches of Russian universities in Central Asia [32].

Kazakhstan
Name City
1. Almaty Branch of the Academy of Labor and Social Relations Almaty
2. Almaty branch of the St. Petersburg Humanitarian University of Trade Unions Almaty
3. Kazakhstan Branch of M.V. Lomonosov Moscow State University Astana
4. Kostanay branch of Chelyabinsk State University Kostanay
5.

Ust-Kamenogorsk branch of state-owned vocational college Moscow State
University of Economics, Statistics, and Informatics (MESI)

Ust-Kamenogorsk

6. Branch "Voskhod" Moscow Aviation Institute (State Technical University) in Baikonur
Baikonur
7. Branch of Tyumen State Oil and Gas University in Pavlodar Pavlodar
Kyrgyzstan
1. | Branch of the Moscow Institute of Entrepreneurship and Law | Karakol
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Kazakhstan
Name City
2. Branch of the Moscow Institute of Entrepreneurship and Law Bishkek
3. Training Center of the Baltic State Technical University ("VOENMEKH") Bishkek
4. Branch of Moscow State Social University Osh
5. Branch of the International Slavic Institute Bishkek
6. Branch of the Moscow State University of Economics, Statistics and Informatics | Bishkek
7. Kyrgyz-Russian Academy of Education Bishkek
8. Branch of the Russian State University of Trade and Economics Bishkek
Tajikistan
1. Russian-Tajik (Slavonic) University Dushanbe
2. Central Asian Branch of the Russian New University in Khujand Khujand
Turkmenistan

There are no existing branches

Uzbekistan
1. Branch of G.V. Plekhanov Russian Academy of Economics Tashkent
2. Branch of M.V. Lomonosov Moscow State University Tashkent

The political class of the Russian Federation
still perceives competitiveness in the markets
of international education as a manifestation of
geopolitical rivalry. This vision was reflected in
the “Strategy of National Security of the Russian
Federation”, signed by President V.V. Putin on
the eve of 2016. Among the priority tasks it
sets out are: "increasing the export of quality
educational services, first of all to the member
states of the Commonwealth of Independent
States; increasing the attractiveness of
education in the Russian language in the world
market of educational services." The document
also records the status of the Russian language
as one of the foundations for the development
of integration processes in the post-Soviet
space ("a means of satisfying the linguistic and
cultural needs of citizens abroad"); and as a
tool for accelerating the processes of Eurasian
integration. [33]

While  Rossotrudnichestvo  and  the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs mobilize the
educational resources of public diplomacy,
guided by the goals of promoting Russian

influence in a strategically important region,
universities use the capabilities of the RCSCs
and citizens' organizations to market their
educational programs and gain direct access
to foreign audiences. This pragmatism is quite
understandable, since the number and diversity
of countries of origin of foreign students
directly affect the income from educational
activities and the ratings of universities, and,
consequently, the amount of state subsidies.

Thus, the participation of Russian higher
education in the implementation of foreign
policy tasks in Central Asia is an example of
the symbiosis of diplomatic and educational
structures. The opportunities for higher
education, provided by Russia, as well as the
establishment of direct partnership with national
universities, including in the context of schemes
for students to study abroad, form the basis for
Russia's long-term presence in the cultural and
humanitarian space of the region and make a
significant contribution to its economic and
socio-cultural development.
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Abstract. The peculiarities of Kazakhstan’s geographical location, in conjunction with the
niche it occupies in the international division of labor, create, on the one hand, risks for Eurasian
ecological safety and on the other hand, an environmental vulnerability for the Republic itself.
Analysis of the results of the implementation in Kazakhstan of the Millennium Development Goals
(MDG) show that, against the impressive results achieved, improvement of the climate is still of
current interest. In 2013, in an effort to reduce environmental risks and the reliance of the national
economy on fossil-energy resources, Kazakhstan began its transition to a “green economy”. One
of the key directions of “green economy” development is the introduction of renewable energy
sources (RES). At the same time, the involvement of RES in the process of supplying power for
meeting Kazakhstan’s demands raises a number of challenges, addressing which is the task in the
short to medium-term.

Key words: “green economy”, RES, energy efficiency, environmental risks.

KA3AKCTAH/JA «ZKACBIJI D9DKOHOMMUMKAT'A» AYBICY:
¥MTBUIBICTAP MEH ITPOBJIEMAJIAP

Jlecs1 KaparaeBa

Amnaarna. JlyHuexysinik eHOek OeJIiHICIHAeT] anaThiH OpHBIMEH KOca anFan/a, KasakcTaHHBIH
reorpadusIbIK OpPHATACYBIHBIH EpPEKIIeNiKTepi, Oip JKarblHAaH, €YyPa3UsIIbIK SKOJOTHSIIBIK
KayiIrci3iK YIIiH TOyeKeNaep TyFbI3ca, CKIHIII JKaFbIHAH, PECIyOIHKaHBIH ©31HIH IKOJIOTHSIIBIK
OCaJIBIFBIH KaJbImTacThipaabl. KazakcTanaarsl MBIHXBULIBIK 1aMy MakcaTTapbia (MIM) sxy3ere
achIpy HOTIDKENIEPiH TalAay KOJ KETKI3UITeH acepili HOTHXKEIEPiH asgChIHIa KITUMATTHI )KaKCapTy
MIHJIETI OCBHI KYHTe JCHWIH ©31HIH ©3€KTUIITH CaKTal OTHIP. DKOJOTHUSIIBIK TOYEKENIEPal KOHE
Ka3bIll aJIbIHATBIH YHEPTHsl KOpJIapbhlHA JIETeH KAKETTUTIKTI TOMEHAETY MakcaThiHAa, Ka3zakcraHn
2013 sxpimgaH Oepi «KachbUl SKOHOMHKAra» aybICy[Ibl KOJIFa ajfbl. «Kachl SKOHOMHKAHBD)

44 Central Asia's

FAIRS

QUARTERLY ANALYTICAL REVIEW 3 (67)/2017



"CENTRAL ASIA: ENHANCED COOPERATION"

JTAMBITYZIBIH €H HeTi3r1 OarbITTapbhIHBIH Oipi — OYJ1 sKaHFBIPTHUIATHIH dHeprus ke3aepin (JKOK)
enrizy. ConbiMeH Karap KasakcTaHHBIH KOKETTUTIKTepiH SHEprusiMeH KamTaMachi3 etyre XKOK-in
TapTy OipKaTap KypAem Macenenepai Tyasipaasl. OnaapabiH menriMid Taly — KbICKa )KoHE opTalia
Mep3iM/Ii KeJIeIeKTeri MiH/EeT.

Tyiiin coe30ep: «oxcacwin sxonomura, KIK, sHepeusnvly muimoinix, 3K0N02USAIbIK MaYeKenoep.

MEPEXO/ K «3EJJEHOM 9KOHOMMKE» B KA3BAXCTAHE:
HAMEPEHUSA U TPOBJIEMBbBI

Jlecsa KaparaeBa

AnHoTanusi. OcoOeHHOCTH Teorpaduyeckoro pacnojokeHus: Kazaxcrana, B COBOKYITHOCTH
C 3aHMMaeMON B MHPOBOM pa3leleHHH Tpylda HUIIEH, GOPMUPYIOT, C OIHON CTOPOHBI, PUCKU
JUTSL €BPa3HIICKOM 3KOJIOTUYECKON 0€30TacHOCTH, C IPYTOi — SKOJIIOTUYECKYIO YSI3BUMOCTh CaMOM
pecryonuku. AHanu3 utoroB peanmsaiuu Llenei passutus teicsuenetus (LIPT) B Kazaxcrane
MoKasall, 9To Ha ()OHE JOCTUTHYTHIX BIEUATISAIOMIMX PE3yJIbTAaTOB 3aJa4ya yIydIIeHHs KIUMara
70 CUX TOp COXpaHAET CBOI aKTyaldbHOCThb. CTpeMsCh CHU3HUTHh SKOJOTHUYECKUE PUCKH U
MOTPEOHOCTh HAIIMOHATHHON 3KOHOMUKH B HICKOTIaeMBIX dHEpropecypcax, ¢ 2013 rona Kazaxcran
HauaJ Mepexoj K «3eJIeH0H SkoHOMHKe». OJTHUM U3 KIIFOUEBBIX HAMIPABICHUN DPAa3BUTHS «3€JICHON
9KOHOMHUKUY SIBTISIETCS] BHEIPSHHE BO30OHOBIISIEMBIX NCTOYHUKOB 3Heprun (BHD). B 1o e Bpems
BoBieueHne BUD B mporecc sHeproobecneuenus norpedHocter Kazaxctana mopoxknuaer psn
BBI30BOB, IIOMCK OTBETOB Ha KOTOPBIE SIBISIETCS 3a/1auell KpaTKo- U CPEAHECPOUYHOM MEPCIIEKTHUBBI.
Knroueevie cnosa: «zenenas skonomuxa», BUD, snepeosppexmusnocmo, skonocuieckue pucku.

Assessment of the current situation.

The  peculiarities of  Kazakhstan’s
geographical location, in conjunction with the
niche it occupies in the international division
of labor, create, on the one hand, risks for
Eurasian ecological safety; and on the other
hand, an environmental vulnerability for
the Republic itself. Analysis of the results
of the implementation in Kazakhstan of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDG) show
that against the impressive results achieved,
improvement of the climate is still of current
interest.

Climate change is recognized as one of the
major environmental problems in Kazakhstan.
In particular, among the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe and Central Asia, the
Republic is in second place for the total level
of organic pollution produced. There is a high
level of air pollution in the cities and the level
of concentration of solid particles is dozens
of times higher than the same indicators in
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the European Union. [1] In 2014, the total
greenhouse gas emissions in CO2-equivalent
terms amounted to 338.5 million tonnes. CO2
emissions amounted to 243.8 million tonnes
per year; N20O emissions were 17.0 million
tonnes per year; and CH4 emissions were
50.7 million tonnes per year. [2] The biggest
air pollutants in Kazakhstan are the stationary
sources of heating; nonferrous metallurgy;
ferrous metallurgy enterprises; and the oil
and gas industry. In 2015, the emissions of
pollutants from the stationary sources into the
atmospheric air amounted to 2180.0 thousand
tonnes per year. Automobiles also have a
serious and negative impact on the quality of
air in the Republic of Kazakhstan. Because of
this, the volume of consumed ozone-depleting
substances (ODS) in 2015 was 13.5 tonnes.
But it should be noted that this indicator had
reduced 44.3 times compared to 2000 (597.9
tonnes in 2000). [3]

An inefficient model of the management of
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recycling processes remains one of the most
urgent problems of Kazakhstan’s ecology. The
main sources of industrial-waste generation
are mining; the metallurgical industry; oil
and gas; and the thermal-power industry. The
volume of generated industrial waste increases
year by year. In 2015, the hazardous waste per
unit of GDP amounted to 588.8 kg/1,000 USD.
[4] The management of household waste is
also poor. 97% of solid municipal waste finds
itself on the uncontrolled dumps and landfills
that fail to meet the requirements of sanitary
standards. [1]

A very urgent environmental problem
in Kazakhstan is the contamination of the
environment with oil and its refinery products.
More than 1.5 million hectares are contaminated
with oil and oil products. [5] Land pollution is
also influenced by the fact that the main rivers
in Kazakhstan rise largely in the territories of
neighboring states, so the quality of water is
influenced by pollutants originating in those
states. In 2015, water losses amounted to
$2,949 million m3, equating to a 12.86% loss.
[6]

A study conducted in 2012 recorded the
following problematic aspects and risks for
Kazakhstan in the field of eco-economic
development: [1]

v' Inefficient use of resources in all major
sectors of the economy leads to a loss of profit
of between 4 and 8 billion USD per year.

v Economic losses incurred as a result of
low land-productivity amount to between 1.5
and 4 billion USD per year, which has negative
social consequences for the agricultural sector.

v Inadequate system of setting tariffs and
prices for energy resources fails to incentivise
technological improvement in the industry.

v" Almost one third of agricultural land is
degraded or under threat.

v’ There is forecast to be a deficit by 2030
of between 13 to 14 billion m3 of sustainable
water resources, necessary for meeting the
needs of the economy.

v Negative impact of environmental
pollution on human health. According to
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estimates, air pollution is the cause of up to six
thousand premature deaths per year.

v' Thereisno integrated waste-management
system.

The available data suggests that long-term
lack of attention in Kazakhstan to the need to
construct an ecologically oriented economy
has led to the formation of a vicious cycle of
negative interference along the “ecology —
economy’’ axis.

Strategic approach and a conceptual
understanding of the problem

Despite the absence of a section devoted to the
environment in ‘Strategy 2030°, the country’s
primary strategic document, it was expected that
as a result of that document Kazakhstan would
become a “clean and green country with fresh
air and clean water”. [7] Greater attention was
paid to the issues of building an ecologically
oriented economy in ‘Strategy 2050°, adopted in
2012. In addition to issues of national security,
economic and social development, which are all
traditionally covered by the President’s annual
Addresses to the People of Kazakhstan, the
Strategy underlines the necessity for creating an
ecological mindset. This applies in particular to
such sectors as agriculture and resource use.

Agriculture is tasked with becoming global
player in the field of cleaner production. Solving
this problem is possible only under conditions of
sufficient water availability, which in the context
of the arid climate zones of Kazakhstan requires
a transition to moisture-saving technologies, etc.
This strategy involves a change in the mindset
of Kazakhstani society. “We must stop wasting
water which is one of our most precious natural
resources. By 2050, Kazakhstan must once and
for all solve the problem of water supply”. [8]
In accordance with the strategic development
plan, the problem of providing the population
with drinking water must be solved by 2020;
and the problem of irrigation by 2040.

As for the energy sector, the ‘Kazakhstan —
2050’ strategy document highlights the issue of
the gradual increase of the share of alternative
energy in total energy consumption. The
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challenge has been issued to actively introduce
technologies that use energy from the sun and
wind. By 2050, alternative and renewable
energy in the country should constitute at least
half the total energy consumption. Moreover,
the idea of an accelerated transition to a low-
carbon economy has been suggested. Providing
an impetus to the country’s transition to the
“green” path of development has become one
of the tasks of the EXPO-2017 exhibition in
Astana.

In May 2013, Kazakhstan adopted the
Concept of transition to a “green economy”,
which is a logical extension of the adopted

The Concept outlined the following as
the main tasks of the transition to a “green
economy”’:

-improving the efficiency of resource use
(water, land, biological, etc.) and management;

-modernization of the existing infrastructure
and construction of the new;

-improving the wellbeing of the population
and the quality of the environment through
cost-effective methods for mitigating the
pressure on the environment;

-improving national security,
water security.

The Concept identified the following target

including

strategic  guidelines of the country’s indicators of a “green economy”: [1]
development.
Table 1. Target indicators of “green economy”
Sector Target 2020 2030 2050
@ Elimination of water resources deficit at To provide people with To provide Once and for all to
g national level water agriculture with solve the problem
% water (by 2040) of water supply
= Elimination of water resources deficit at the | The most rapid coverage of | No deficit by each
Q 3 . . . .
= basin level deficit by basins in whole | basin
= (by 2025)
o Labour productivity in agriculture To increase three times
g Wheat yield (tonnes per hectare) 1.4 2,0
E Waste of water for irrigation (m?® per tonne) | 450 330
&
<
. The decline in GDP energy intensity 25% 30% 50%
@ % compared to 2008 (10% by 2015)
-
M &
o
15 Share of alternative sources!!! in power Solar and wind: at least 3% |30% 50%
é generation by 2020
.g Share of gas power plants in electricity 20%"! 25%2 30%
§ generation
g Gassification of the regions Akmola and Karaganda North and East
é regions regions
'g Reduction of CO2 emissions in electricity- | Level of 2012 -15% -40%
o power industry as compared to current level
Q Sulphur and nitrogen oxides emissions into European level of
S the environment emissions
=)
i)
(=
=
<
_ Percentage of population who have domestic 100%
2 2 waste uplifted
§ ,_%‘ Sanitary garbage storage 95%
Share of recycled waste 40% 50%
Source: The concept of the Republic of Kazakhstan for the transition to a green economy, 2013. [1]
Gentral Asia’s 4 7
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It is planned to complete the transition to
the “green economy” in three phases:

The first phase: 2013-2020. During this
period, the main priority of the Government
is optimizing the use of resources and
enhancing the effectiveness of environmental
management, as well as the development of a
“green” infrastructure.

The second phase: 2020-2030. Transition
of the national economy is to be focused on
careful water usage; encouragement and
stimulation of development; and dissemination
of renewable energy technologies, along with
construction of facilities on the basis of high
standards of energy efficiency.

The third phase: 2030-2050. Transition of
the national economy to the principles of the
so-called “third industrial revolution” requiring
the use of natural resources, provided they are
renewable and sustainable. [1]

Taking into account the fact that, without
international cooperation, none of the national
efforts can be completely successful and
produce the desired effect, Kazakhstan has
been promoting its environmentally sensitive
initiatives at international level. The ‘Global
Energy-Ecological Strategy of Sustainable
Development in the 21st century’ and the
proposal to develop an international program
‘Water and Right’ for those countries which
suffer water shortages [9] are among those
initiatives. The “Green Bridge” initiative
which was proposed at the APR forum in
2010, and included in the Rio+20 Declaration,
was also successful. This initiative is aimed
at the creation of a political framework for
the transition to a “Green Economy” in the
Eurasian area; and in various regions of Europe,
Asia and the Pacific Ocean. The program
focuses on the need to maintain transnational
and cross-sectoral collaboration in the area of
technology development and transfer, in fields
such as renewable energy resources, water
conservation and resource management, waste
management and pollution control. [10]

Being focused on the improvement of
partnership relations between the Asian-

48

Pacific Region countries and Europe, the
“Green Bridge” is aimed at the transition from
the current, traditional development models to
the “green” growth concept. [11]

Kazakhstan has also assumed its obligation
to implement the UN Sustainable Development
Goals. [12]

Problematic issues

In the overall context of the challenges
which countries will have to face during the
process of national economies transitioning
to economic growth which is “green”, it is
possible to identify a number of problematic
issues which can be both universal and specific
to each individual country. This article outlines
the narrow range of challenges which are
significantly important to Kazakhstan.

The main challenge is universal and derives
from the essentials of physics. The discussion
on physical limitations and the financial
inexpediency of the use of RES with the
purpose of obtaining high-capacity energy,
which was initiated by P.L. Kapitza in 1975
[13], remains relevant. The imputed core of the
problem may be situated within two dimensions
— the physical-limitations dimension; and the
financial-inexpediency dimension.

On the one hand, within a constantly
expanding industrial sector the need for energy
supply is also increasing. On the other hand,
there are objectively created restrictions to the
value of the flux density of energy received
from RES. Failure to ensure the energy-flux
density required for the industrial sector is, to
varying degrees, common to all RES. Despite
all the achievements of science and the progress
of technology, this fact maintains the current
trend of an extensive approach to the increase
of volume of energy from RES and this issue
moves into the area of financial and economic
feasibility.

Today, initial predictions that the capital
cost of the establishment of power stations
which receive energy from RES would not
be reimbursed by the energy generated are
being questioned. In particular, the issue of
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finally overcoming the energy crisis caused
by the hydrocarbon fuels runoff is expected
to be resolved by the end of this century.
[1] Nevertheless, at the current stage of
technological development, the cost of the
establishment of power stations which take
energy from RES is still high; and that reduces
their profitability significantly. Moreover, the
establishment of “green” power stations and
the creation of the components necessary for
their operation require high energy costs. At
the current stage of technological development,
only traditional fossil fuel can provide the
necessary volume of energy necessary to
establish power stations of the new generation.
Thus, in an environment of low density of
energy flux produced by RES, finding the
scientific and engineering solutions to carry
out the process of establishing new-generation
power stations becomes a very real problem.
At the same time, it is logical to assume,
that the achievement of the target indicators
of the Concept on transition of the Republic
of Kazakhstan to the “Green Economy”
will mostly depend on the establishment of
mechanisms for the conversion of household
energy to “green” technologies. On the one
hand, the volume of electric power we use
every day increases constantly because of
the industrial sector; and, on the other hand,
household energy does not require high-
energy flux density. However, urbanized
space is marked by a high concentration of the
elements, consuming electrical energy. This

means that the needs of cities for energy flow
density will continually increase.

Conclusions

The following points should be taken
into account in order to find solutions to the
challenges mentioned above.

First, invention is strongly encouraged in
Kazakhstan by virtue of the recognition of
its importance for the country’s innovative
development. At the same time, it should be
taken into account that generated ideas should
be built on a serious scientific foundation.
This fact makes more pressing the need for
more scientific centers and institutions in
Kazakhstan, researching such processes as
the production, conversion and conservation
of energy. In the meantime, the State has an
interest in the development of not only applied
but of theoretical physics.

Second, at the moment one of the most
important objectives is to build an effective
scheme of gathering and bringing inventions
(ideas) to manufacturing. The absence of a
prescribed mechanism acting along “inventor
— constructor — technologist” lines prevents
synergy.

Third, Kazakhstan’s transition to a
“green” economy with growth depends not
only on technological progress but also
effective management. The development of
environmental thinking among the country’s
population is an important component of the
process.
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HISTORY OF
KOREAN DIASPORA
IN KAZAKHSTAN:
FOCUSING ON THE
DEPORTATION OF
KOREANS IN 1937

Young Min Chu*

Ph.D. candidate, L.N.Gumilyov Eurasian National
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Abstract. This article considers the history of the Korean diaspora in Kazakhstan, in that they
can be a valuable bridge between Korea and Kazakhstan. In order to know the Korean diaspora
properly, this article starts by examining their history, from the periods of the Russian empire
and the Soviet Union to the present and an independent Kazakhstan. Historically, ethnic Koreans
have migrated into the present post-Soviet space for various economic and political reasons since
the 1860s. This article focuses in particular on the deportation policy of Stalin in 1937, which is
the main reason for their existence in Kazakh territory. Specifically, this article will examine the
process of deportation and attempt to analyze the reasons behind this by examining the external
and internal position of the Soviet Union.

Key words: Korean diaspora, Korean, Deportation, Ethnic Koreans in Kazakhstan.

KA3AKCTAHJAT'BI KOPIC ITUACITIOPACBIHBIH TAPUXBbI: 1937 KbIJIT'bI
KOPICTEPIIH KEP AYIAPBIJIYbI

An Mun Yy

Anparna. Makanana Kazakcran men Kopest apacsiHIarbl €31HIK Oip «KeIipy CUIAThIHAAFbI
KBI3MET aTKapbIT OThIpraH Ka3akcTaHaarel Kopic MTUACTOPAChIHBIH TapUXbI KapacTeIpbutrad. Kopic
JUACTIOPAchlH TOJBIK JKOHE TepeH TYCIHy MakcarbiHaa Peceil nmMrmepmusichl Ke3eHiHEH Oacrtar
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Kazakcran Toyenci3mik ajnFaHFa JCWIHTI KEHECTIK Joyip YaKbITBIHAAFbl TapUXH YIepicTepre
tanaay xkacaneiarad. Kopic yit exinnepi mamamen 1860 xbingapaan 6actar Ka3ipri MOCTKEHECTIK
TEPPUTOPHSIIAD CAHAIATHIH aiiMaKTapFa OipiHIII Ke3eKTe SIKOHOMHKAIIBIK KOHE CasiCH cebenrepre
OaiimaHBICTBI KOHBIC aymaapa Oactanel. Makanmama kopicrepnin Kazakcranma maiina OONTybIHBIH
Heri3ri cedentepiniy Oipi caHanareiH 1937 sxpinrpl CTaTUHHIH Kep ayJlapy cascarbiHa 0aca Hazap
aymapeutrad. COHBIMEH KaTtap *ep ayaapy YHAepici MeH OHbIH cebentepiHe con ke3eHmeri Kenec
OJIAFBIHBIH CBHIPTKBI KOHE 1IIKI YKaFJIallblH KaJBINTACTBIPFAH (pakTopiap TYPFHICHIHAH Talaay
JKacaJIbIHFaH.

Tyiiin co30ep: Kapic ouacnopacsi, kapicmep, scep ayoapy, KazakCmanoagvl Kapic Yium oKinoepi.

UCTOPUSA KOPEVCKO JUACITIOPHI B KA3AXCTAHE: ®OKYC
HA JETIOPTALIMIO KOPEWIIEB B 1937 TOIIY

SIln Mun Uy

AHHoTanus. B crarbe paccMaTpuBaeTcss UICTOpUA KopelcKkon truactiopsl B Kazaxcrane, kotopas
MOXET paccMaTpuBaTbCs B KauyecTBe cBoeoOpasHoro «mocta» mexay Kopeeit m Kazaxcranom.
Jns rmyOokoro MOHUMaHHUS KOPEHWCKOM IUacriopbhl B CTaTbe aHAIU3UPYIOTCS HCTOPUYCCKHE
nporiecchl HauMHas ¢ Poccuiickoil umMmepun 1 coBeTCKoro nepuoaa a0 ooperenus: Kazaxcranom
He3aBUCUMOCTH. Mictopudecku, HaunHas ¢ 1860-bIX roJJ0B STHUYECKUE KOPEHIIBI TEPECENSUTUCH Ha
COBPEMEHHBIE OCTCOBETCKUE TEPPUTOPHUH IO PA3HBIM MPUUMHAM, TIPEIK]IE BCETO, SKOHOMUUECKUM
U IouTHYECKUM. B cTarhe 0coboe BHUMaHUE yaemnseTcs monuTrke aenopranuu CranuHa B 1937
TOAY, YTO SIBUJIOCh OCHOBHOW IIPUYMHON UX NMPUCYTCTBUS Ha Tepputopuu Kaszaxcrana. Taxxe
paccMaTpHUBAETCS MPOIIECC NSTTOPTAIIMH U aHATM3UPYIOTCS €T0 IPUYHMHBI uepes3 Mpu3My GaKkTopoB,

OIpEAEIAIONIMX BHYTPEHHIOK M BHELIHIO cutyanuto Coserckoro Corosa.
Knrouesvie cnoea: Kopeiickas ouacnopa, Kopetiyvl, 0enopmayus, 3mMHUYECKUe Kopelyvl 8

Kazaxcmane.

Introduction

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Kazakhstan became an independent country 26
years ago; and the relationship between Korea
and Kazakhstan continues to develop. From my
point of view, one of the reasons that means that
Koreacanmakeacloserrelationship with Central
Asian countries than other European countries
is the existence of the Korean diaspora (Koryo-
Saram). At the present time, about 100,000
Koreans live within Kazakhstan’s borders.
Their existence is the result of deportation
in 1937 during the time of Stalin. During this
period, serious tension was building up between
the Soviet Union and Japan. Because of the
mounting tension, the government of Soviet
Union made an excuse that Koreans might be

52

spying for Japan; and they deported the Koreans
who lived in the Maritime Province (Yonheaju),
located in the Far East of Russia, to the Central
Asian region. From that time, Koreans were
scattered far and wide throughout the Central
Asian region. After the collapse of the Soviet
Union, when all the Soviet republics became
independent countries, the Korean people
confronted the newly emerged environment and
they adjusted to the country they lived in.
Among the members of the Korean diaspora
in the CIS (Commonwealth Independent States)
countries, numbering about 500,000 people,
Korean exiles in Kazakhstan feel that they have
adapted well to their host country compared
to other Koreans in the CIS region. [1] In the
case of Uzbekistan, even though most Koreans
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were relocated to this country, there are fewer
examples to support the idea that the Koreans
entered into Uzbek society. This is because the
Uzbek government had implemented a policy
of ‘Uzbek nationalism first’ and emphasized the
Uzbek language. In other words, they put up a
barrier to minority groups such as the Koreans,
who can only speak Russian, entering Uzbek
society. Meanwhile, Kazakhstan has emphasized
several related concepts such as ‘multi-ethnic
coexistence’, ‘tolerance’, and ‘multi-culturalism’
as part of the Kazakh nation’s identity. This is

because, since the nation’s independence in
1991, non-titular nationalities have outnumbered
the titular nation, the Kazakhs: the country is
in fact made up of about 130 different ethnic
groups. Although the Kazakhstan government
adopted Kazakh as a state language, they also
officially adopted Russian as an inter-ethnic
language. Through this policy, the Kazakhstan
government allows minority ethnic groups in
Kazakhstan to live as part of their society and
opens up the possibility of them taking up major
posts within the local community.

Figure 1: Ethnic Composition of Central Asian Countries in 1993
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(Source: A Study on Formation of a ‘Kazakhstani’ Nation: Focusing on the Assembly of People
of Kazakhstan, Young Min Choo. —2013.)

For Korea, the existence of the Korean
diaspora in Kazakhstan provides an opportunity
to educate Kazakhstan in Korean. Likewise,
for Kazakhstan, the Korean diaspora provides
a starting point for Kazakhstan to know the
country of Korea as well as ethnic Koreans.
The image of the Korean diaspora is positive
as far as other ethnic groups in Kazakhstan
are concerned; and the Koreans are renowned
as a hardworking group since the era of the
Russian empire and indeed Soviet times. On
the strength of this positive image, it is true
that most Koreans are seen in Kazakhstan as
friendly. With this in mind, the Korean people
in Kazakhstan can have an important role and
a symbolic function in terms of being a bridge
between Korea and Kazakhstan. In particular,
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they are actively working in diverse fields
regardless of being a minority in their society.
They are familiar with the local culture and
the overall situation. In addition, they also
have professional knowledge and experience
in their various fields of work. It means that
they can be a valuable human resource who can
suggest the right way to bring about cooperation
between two countries: Korea and Kazakhstan.
For these reasons, I am going to research the
Korean diaspora in Kazakhstan. In this article,
I will study ‘the history of Korean diaspora in
Kazakhstan’ as a first step in my research.

The timespan of my research is divided into
three parts: 1. 1980 - before the deportation
in 1937; 2. the deportation period in 1937; 3.
from 1937 to the collapse of the Soviet Union.
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Moreover, this study will also examine the
process of and reasons for the deportation in
1937. My research is mainly based on literature
researches using sources from Korea and
Kazakhstan. 1 will also use the term Soviet
Korean, meaning Koreans in the Soviet era.

The History of the Korean Diaspora in the
Post-Soviet World

Early period of the ethnic Koreans in the Far
East of Russia

There is no exact data or information regarding
the initial migration period of the Korean diaspora
in Russian territory. However, according to
a document in a Russian archive, which was
written by the person in charge of Novgorod’s
border post, ‘several Koreans entered Russian
territory and built 5-6 thatch-roofed houses in

Korean style, and they requested permission for
20 Korean households to live there.” [2] From this
document, we can surmise that the first migration
period was around the 1860s. The background to
their migration consisted of economic difficulties
caused by the corrupt Choseon feudal dynasty
and harsh exploitation from the ruling class, in
addition to other causes. At that period, an influx
of people was necessary for Russia in order to
solve the problem of a shortage of labor after
they had taken the Maritime Province territory
from China. [3] Korean migrants, therefore,
who were mainly peasants, were considered
suitable groups for cultivating the wilderness of
the Far East, including the Maritime Province.
According to Russian local-government
statistics, 185 households and 999 people from
Korea were living in the northern-Ussuriysk
region in January 1967.

Table 1: The Population of Koreans in Russian territory in 1867

Region The Number of | Population number
& households Male female subtotal

— P ——
Tizinkhe(HsgpE) * riverside 124 368 293 661
Rezanovo
Sizini riverside 11 30 24 54
Rezanovo 48 134 45 249
Temporary residents
Mongugai riverside 8 21 14 35
total 185 553 376 999

(Source: remake based on Park B., Bugai N. 140 years in Russia — History of Korean migration
in Russia. - Embassy of the Republic of Korea in Russian Federation, Overseas Koreans
Foundation, Association of Russian Koreans. — 2004.)

In the autumn of 1869, due to the major flood
and great famine in the Northern Province of
Choseon, Hamkyung-do, more Koreans started
to move to Russian territory. Following that,
the population of Korean residents in Maritime

Province increased to 12,857 in 1891; and they
continued to increase to 23,000 in 1989. In
1902, the population was 32,380, which meant
that the population had increased by two and a

half times in eleven years.

Table 2: The population of Koreans in Maritime Province from 1891 to 1902

Year The population of Koreans
1891 12,857
1898 23,000
1899 27,000
1902 32,380

(Source: Park B., Bugai N. 140 years in Russia — History of Korean migration in Russia. -
Embassy of the Republic of Korea in Russian Federation, Overseas Koreans Foundation,
Association of Russian Koreans - 2004.)
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After that time, migration from Korea was
re-ignited because of the Russo-Japanese
War (1904-1905); the Japan-Korea Treaty of
1905; and Japan’s forced occupation of Korea
(Daehan Empire). In this period, anti-Japanese
feeling spread widely among the Koreans. Due
to the situation, not only Korean peasants but
also Korean independence activists flowed into
the Far East region of Russia and the population
of Koreans was increased. After that, the
Far East region became a center of the anti-
Japanese movement for Koreans. According to
the records from that time, Posyet district was
the area most heavily populated by Koreans in
Russian territory. In 1917, for example, there
were 30,000 Koreans living there and only
3,000 Russians. The style of the houses and the
living environment were also overwhelmingly
Korean; and therefore records mention that
it was hard to distinguish whether it was a
territory of Russia or Korea. [4] Koreans’ anti-
Japanese movement continued and meanwhile
the revolutions of February and October 1917
took place and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics was established in 1922. Koreans in
the Far East actively supported the revolution
and the establishment of the Soviet regime
because they wanted to see the end of the Tsarist
government, which had imprisoned Korean
anti-Japanese activists due to the relationship
with Japanese government. To get support
from the Koreans in the war against Japanese,
the Bolsheviks made a promise regarding land
distribution for the Koreans. However, even with
the Koreans’ active participation in the civil war
and loyalty to the Bolsheviks, the Bolsheviks
were instead planning the resettlement of the
Korean diaspora to other regions. During a
speech at the first party congress, I.A. Kubyak,
who was the General Secretary of the Far
East region of the Communist Party Central
Committee, denounced the Koreans as being
the same as Japanese colonialists and said
that therefore the Koreans should be expelled
from the Far East. Because of this situation, the
Soviet government deported about 700~800
Korean laborers to Japan. [2] As a result, the
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Koreans endured an unjustified situation as
a minority ethnic group without the promised
compensation from the Bolsheviks and Soviet
government. Consequentially, Koreans were
denied the opportunity to be recognized as a
mainstream group in Russian territory. After
that, when the Soviet government enforced
a collectivized agricultural policy in 1928,
dozens of Korean households relocated from
Maritime Province to the Kyzhylorda region
of Kazakhstan and organized ‘Kazris (Ka3puc)’
and ‘International (MuTepnanuonan)’ to start
rice farming.

The deportation of the Koreans in September
1937.

1. Process of the deportation

Before the deportation, there was a sign
of what was to come; and it was not a good
sign. The Soviet government arrested Korean
leaders on suspicion of participating in an illegal
organization; and they imprisoned and executed
them just before the deportation was enforced.
In this affair, about 2,500 Soviet Korean leaders
were sacrificed. These Koreans were mainly
chiefs of Communist party, military officers
and intellectuals who had shown loyalty to
the Soviet Government. Ironically, however,
they were executed by the Soviet Union. From
a common-sense point of view, this affair is
incomprehensible. However it is possible that
the Soviet government decided to eliminate
the Korean leaders, as they had the potential to
lead 200,000 Koreans and organize opposition
movements against the deportation policy and
the Soviet government. [5]

In August 1937, the decision of deportation
of Koreans from Far East to Central Asia was
adopted by the Council of People’s Commissars
and the Communist Party Central Committee. In
September of the same year, the first deportation
started in Posyet district; and in October
the Korean households were deported to
Kazakhstan. The deportation was carried out on
three separate occasions. The process was very
urgently enforced. Koreans did not therefore
have enough time to prepare for it; and they
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were simply put on trains heading for Central
Asia. Even they did not have exact information
about their destinations, they just were notified
of the day and time of departure. Only about
1,000 people, included in the elite group, could
have seats on the train; and the others were in
poor conditions for more than a month on the
train. For example, most Koreans were taken
on to trains intended for transporting freight
and livestock. The estimated number of deaths
of Koreans during the deportation amounts to
554 people. [4] We can check the result of the
deportation through the report to I.Stalin and

V.Molotov by N.Yezov, who was in charge of
Korean’s deportation policy.

‘The migration of the Soviet Koreans has
almost been completed by October 25, 1937. A
total of 36,442 households and 171,781 Koreans
have been moved by train. About 700 Koreans
remain in the Far East region; and it is planned
that will be moved on November first this year
by train. The number of Koreans allocated to
the Uzbek SSR (Socialist Soviet Republics)
is 16,277 households (76,525 people); and to
the Kazakh SSR is 20,170 households (95,256

people). [5]

Figure 2: Deportation Route of Soviet Koreans in 1937

Kazakhstan

Kostanay

Russia

(Source: http://news.joins.com/article/2926712)

The Koreans arrived in Ushtobe, located in
the southern part of the Kazakhstan territory,
after travelling along the following route:
Vladivostok-Khabarovsk-Chita-Irkutsk-
Krasnoyarsk.

2. Reasons for the deportation.

It should be considered that the deportation
of Koreans in the Soviet Union was caused by
the combination of the Soviet Union’s internal
and external situations. In this article, I will look
at the various reasons for the deportation by
separately condisering the internal and external
factors affecting the Soviet Union at the time.
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When it comes to the Soviet Union’s external
situation at the time of the deportation, the
Koreans were forced to move due to a political
reason. The Soviet Union’s national security
was threatened by Germany from the West
and Japan from the East. Hitler’s government
was increasing expenditure on armaments. In
addition, the Soviet Union had been threatened
by the East. They were defeated in the Russo-
Japanese War; the Japanese kept infiltrating
into the Far East region in 1918-1922; and the
the Manchurian Incident occurred in 1931. The
Soviet Union wanted to avoid a war with the
Eastern front, with Japan, in order to concentrate
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on the Western front, Germany, when war
broke out. About that time, the Far East region
including Maritime Province was an economic
(financial) and human supply route for anti-
Japanese movement among Koreans. Looking
at the situation, the Soviet government probably
judged that if Japan tried to suppress the Koreans
in the Soviet territory by force, serious problems
could arise between the Soviet and Japanese
governments. [6] Furthermore, the Japanese
government had already interfered frequently
in the Far East region because the Japanese had
continued to insisting that the Koreans in the
Soviet territory were part of the Japanese nation.
[5] For these reasons, the Soviet government
wanted to take some measures to reduce friction
with Japan. They therefore made the decision
to relocate Soviet Koreans from the Far East to
Central Asia, far away from the Eastern area and
Japan. In order to justify the relocation plan, the
Soviet leaders purged the Soviet Korean leaders
on suspicion of activities as Japanese spies; and
then they executed the deportation policy. In the
‘Pravda’ newspaper, an article which is entitled
‘Foreign spies in the Far East region of Soviet
Union’ reflects the distrust concerning Soviet
Koreans all across the Soviet Union. This article
described Japanese spies and Koreans who were
hired by them; and it made the Soviet nation
anxious on this subject. [6] In fact, the Soviet
Koreans fought for the independence of Korea
against Japan at that time. The situation was the
opposite of the one depicted in the newspaper.
In reality, the possibility for Koreans to become
Japanese spies was not very feasible at all.

The internal factors leading to the deportation
can be divided into three parts. The first claim
is that the dire economic situation made Soviet
leaders relocate Soviet Koreans to the Central
Asia region. This is the view mainly of Russian
researchers. According to their argument,
the Soviet government needed to stabilize
the agricultural industry first in order to be
able to feed the Soviet nation and to improve
agricultural productivity; and the expertise of
the Soviet Koreans in rice farming was a way
to achieve that. This is because Soviet Koreans
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combined high levels of agricultural expertise
and diligence, something proven in their ability
to farm well in the barren Far East region.
However it is hard see this as the main reason for
the deportation. If anything, if the government
had tried to improve agricultural productivity
in Far East region, where the Koreans had
already made an environment for farming, they
could have achieved their purpose more easily
and faster without a waste of time, costs and
labor. For these reasons, the economic situation
cannot be considered as the logical reason
for the deportation of 170,000 Koreans. The
second reason is to prevent a poor demographic
situation in Central Asia. Stalin’s government
desired to achieve the real meaning of the
socialist revolution by industrialization through
extensive nationalization and collectivization.
According to this desire, the policy of collective
farming was implemented forcibly all over the
Soviet Union in 1929-1933. As the result, the
Kazakh ethnic group, who has lived as nomads
traditionally, lost their territory and means of
living. Also, a part of them left for China to revolt
against Soviet policy and make a new life. In
addition, the Kazakh ethnic group experienced
two periods of great famine: in 1919 and in
the 1930s. 38% of the Kazakh population was
lost because of these events. From the Soviet
point of view, the population gap (vacuum)
was to be made up by other nations in order
to stabilize the Soviet Union’s economy and
society. However this reason also cannot be
considered as a main reason for the deportation.
If anything, it is possible that the population
loss in Central Asia would be mentioned when
the Soviet government discussed the place
where Koreans could be relocated after they had
already decided the deportation policy. Third,
it was necessary for the Soviet leaders to have
political and social scapegoats to lessen the
nation’s opposition to Stalin’s nationalization
and collectivization policy.

As 1 mention above, Stalin’s Soviet
government had implemented an exclusive and
forceful nationalization and collectivization
policy; and they could anticipate strong
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opposition from the nation. In order to prevent it
in advance, the government purged the potential
opposition forces around the deportation date
in 1936-1938; and they used the minority
Soviet Koreans as a mutual enemy. Through
sacrificing Soviet Koreans and issuing a strong
punishment to them, the Soviet government
intended to repress any dissatisfaction from the
Soviet nation by demonstrating the disastrous
consequence for any group aligning itself the
Soviet government. [5] All things taken together,
the Soviet government used nationalization and
collectivization to construct one-state socialism.
For this, they needed to solve several foreign
and domestic problems. In this process, the
government exploited Soviet minority groups,
including the Soviet Koreans.

Soviet Koreans in Kazakhstan territory

After the Soviet Koreans arrived in
Kazakhstan, they were relocated to other
regions of Central Asia, such as Kostanai,
Karaganda and Kyzhlorda in Kazakhstan; and
Tashkent and Samarkand in Uzbekistan. Among
the Soviet Koreans who arrived in Kazakhstan,
the largest number of them settled in southern
part of Kazakhstan (12,031); others moved
to the northern part (41,425); and the western
part (8,986). [2] The Soviet Koreans faced a
difficult situation during the winter in Central
Asia. They dug underground shelters and
built temporary huts to survive by themselves
without proper compensation and support from
the Soviet government. In other words, they
were abandoned in the vast steppe of Central
Asia without a proper place to live. Friction
between the Soviet government the and Kazakh
SSR was continuous regarding the way in
which the deportation was carried out. Nothing
was done promptly to solve these problems; but
over time an attempt was made to make various
plans for the Koreans’ relocation. As a result, 28
of the Koreans’ own Kolkhozes were created.
However, in some cases, about 500 households
of Koreans who were located in Kazakhstan
were ordered to move again to the Stalingrad
region to work in the fisheries by order of the
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Soviet government. [7] The Soviet government
instructed the Kazakh SSR government to
form a Kolkhoz in consideration of the Soviet
Koreans’ abilities in the agricultural sector.

The chairman of Council of People’s
Commissars in Kazakhstan asserted that the
Soviet Koreans should be located in the place
where rice farming took place because they
were outstanding in the agriculture sector.
According to his assertion, the Koreans mainly
re-migrated intensively to the southern part of
the Kazakhstan territory where rice farming
and grain production is possible. Also, the
local government dissolved existed Kolkhozes
and reorganized it for the Soviet Koreans. [7]
To survive in the new destination, the Soviet
Koreans had tried to develop agricultural
technologies appropriate for Kazakhstan’s
climate and increased productivity. Through this
process, the Soviet Koreans started to become
increasingly settled in Kazakhstan.

Nonetheless, they were not granted Soviet
citizenship because they were seen as a hostile
ethnic group in the Soviet Union as a whole.
The Soviet government therefore restricted
their freedom for residential mobility, namely
they could move only by plans and approval
from Soviet government. In addition, when
Germany invaded to Soviet Union in 1941,
the Soviet Koreans could not participate in the
war because they were not accepted as official
citizens in Soviet society. If anything, the Soviet
army expelled the Koreans. Instead of direct
participation in the war, the Soviet government
put the Koreans in charge of a labor army,
working in the background. According to the
records, in 1943, 7,765 Soviet Koreans were
transferred to the Tula coalfield in Russia and
to the Karaganda coalfield in Kazakhstan. [2,
7] It was not a massive migration movement
like the deportation in 1937 but it shows that
Soviet Koreans had been moved repeatedly not
because of their will but because of the Soviet
Government’s plans. The Soviet Koreans had
the right to freely move only after 1957, thanks
to Khrushchev’s government.
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Table 3: Koreans population in Soviet Union in 1939, 1959 and 1989

1939 1959 1989

Kazakhstan SSR

No data 74,019 (23.59%) | 103,315 (23.55%)

Whole Soviet Union

182,339 313,735 438,650

(Source: Remake based on Korean Experience Chronology in Russia and Central Asia, National
Institute of Korean History, 2009)

According to a census of the Soviet Union,
the population of Koreans was 314,000 in
1959. Among them, the number of Koreans
in Kazakhstan was 74,000. The 1989 census

shows that the population of Koreans was
103,315; there had been a great increase during
30 years; and this figure is similar to the current
Kazakhstani Korean population.

Table 4: Distribution of Soviet Koreans by the census for Soviet Union in 1959, 1970 and
1979 (according to the border at that time)

Regions 1959 1970 1979

Almaty oblasty 20,501 4,391 4,720
Almaty city 2,474 6,908 11,423
Zhambyl oblasty 5,474 8,228 12,215
Kyzhlorda oblasty 14,300 13,429 12,503
Taldykorgan * 12,514 12,215
Shymkent 8,728 9,872 11,071
Gurev 2,504 2,988 2,946
Karaganda oblasty 12,034 13,391 10,638
Kostanay 2,346 2,730 3,066
Chelinnograd *k 1,872 1,958

* incorporated into an Almaty city/ ** incorporated into different cities

(Source: Kim G. The Development of Korean Immigrants Culture and Society in Kazakhstan. -
1995.)

Conclusions

The Korean diaspora in Kazakhstan is very
important in developing a relationship between
Korean and Kazakhstan. The existence of
the Kazakhstani Koreans can bring the two
countries closer together in that they can be a
sturdy connecting link. In particular, Korean
elite groups are well adapted to Kazakhstani
society and at the same time they have high
levels of professionalism in their fields too.
They are therefore competent to play a key role
in the two countries’ relationship. This article
has studied the history of the Korean diaspora in
Kazakhstan and has looked at their roots by first
examining how they first arrived in Kazakhstan.

The Korean diaspora first arrived in
Russian territory in the 1860s. They had left
their territory of Choseon; and migration had
been increased for several reasons: economic
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difficulties first; and then the anti-Japanese
movement advocating the independence of
Korea from Japan. The existence of the Korean
population in Kazakhstan, more than 100,000
people, is directly attributable to the deportation
policy of Stalin’s government in 1937. This is
a main reason of the existence of Koreans in
Kazakhstan territory from the beginning of 20th
century.

There are several reasons for the deportation
of Koreans from the Far East of Russia to
Central Asia. The first reason is a political one
thanks to the external situation of Soviet Union.
The Soviet government sent the Soviet Koreans
to Central Asia in order to avoid conflict with
Japanese government which was threatening
the Soviet Union’s national security from the
East side and the Soviet government blamed the
Koreans in the Far East, saying that they were
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Japanese spies, and sent them far away from
the East to Central Asia. In addition to this,
there are other reasons for the deportation of
Soviet Koreans such as the domestic economy,
the demographic situation in Kazakhstan SSR
and the Soviet Union’s domestic politics.
To be precise, to further the Soviet Union’s
economic revival to balance a demographic loss
in Kazakhstan and for creating a ‘scapegoat’
for relieving social discontent among Soviet
citizens. When these reasons are put together,
the Soviet Koreans dreamed of a new life with
hope under the umbrella protection of the Soviet
Union — but they were abandoned and used by
the Soviet government due to political reasons.

For these reasons, the Soviet Koreans were
forcibly moved from the Far East region to
Central Asia. Without proper support and
direction, they were placed on a train and sent
to Kazakhstan and then sent again to local cities

and other parts of the Central Asia region. They
were abandoned to freeze in a strange land
and lost the freedom of residential mobility.
Nevertheless, the Soviet Koreans kept trying to
work in order to for survive and to be recognized
as Soviet citizens. At present, 100,000 Korean
diaspora live in Kazakhstan. They show high
levels of participation in Kazakhstani society
and work as professions in various fields. The
difference after the collapse of Soviet Union is
the country in which they live. They are still a
minority group in Kazakhstani society but their
role in society is not a minor one. They are the
evidence of the Koreans’ painful history. At the
same time, they are proud Koreans who have
shown vitality and the power of the Korean
nation. That is one reason we should not only
keep researching their lives in history and the
present time but also making connections with
them.
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