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Abstract
This thesis analyses regional co-operation in @eAsia and asks why the Central

Asian states so often failed to co-operate effetfiin the period 1991-2004. The
thesis assesses the usefulness of internatioadibred theories in accounting for this
pattern, and finds that theories stressing conftjchational interest among the local
states offer, on the whole, a plausible accounivityregional co-operation failed. It
is, nevertheless, essential also to pay attentitwvd important features of the Central
Asian states — authoritarian rule and state weakn@s order to provide a full

understanding of why arftbwregional co-operation proved unsuccessful.

The exploration of failed regional co-operatiorGantral Asia also sheds light on a
number of related questions. The thesis offer hisign the nature of Russian
hegemony in the post-Soviet area and also illedrdte ways in which the character
of post-Soviet states mattered for the kind ofristate politics that unfolded in the
post-Soviet space. With regards to internationakiens theory, the thesis highlights
the possible implications of state-weakness fogitpr policy. Lastly, the thesis offers
new insight on Central Asia: it encourages a mavayarom Great Game analysis
and introduces instead the concept of ‘patchwodpgétics’. The thesis also argues

that rather than forming part of an ‘arc of insk#ygi the intra-regional relations of



Central Asian states embodied many typical regikefeatures: while regional co-

operation failed, the states nevertheless intedantpredictable and rule-bound ways.
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Introduction

This thesis presents a comprehensive analysiedfifiinct patterns of regional co-
operation in Central Asia. It seeks to answer tlewing question: why did regional
co-operation fail in Central Asia in the period 1920047 In so doing, it explores the
possible significance of state weakness for inteteselations in Central Asia and
sheds light on the nature of Russian hegemonyeipdst-Soviet area. An underlying
theme of the thesis is whether the character dfposiet states mattered in shaping

the kind of inter-state politics that unfolded hetpost-Soviet space.

The question of why the Central Asian states faitedct together is interesting since
local and outside leaders vigorously stressed dleel fior co-operation in dealing with
the serious challenges facing post-Soviet Centsé After independence in 1991.
There seemed to be good reasons for states inaCAsia to work together in solving
common problems in the region. Yet the absenceyph@eaningful co-operation

among the states in Central Asia remained striking.

The question becomes even more complex if we censi@ plethora of
organisations that entered the arena of inter-stddions in Central Asia in the
1990s, professing to enhance regional co-operatme of these, the Central Asian
Co-operation Organisatidif sentral’no-Aziatskoe SotrudnichestV@S), was
initiated by the Central Asian leaders themselves(anlike other organisations in

the area) was composed solely of states from giemeThroughout the 1990s, the

! Other organisations encouraging regional co-ofmerancluded the Commonwealth of Independent
States (CIS), Shanghai Cooperation Organisatio®}@d the Economic Cooperation Organisation
(ECO).
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TAS member countries continued to agree on extervoperation schemes, which,
if enacted, would have solved many of the challerfgeing the region. Indeed, for
every regional problem in Central Asia, the statkers could draw on a range of
agreements. At summit meetings, the state leadetsced to proclaim their firm
willingness to initiate co-operation. Effective operation, however, did not ensue.
An internal and frank briefing paper by a Centralah foreign ministry noted that
‘today’s state of co-operation may be characterased major failure to use the

opportunities availablpNeispol’zovannii potentsial vozmozhnostéi]

The thesis draws on international relations theadneaccounting for the distinct
pattern of failed co-operation in Central Asiaartalyses co-operation in three key
spheres drawn from ‘high’ and ‘low’ politics: tradeater and securityIn short, |

find that conventional international relations thes, in particular those that stress
conflicting national interests among the localetabverall, offer a plausible account
of whyregional co-operation failed. It is, neverthelessential also to pay attention
to two important features of the Central Asianedat authoritarian rule and state
weakness — in order to provide a full understandinigoth why andowregional co-

operation proved unsuccessful.

2 Internal briefing papelCity: Confidential, published by a Central Asi&oreign Ministry 2005).
3. S. Nye, 'Patterns and catalysts in regionabnation' International Organizatiorl 965, vol. 19, no.
4,
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Contributions and implications

By arguing that issues such as state weaknes$ianddompatibility of interests
among the states within the region are centrabfagh determining policy patterns in

Central Asia, | am putting forward a new interptieta of regional affairs.

| am rethinking Central Asian politics in three ga¥irst, the inter-state politics of
the region is often understood with reference éoGneat Game, i.e., outside
competition by great powers such as the US andi&usghis thesis, | demonstrate
that in many issue areas, the Great Game is arlpfuhand at times even misleading
analytical concept. Instead | suggest that ‘patchweopolitics’ is a term that better
captures the dynamics of outside involvement int@éisia. Second, the
international relations of Central Asia are oftemtayed as inherently unstable,
forming, as Zbigniew Brzezinski noted, part of arc' of instability’? By contrast, |
argue that relations among the Central Asian stagee often guided by formal and
informal principles, norms, rules and decision-makprocedure3As such, inter-
state politics sometimes resembled a regime-likesire. This argument contains an
important nuance: although there was predictakitithhe conduct of inter-state
relations, it did not follow that inter-state coavption was carried out successfully.
Put differently: regional co-operation failed, litacting out this policy pattern,

states nevertheless interacted in predictable @eebound ways. Finally, Central

* Z. BrzezinskiThe grand chessboard: American primacy and its getegjic imperativegNew York:
Basic Books, 1997).

® This argument follows the definition of regimes fetvard by Andrew Hurrell: ‘explicit principles,
norms, rules and decision making procedures aradmch actors’ expectations converge in a given a
area of international relations’. A. Hurrell, 'Regalism in theoretical perspective’, in Fawcett and
Hurrell edsRegionalism in world politics: regional organizatiamd international ordefOxford:

Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 42. Hurrell dsaon S. D. Krasner’s 'Structural causes and regime
consequences: regimes as intervening variableskasner, ed.International regimeglthaca: Cornell
University Press, 1983), p. 1.
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Asian societies are often portrayed as being otitimi of Balkan-like scenarios of
violent internal instability.| argue that in the period 1991-2004, with theegxion
of Tajikistan, the weak states of Central Asia weraarkably persevering. Even
when state institutions operated in a malfunctigrondistorted manner, they often

managed to generate considerable stability and aridein their respective countries.

The thesis has relevance for broader issues imatienal relations. It sheds new
light on the implications of state weakness foefgn policy. This is an issue which is
understudied in international relations. The thatss provides important insight on

Russia’s foreign policy behaviour towards formevi8bstates.

Lastly, this thesis makes a key contribution bypimg substantial new empirical
material. There are only a handful of academic bankhe English language that
comprehensively assess the intra-regional relatd@entral Asid. By providing a
systemic discussion of inter-state co-operatiothéncases of trade, water and security,
| uncover and make available to a broader acadeomomunity new and important

material on a region that nearly equals Westermgiin territorial extent.

Data for this thesis have been collected not antyphé capitals of Central Asia, but
also in the peripheral areas of the region, incigademote border areas and regional
administrative centres. Most studies approachrtegnational relations of Central

Asia through the analysis of online news bulletimatjonal newspapers and

®N. Lubin and B. R. RubirCalming the Ferghana Valley: development and diagoiguthe heart of
Central Asia(New York: Century Foundation Press, 1999). R.ongeren, H. v. d. Veen and J.
VerhoevenSearching for peace in Europe and Eurasia: an owmof conflict prevention and
peacebuilding activitieBoulder: Lynne Rienner, 2002).

" These include T. Dadabaégwards post-Soviet Central Asian regional integna(iTokyo: Akashi
Shoten, 2004) and E. Weinth&tate making and environmental cooperation: linkdiegnestic and
international politics in Central Asi@Cambridge: MIT Press, 2002).
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interviews in state capitals. However, these mettool focuses may well miss
important points related to foreign policy conduchis thesis represents a rare

attempt to look beyond the limits of capital citfes data on international relations.

Co-operation in the post-Soviet space: existing étature

The existing literature on the inter-state relagiofthe post-Soviet space is limited.
There are also some inconsistencies and gaps litategure’s explanations of the
type of co-operation patterns found in the posti&awea. Below | discuss the two

central works in this field and the analysis thegsent of co-operation failurés.

In Getting it wrong: Regional cooperation and the Camnmealth of Independent
States Martha Brill Olcott, Anders Aslund and Shermarr @t assess the
performance of the Commonwealth of IndependeneS{&bdruzhestvo
Nezavisimykh Gosudar$tn the 1990S.While primarily offering a narrative of the
CIS’s malfunctioning, they also put forward threaimexplanations of why inter-
state co-operation failed in the CIS frameworkoimerent and poor institutional
design; suspicion of Russia and coercive and id&atmg actions by Russia towards
the new states; and reluctance on the part of igadkers to yield newly-won

sovereignty and decision-making power to supranatimstitutions-’

8 Other works on this topic include R. M. Cutlertégration within and without the Cl®ssociation
for the Study of Nationalities Monthly. Analysi<frrent Eventd4997 Vol.9, no. 3. Irina
Kobrinskaya ‘The CIS in Russian Foreign Policy: @muand effects’ in Smith eRussia and its
foreign policy influences, interests and iss(tgslsinki: Alexantri Institute Helsinki, 2005). MVebber,
CIS integration trends: Russia and the former Sod@uth(London: Royal Institute of International
Affairs 1997). M. Webber and R. Sakwa, ‘The Commealth of Independent States, 1991-1998:
stagnation and survivaEurope-Asia Studies999, vol. 51, no. 3.

® M. B. Olcott, A. Aslund and S. W. GarneBetting it wrong: regional cooperation and the
Commonwealth of Independent Staié&shington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for InternaidPeace,
1999).

1% bid. pp. 11-28.
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Olcott, Aslund and Garnett also briefly mentionastaeakness as a reason for failure.
In the introduction they comment on the failuresob-regional groupings within the
CIS, such as TAS, noting that new groupings undeiGlS umbrella have not worked
because weak states co-operating with other weadsstisually fail to form effective
unions™ Later, in the chapter on security co-operatioaythote that ‘all post-Soviet
states are too weak, distracted and poor to betaliméegrate™® However, they

provide no follow-up explanation of these reasanddilure pertaining to weakness.

It is unclear precisely what type of weakness @)adatlund and Garnett have in

mind, and how they think that weakness has playgdaharelation to the other

principal factors discussed in their book.

Mark Webber, inThe International politics of Russia and the susoestatesnotes
that there is ‘'something distinctive about inteioradl relations within the FSU
[Former Soviet Union]*® He attributes this to the deep interdependencedsst the
new states due to their common Soviet past. Herades how the shared Soviet past
shapes present outlooks: while Russia is concexbedt losing its empire, the non-
Russian states are wary of Russian intentions gglcbecause of the history of
domination. This environment has spurred two cating trends: on the one hand, an
impulse towards co-operation stemming from inteestelence; on the other hand, a

counter-tendency towards suspicion and disagreement

1 |bid. pp. 2-31.

2 |bid. p. 95.

13 M. Webber The international politics of Russia and the sucoestateManchester: Manchester
University Press, 1996), p. 15.
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These contradictory processes have affected catper Webber outlines the
emergence of the CIS and illustrates how the osgdiioin has been beset by failure.
He argues that the reason for the malfunctionintp@fCIS lies in the inherent
limitations and contradictions in the design of tinganisation, as well as in its
member states’ scepticism towards proposals thgittmécall the USSK: There

have also been profound differences between stataeir conception of the CIS and
its purpose: while some (among them Kazakhstarkgnglyzstan) have been
supportive, others have been coerced into joinimgldova, Georgia) or have viewed
membership in purely instrumental terms (Armenggksng to secure support in its
conflict with Azerbaijan and vis-a-vis Turke¥)Webber notes that regional co-
operation in Central Asia was initially successfupromoting the collective
influence of the Central Asian states in the Ci8,d)so that it has faced limitations.
He suggests the explanation lies in the rivalryrémional leadership between

Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, and in differences liigal systems.

Interestingly, Webber presents the distinct pditicajectory of the states not only of
Central Asia but also of the CIS as a whole aswrakechallenge to co-operation in

the post-Soviet space. Political diversity has ljpiged the emergence of shared norms
that might bind co-operation; Webber holds thafiedifig choices as to political

system — authoritarianism versus democracy — ptélieremergence of shared norms

and thus hinder co-operation.

The two works discussed above agree that themmething distinctive about

international relations in the post-Soviet spaoe, that this distinctiveness has

bid.
' |bid.
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important implications for co-operation patternewg¢ver, neither of the books
stresses the particular make-up of the post-Setages as a reason for the failures of
co-operation. Any state with recently acquirededtabd, high levels of
interdependence and a differing political trajegtaould, according this view, be
likely to experience something like the Eurasiatigra of post-1991 inter-state
relations. Is this a viable assumption? An undagyaim of this thesis is to shed light
on whether the nature of the post-Soviet stateséyant for understanding why these

states have failed to work together.

Both of the above works put considerable emphasi®lictance to yield sovereignty
and fear of Russian domination. What about caséaletl co-operation where loss of
sovereignty was not an issue? Or cases wherewssr@o ‘suspicion of Russian
intentions’? The history of co-operation in Cen#ala includes several incidents
where neither of these issues played an importd@t How can we best account for
failure in these cases? Moreover, neither of thakbattempts to offer a coherent
approach to the following puzzling question: whytisre such a wide discrepancy
between the high number of agreements and therpt@oof successful
implementation of these agreements? Lastly, Westoesses diverging political
trajectories and the resulting absence of sharedsias hindrance for co-operation.
In the following | shall argue that the politicahjectories of the post-Soviet states
have differed more in degree than in kind. Morepwdrile authoritarianism is
important for understanding co-operation patteitris,a mistake to assume that

shared norms have not prevailed among the stadengzips in Central Asia.
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The brief discussion above indicates that thereamember of interesting questions
still unanswered in relation to co-operation in plest-Soviet space. In this thesis |
want to shed light on some of these by giving aroant of why regional co-
operation failed in one post-Soviet region: Cenfvsib. Existing literature on co-

operation in Central Asia will be discussed in Gkapi.

Understanding and explaining regional co-operation

Understanding the failure of co-operation in Cdmiisia is not an easy task. The two
studies discussed above provide a number of litedgons for failure. To these, one
could add other context-related challenges to araimn, such as the economic
collapse and profound political uncertainty of gsly and mid-1990s. From this
perspective, it may seem that co-operation was édamfail. This has informed my
decision to provide a comprehensive understanditiger than simply an explanation

of failed regional co-operation.

Ngaire Woods draws a distinction between explanadiod understanding, and
stresses that explanation in the strict senseeatfethm is ‘concerned with identifying
what caused a particular event or state of affainsl entails ‘generating and testing

hypotheses such as “a change in x causet 'he complex nature of failed co-

6 N. Woods 'The use of theory in the study of ira¢ional relations' in Woods eBxplaining
international relations since 194®xford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 11. &de draws on
Martin Hollis and Steve Smith (1991) when stressirag there is an important difference between
explanation and understanding. Explaining entaijsrously asserting that a particular factor caused
particular outcome by studying several cases $o t&st whether the factor singled out was indeed t
likely cause, or merely a coincidental occurre®econtrast, according to Woods, understanding
focuses on grasping meaning and working with datnarrative form. This distinction resonates with
Bruno Bueno de Mesquita’s (1996) notion of histarimethod: a focus on understanding particular
events and a search to evaluate which variables seégvant in a given past case or sequence of
events. By contrast, a social scientist (an ‘ex@gj in Woods’ terminology) will have as a key atm
‘identify relations among critical variables thajpain classes of events or phenomena’. N. Woods,
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operation makes it difficult to single out indivialland defining causal variables.
Therefore, this thesis does not attempt to test afdalsifiable hypotheses on causal
relationships. Since many causal factors are likelyave been in operation, it is
more relevant to analyse how the various poteosiakal effects relate to each other,
and how particular combinations of factors may aotdor why and how a distinct
pattern of inter-state co-operation manifestedent@l Asia. This is an exercise more
akin to understanding than to strict explanatidme &pproach seeks to construct a
plausible narrative for the state of affairs in thgion with regard to regional co-
operation, with an emphasis on grasping meanimgedisas noting causal patterns. It
incorporates into the analysis an appreciatiomefadrigins, evolution and

consequences of the phenomenon in quesfion.

This thesis will assess co-operation in three cadesde, water and security issues. In
the sphere of trade, Central Asian states have pladges of trade liberalisation and
trade facilitation. In reality, however, the periadder study saw an increase in trade
barriers, and minimal co-operation. In water manag®, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan struggled to agree onggules and procedures for sharing

the limited water resources of the region. In theusity sphere, the states faced

"The use of theory in the study of internationaatiehs', in Woods, edgxplaining international
relations since 19480xford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 1B. B. de Mesquita, 'The benefits
of a social-scientific approach to studying inteiorzal affairs', in Woods, op.cit.. See also M. liol
and S. SmitlExplaining and understanding international relatioi@xford: Clarendon, 1991).

" Hedley Bull similarly argued for ‘a scientificglimperfect process of perception or intuition
characterised above all by explicit reliance ugmnéxercise of judgement’: H. Bull, 'International
theory: the case for a classical approach’, in Kand Rosenau edSpntending approaches to
international politics Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969P(.John Lewis Gaddis, in a
similar vein, argues for the fruitfulness of naiwras in accounting for key aspects and events of
international relations, J. Lewis Gaddis 'Histogieace and the study of international relations' in
Woods edExplaining international relations since 1946xford: Oxford University Press, 1996).
These arguments form part of a larger debate ontfatemethod in the social sciences; see the
methods section in Chapter 1 and P. Wilible idea of a social science and its relation tdgsophy
(London: Routledge, 1988); E. H. C&kthat is historyZLondon: Macmillan, 1961); M. HollisThe
philosophy of social science: an introducti@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994); C.
Tilly, Big structures, large processes, huge comparigbasdon: Russell Sage Foundation, 1984).
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military incursions by the Islamic Movement of Ukistan (IMU). Moreover, the

flow of drugs through Central Asia increased dracadly in the 1990s, and migration
to neighbouring countries within the region roseny Central Asian migrants
headed for Russia also passed through neighbocwoungtries. While these challenges
triggered formal efforts at co-operation and cohuaiting actions by the military and

the law enforcement agencies, there were few sigaffective co-operation.

Defining regional co-operation

The thesis employs a narrow definition of regioz@operation that follows one of
Andrew Hurrell’s typologies for regionalism: regalrinter-state co-operatidfi.

Hurrell notes that this type of co-operation camimee or less formal and may have
varying degrees of institutionalisation. The pugo$such inter-state co-operation is
to respond to external challenges, solve a commailggm or secure welfare gains.
When successful, such co-operation reasserts daddsxstate authority by enabling

it to tackle key challengés.

The focus of this thesis relates to the latter paHurrell’s definition: it assesses
issues that local state leaders have frequentipetbfs major problems, for which
they have often recommended common solutions. €lddsk of the thesis is to

analyse efforts at inter-state co-operation inrdggon and to assess how the outcome

18 Hurrell delineates several additional types ofarglism, including regionalisation, regional
awareness and identity, state-promoted regionadiiation, and regional cohesion. See A. Hurrell,
'Regionalism in theoretical perspective'.

9 |bid. It is important to stress that even if thyipe of regional co-operation may secure welfaia ga
and extend state authority, it will still, as i® tbase with most forms of co-operation, necessiictige
attempts by states ‘to adjust policies in ordemtet the demands of others’. This is Robert Keolsane’
primary definition of co-operation. R. O. KeohaAdéer hegemony: cooperation and discord in the
world political economyPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2005),2.
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of such initiatives can best be understood. Thsishe concerned primarily with

multilateral co-operation, but will also discustateral co-operation where relevaht.

Andrew Hurrell and Louise Fawcett signal an impotrizaution, relevant for research
on co-operation as well as regionalism. They naée $tudies of regionalism tend to
slide from description to prescription, wherebyioeglism becomes a moral doctrine
as to how international relationsightto be organised. This thesis does not put
forward a normative argument for co-operation gigralism in Central Asia. It
merely assesses instances where the Central Aatas shemselves have identified
the need to work together, but have failed to seaiuch co-operatidh The focus is
not on how this co-operation could be successfebyrrected, but on the interesting
analytical issues that arise from an understanoinghy it has been such a difficult

goal to achieve.

The literature on ‘new regionalism’ forms an im@mt backdrop to the the<sNew
regionalism attempts to capture the rise of rediorsitution building since the end

of the Cold War® Much of the enthusiasm for regional groupings tatlies on

20 Many issue areas in Central Asia are covered Hyilataral agreements as well as bilateral
agreements. In cases where bilateral agreementslavant for an understanding of a particulargass
or where they are directly linked to multilatenaitiatives, | will assess them as well.

2L Fawcett and HurrelRegionalism in world politics.

22 Andrew Hurrell notes that there was a previous/siaf regional schemes in the late 1960s,
discussed by among others J. S. Rgace in parts: integration and conflict in regiormabanization
(Lanham: University Press of America, 1987). Thentdrew regionalism’ has been used by several
writers, including Norman D Palmer, The new regionalism in Asia and the Pac{fiexington:
Lexington Books, 1991). A. Hurrell, 'Explaining thesurgence of regionalism in world politics’,
Review of International Studid995, vol. 21.

% Bjgrn Hettne places regionalisation directly is tontext of globalisation and argues that the new
approach sees regionalisation as ‘part of a glstoattural transformation, or globalization, in ani
also a variety of non-state actors were operatirsgeeral levels’. Similarly, Richard Falk foundith
the regional dimension of the world order couldhblo¢ seen as ‘containment of negative globalism’
and a ‘renewal of positive globalism as a worldepndroject’. R. Falk 'Regionalism and world order’,
in Soderbaum and Shaw, edigeories of new regionalism: a Palgrave rea@tdoundmills: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2003), pp. 70-71 and B. Hettne 'The negianalism revisited', in Soderbaum and Shaw
eds,Theories of new regionalismp. 23-24. .
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‘new regionalism’ have shown to exist in many arefathe world can also be found

in the rhetoric adopted by the foreign policy aitéd Central Asia. Indeed, state
leaders in Central Asia often make explicit refeeeto such regional initiatives as the
European Union or the Association of Southeastrbiations countries in

explaining the rationale for regional diplomatidtimtives*

While the phenomena and literature associated ‘név regionalism’ form an
important backdrop, this thesis also highlightsmaportant limit of its reach, since
Central Asia is a region where substantial co-dpmrdailed. The Central Asian
states projected the image of co-operation, arabksied institutions to undertake
regional co-operation efforts, but little actuatmoeration ensued. This thesis tries to
understand both why there were such extensive mguic efforts at generating
‘regionalism-like’ phenomena, and why the globahtis of regionalisation did not

fully take hold in Central Asia.

International Relations theory: approaches to undestanding regional co-
operation

Regional co-operation can be assessed with refetendarying levels of analysis or

‘images’ in international politic§, Explanations at the systemic level may involve the

24 Leaders increasingly stress that the challengesddmg globalisation in Central Asia — such as
survival of domestic industries and food productioternational drug trafficking and labour migati
flows — are best dealt with through regional orgations. See N. Nazarbakazakhstan na puti
uskorennoi ekonomicheskoi, sotsialnoi i politiclieshodernizatsiji(Speech in Astana, 2005); S.
Primbetov, 'EvrAZES i Vsemirnaia torgovaia orgarsitKazakhstan Spekt@004, no. 3.

% Kenneth Waltz introduced three levels of analytsis:individual, the state (unit) or the inter-stat
system (systemic); the state is the ‘second imapéde the systemic is the third image. In this theés
focus on two of these — the unit and systemic evedm excluding attention to the ‘first imagedan
the associated strategies and behaviours of stadels since, even if likely to offer some inteénggst
perspectives, this approach would necessitate alyindrrow focus for analysis. K. N. Waltglan,
the state and war: A theoretical analys@olumbia University Press: New York, 1959) anddinger,
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sum of interactions between states, including ealeémposition on a region by a
hegemonic power; or it may refer to other systgpnacesses, such as region-wide
economic interdependence or trans-national eliteorls. By contrast, there are also
explanations of international affairs that emphasisit level or domestic aspects
within states. These factors may be the conseqearidbe type of political system,

the interests of domestic social groups or vargiegrees of state capacity.

Below, | present five different approaches to ustirding failed regional co-
operation in Central Asia. These approaches ofielace, explicitly or implicitly, in
the literature on Central Asia — either as stamah@laccounts or bundled together.
Here | present ‘crystallised’ versions of theserapphes and link them to distinct
theories of international relations. In the nexamter | will assess key works in the

literature on the region that relate to CentralbAsto-operation.

Systemic level (3image) approaches

Realism |: Great-power engagement

The most common way scholars assess the interahatigations of Central Asia is
by viewing the region as an arena for great-powenpetition. A crude yet
widespread version of this approach is the notia the region is returning to the
dynamic of the historical ‘Great Game’ of Centralidin the 19 century and the

associated geopolitical competition between outsilgers?® This Great Game

"The level-of-analysis problem in International Rielas', in Knorr and Verba, edBhe International
System. Theoretical essagBrinceton: Princeton University Press, 196123¥.

% Great Game approaches dominate the English ass/&Ussian and Chinese academic literature on
Central Asia. Rossen Vassilev notes: ‘Since thalbtp of the USSR in December 1991, Russia
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approach uses a realist starting point: the intemnal system is anarchic and states
are concerned with their survival, which introducempetition and rivalry between
states. The Great Game approach is underpinnedégteal geopolitical postulate:
spatial dispositions of continents and oceans ladlistribution of natural and human
resources are central to the way the internatisystem is structured.States with

the greatest material capabilities are the ones ikedy to survive in the

international system. This system triggers comipetitor resources on a global scale
by the most powerful states. It follows that gneavers like Russia and the US have
natural, conflicting interests in controlling trexritories and resources of Central
Asia?® Moreover, since the outside actors are enormaushe powerful than the
local states, their struggle and strategies wilitemranost in determining political
developments in the region — including patternsambperation. In other words,
outside competition drives the international relasi of the region. If intra-regional
co-operation fails, this — as all other internagiorelations of the region — is seen as

due to great-power competitigh.

Turkey, and Iran, the historic regional powers, hlaeen vying for predominance... as each regards
the oil rich region as within its traditional sphef influence. But now a fourth player, the Wésts
joined the competition in this remote, but stratally located corner of the former Soviet Uniof:
Vassiliev, 'Caspian Oil — the new Great Gad@mestown Monitor Prisnl,2 January 1996. See also
F. Starr, 'Making Eurasia stablEbreign Affairs, vol. 75, no. 1, January/February 1996; Z. Brz&in
The grand chessboar&. Xu, Oil and gas linkages between Central Asia and Chingeopolitical
perspectivdfHouston: James A. Baker Il Institute for Puliiclicy, 1998); R. Menon, 'The new Great
Game in Central AsiaSurvival, vol. 45, no. 2, 2003.

27J. A. AgnewGeopolitics: re-visioning world politicd.ondon: Routledge, 2003).

28 Arguments such as these mirror points put forvigréiarold Mackinder, who noted in a 1904 essay
that domination of the Eurasian Heartland was a&ddar states aiming to control world affairs,. H
Mackinder, 'The geographical pivot of histor@eographical Journalyol. 23, 1904.

29 While variations of this approach are common mltterature on the international relations of
Central Asia, there have also been some critiegsLsdonson 'The new geopolitical situation’, in
Chufrin, ed.,The security of the Caspian Sea Rediorford: Oxford University Press, 2001) and B.
Z. Rumer Central Asia: a gathering storm(Armonk: M.E. Sharpe, 2002).
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A more sophisticated version of this approach gsese of the conceptual tools in
Barry Buzan and Ole Waever's ‘Regional Security @tax Theory>° Buzan and
Waever argue that the international system encosegaseveral regional security
complexes! Central Asia may constitute one such regional sigocomplex.

External powers can re-define the power structuriegion by supporting particular
states, whether militarily or economicaff/Buzan stresses that the greatest effect of
external powers is on the underlying distributiépower in a region (structure), and
that there is less impact on the pattern of locatilities (process}® Moreover,

Buzan supports Cantori and Spiegler’s findings fa®#O0: ‘in general the experience
of intrusive powers has been that it is easiemjoase conflict than cooperation upon
members of a subordinate systefifn other words, penetration by outside great

powers may act to amplify structural divisions with region, thereby making co-

operation difficult.

The only conditions under which outside penetrabipmyreat powers would not
enhance structural divisions is one of ‘overlay’dne power> Buzan and Waever
note that overlay may either take the form of ingdesm or of unequal alliances, in
which case ‘local security concerns are suborddchtighe security orientation of the

dominating power, and this orientation is reinfatéy the stationing of that power’s

%0'B. Buzan and O. WaeveRegions and powers: the structure of internatioraisity (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003).

31 Buzan defines a regional security complex as Gagof states whose primary security concerns link
together sufficiently to closely that their natibeacurities cannot realistically be consideredtapa
from one another’. B. BuzaReople, states and fear: An agenda for internaticreadurity in the post-
Cold War era(New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991), p. 19@ierkstingly Buzan and Waever are
unsure what the precise label for Central Asia khba: a regional security complex or a sub-rediona
security complex.

32 |bid. pp. 212-13.

3 |bid. pp. 214-15.

3 L. J. Cantori and S. L. Spieg@he international politics of regions: a comparatispproach
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1970), pp. 30-31.

% B. BuzanPeople, states and fegup. 214-15.
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military forces directly within the local comple¥ European and Japanese relations
with the US are one typical example, accordindhettvo authors. There is a fine line
between ‘heavy penetration’ of a regional securdgnplex by great powers, and
‘overlay’. Buzan and Waever hold that the centiiecence with mere penetration is,
that in contrast to overlay, with penetration istdl the local states that shape the
main security dynamics - not outside powers. Oyentdl normally mean that the
outside powers have substantial military forcethregior?’ In any case, where
there is penetration by more than one great pawevhere there is overlay by more
than one power (as was the case with the Eastfilasion of Europe during the
Cold War), structural divisions are enhanced —@ndperation is rendered more

difficult.

By contrast, overlay by one power should providéléeground for co-operation,
since divisions between states would be suppresséais sense, Buzan and
Waever’s notion of overlay by one outside powerseastrong resemblance to the
concept of hegemony. Indeed, Buzan and Waever tease the two concepts
synonymously’® Many key works in the international relationsréeire on
hegemony focus on co-operation. Robert Keohanesribtd hegemony is likely to

foster co-operation, and also that hegemonic refeefits from increased co-operation

% Buzan and Waever add, ‘The local states acquiasbeir own subordination either because they
collectively fear some other power or because fhaythe further unrestrained operation of theinow
security complex’ Regions and powerp, 220). The authors also note: ‘The likely restilbverlay is
that the suppression of the local security dynaanid/or protection against another external power is
gained at some, perhaps considerable cost in dataagt with the larger security dynamic of external
powers’ (idem.)

37 Buzan and WaevdRegions and powerp, 63.

% The two authors note for example that ‘... semi-vtdanacceptance of overlay [is] when local
states agree to subordinate themselves to a signifdegree to an outside hegemon, and accept the
stationing of its forces on their territory’ (Ibjd.
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between subordinated staf#s | will discuss further in the next chapter, for
Keohane, a hegemon is a state that is powerfulgintumaintain ‘the essential

rules’ governing inter-state relatioffs.

The above approaches provide two different accoaintghy co-operation has failed

in Central Asia. In the first version, competitibaetween outside states has introduced
or aggravated structural differences in the regmaking it impossible for Central
Asian states to work together effectively. In tura;operation in trade or water can be
said to have halted due to competing outside scheondecause the level of hostile
relations has ruled out co-operation on ‘soft’ esslike trade. In security co-operation,
military deployments and military alignments withtside powers have provided the
primary focus for the states of the region, anclpisked the establishment of viable

co-operation mechanisms.

In the other version, that of overlay by one owgidwer or hegemony, there should
in theory be fertile grounds for co-operation. Hoee the converse might also be
true: whether due to insufficient engagement bpaside dominant power, or to the
inability of this power to provide sufficient ‘esg@l rules’, co-operation could be
undermined. Thus a structurally predominant povker Russia may be unable to
bring all states in Central Asia fully into its sk of domination with regard to trade,
water and security. According to this approach,drumight be unwilling or too

weak to be able to impose ‘essential rules’ coringrthese issues.

%' R. 0. KeohaneAfter hegemony: cooperation and discord in the wepndditical economy(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2005), p. 46.
0 Ibid.
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Realism II: local power competition and safequagdime national interest

An alternative realist approach is one that stieise importance of local powers and
their rivalry, rather than the role of outside posyas the key to explaining failed
inter-state co-operation. In this approach, loozls states have leverage over and, to

some extent, manage great-power intervention imegmon?!

Assuming that local states hold sway in the affafrhe region, they may still
compete among themselves according to a realigt. IG¢pssical realism in the
version presented by Hans J. Morgenthau offergfilstarting point here.
Morgenthau argues that countries and their statels ‘act in terms of interest
defined as powef*? The struggle for influence and control lies at tieart of
international politics. In pursuing a rational faye policy, a state will attempt to
minimise the risks and maximise the benefits ireotd entrench its powé?.Co-
operation between states is not impossible, acogtdi Morgenthau, but most states
will still act in a rational manner to maximise ledits that serve national intereéfs.

Realists, both classical and neo-realist, are gdligesceptical about the prospects for

“1 M. Efrat and J. BercovitctSuperpowers and client states in the Middle E&stimbalance of
influence(London: Routledge, 1991).

“2H. J. MorgenthawRolitics among nations: the struggle for power grehce(New York: Knopf

1973), p. 5.

3 Ibid. pp. 7-10. Morgenthau’s stress here on ‘retiobehaviour is interesting: the use of ratiotyali

as a starting point unites classical realism amdliberalism. The neo-liberal perspective holds that
certain forms of co-operation may be the most ratiovay for states to accommodate national interest
and that maintaining co-operative relationships r&agiimes becomes part of a state’s long term istere
because this path best mitigates transaction c®s&sR.O. Keohane and J. S. Nyewer and
interdependence: world politics in transitigBoston: Little, Brown, 1977); D. A. BaldwiiNeorealism
and neoliberalism: the contemporary deb@tew York: Columbia University Press, 1993).

** The issue of co-operation in MorgenthaBiitics among nations complicated. Morgenthau
avoids dealing with co-operation by excluding dtrfr his definition of ‘international politics’:
“International politics, like all politics, is arsiggle for power. Whatever the ultimate aims of
international politics, power is always the immeeliaim. [States] may also further its realisation
through non-political means, such as technical ecatfpn with other nations or international
organisations. But whenever they strive to redligér goals by means of international politics tloley

so by striving for power.” MorgenthaRplitics among nationg. 29.
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co-operation. If there are issues that call fooperation, states might engage — but a
key premise of realist approaches is that attentatate interests trumps all other
concerns. When inter-state co-operation does tidtthis criterion, states will
disengage from co-operation. The fear of losingeseignty in co-operation schemes
also fits a realist approach — in a realist perspecstate survival is the primary
concern, and any initiatives that might lessen szgaty could be viewed as threats

to the continued existence or independence ofta’Sta

The central and underlying premise of realism, sitattes maximise benefits and
pursue national interests, is shared by neo-libessitutionalism?® In this way, the
approach | have labelled ‘realism II' may equallgl\be termed ‘rationalist’. The
concept of national interest, which figure promitheim most ‘rational’ approaches,
is, of course, also a problematic notfénWhile recognising the limitations to the
following version of the concept, in this thesiske national interest to be ‘what the

nation, i.e. the decision maker, decides ifds’.

Finally, a key difference between realist and riberhlist assessment of co-operation

worth noting, is that realists argue that statedikely to disapprove of relative gains

> The case for the relevance of threat perceptipatisorward by Stephen Walthe origins of
alliances(lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).

6 Keohane and Ny&ower and interdependend@aldwin Neorealism and neoliberalism

7 James N. Rosenau stresses the problems with ticegtoof national interest by noting that ‘What is
best for a nation in foreign affairs is never salident. More important, it is not even potentially
knowable as a singular objective truth. Men arenoiaio differ on what constitute the most appropriat
goals for a nation. For, to repeat, goals and éstsrare value-laden. They involve subjective
preferences, and thus the cumulation of natioriat@sts into a single complex of values is bourioketo
as variable as the number of observers who usereiff value frameworks’. J. N. Rosenau ‘National
interest’ in D. | Sills edInternational encyclopedia of the social sciencals ¥1 (New York:

Macmillan Company & the Free Press) p. 36

“8 E.S. Furniss and R. C. Snydan introduction to American foreign policy

(New York: Rinehart, 1955) p.17
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by other states and that this can easily halt @aifon efforts'® Neo-liberal
approaches portray states as striving for the gseabsolute gains from co-operation,
with little concern about whether or not otheresagain relatively more in co-

operative relationships.

How would an approach that emphasises the ratmmalit of national interest help
in understanding the three cases examined inltbg4? Two of them — water and
trade — pertain to issues where national inteastselatively easy to identify. Here
realism may offer a coherent approach, in whick Eaco-operation is attributable to
profoundly conflicting state interests or an univginess to allow counterparts to
obtain absolute or relative gains. In security @éssiconcerns for survival and loss of
sovereignty, including efforts to counter-balandbraatening and structurally

dominant state within the region, might act to undee co-operation.

Interdependence

A third systemic perspective on co-operation intGdrAsia takes economics as its
starting point. Richard Cobden and Josef Schumpete argued that the
interconnections between economies in capitalstiesys serve as a strong incentive
to avoid conflict and war, and as a result, therimational economic system may

affect degrees of inter-state co-operafibEconomic interdependence, Keohane and

9. Grieco, 'Anarchy and the limits of cooperatiamealist critique of the newest liberal
institutionalism'International Organizationyol. 42, no. 3, 1988.

0 R. CobderThe political and economic works of Richard Cob¢lesndon: Routledge,); J. A.
Schumpetefhe theory of economic development: an inquiry prtdits, capital, credit, interest, and
the business cycl€ambridge: Harvard University Press, 1934).
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Nye likewise noted, has spurred co-operatioim. Andrew Hurrell’s words, neo-
liberals like Keohane and Nye stressed that inangdsvels of interdependence
created a ‘demand’ for international co-operatlostitutions were purposely

generated solutions to collective action probléms.

In a post-Soviet context, according to Mark Webbegh levels of interdependence
have provided a strong impetus towards co-operatierdependence, he argues, has
promoted co-operation — the problem is that othetdrs have intervened to obstruct
these initiatives. By contrast, writers like Friett List have noted that market-based
economic systems can also generate conflistmilarly, John Mearsheimer has
argued that interdependence makes countries viblieei@nd given such insecurities,
states will attempt to gain better control or selfficiency by force’ Such moves

may hinder co-operation.

What light might these assertions shed on co-ojperat Central Asia? According to
Mearsheimer, countries faced with interdependeritd&vinclined to emphasise
unilateral strategies. Countries are expected tieriake actions that would decrease
their dependence on neighbouring countries. Regatdade, the Central Asian states
might see interdependence as a threat to contdoselftsufficiency, and thus opt to
prioritise domestic production over regional tradeoperation and upholding
interdependence. In the case of water, the lackwotrol over water flows could be

defined as a threat; states may react by creaéngumilateral mechanisms for control,

*1 Keohane and Nye defined dependence as ‘beingniet by or significantly affected by external
forces’, and saw interdependence as ‘mutual depeadekeohane and Ny@ower and
interdependencep. 7-8.

2 A. Hurrell, 'Regionalism in theoretical perspeetjpp. 61-62.

3 F, List,Natural system of political econorflyondon: Frank Cass, 1983).

4. J. Mearsheimer, 'Back to the future: instapititEurope after the Cold Waltternational
Security,1990 vol. 15, no. 5, p. 45.
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such as dams and reservoirs for water storage. &tadus on unilateral mechanisms
might, in turn, have damaged regional co-operamations to managing trans-
border water flows. In the sphere of security,dbentries of the region might prefer
to rely on and build on their own military capadiather than emphasising co-

operation. Worries about trust, control and lossayereignty underpin this approach.

Domestic level (¥ image)

Domestic political systems

The above explanations emphasised systemic faaotting international system, such
as the distribution of power or economic relatidDther strands of international
relations theory argue that domestic featuresd/idual states matter more for the
kind of interaction that takes place between statéise international arerfa Liberal
theory is usually associated with this view, althloit is possible to interpret other
theoretical frameworks, such as constructivism apiém, as offering a similar

outlook on international relations.

Liberalism may either be a normative theory or maalgical framework, although at
times the boundary between the two seems blurred Bormative theory, liberalism
advocates the adoption of democratic or constitally just political arrangements

within states, claiming that this will ensure presg (i.e. peace) in international

M. F. Elmann, 'The foreign policies of small statsallenging neorealism in its own backyard',
British Journal of Political Scienc&996 vol. 25, no. 2, April; D. Skidmore and V. MudsonThe
limits of state autonomy: societal groups and fgnepolicy formulation(Boulder: Westview Press,
1993).
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relations>® As an analytical framework, liberal theories asdesv domestic political
factors, like institutional features or constebhas of interest groups, affect the
conduct of foreign policy. In contrast to neo-ret] liberal theorists hold that the
predicaments of the international political sys@emot provide a sufficient basis for

interpreting state behaviour in the internatiomaha.

Michael Doyle notes there is no canonical desarptf liberalism; moreover, that it
is not immediately apparent how liberalism traresanto international theory.In

his view, the one essential and unifying liberahgiple is the importance of the
freedom of the individual. This principle, in tugenerates in liberal states a
commitment to democratic institutions and the mtite of freedoms. Liberal states
differ from non-liberal states, because they nastldnd foremost to respond to the
demands of the population. These demands, sucttiesased welfare, may be
different from the demands imposed on states flmrirternational system, such as
the propensity to compete for military power. Timakes liberal states unlikely to
fight each other — a central argument of DemociR¢iace Theory. If a conflict of
interests arises, two liberal states will prefesatve the problem by peaceful means.
‘Second image’ liberalism therefore would expldie preference for co-operation

over conflict by reference to the democratic paditiinstitutions in a country.

% N. Angell, The great illusior{London: Heinemann, 1912); D. Mitrang,working peace system: An
argument for the functional development of inteiora! organization(London: Royal Institute of
International Affairs, 1943).

> M. W. Doyle,Ways of war and peace: realism, liberalism, andain (New York: Norton, 1998),
pp. 206-09.
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Charles Tripp offers an interesting explanatiomvbf/ the non-liberal states in the
Middle East have failed to establish co-operatagimes amongst themselv&s.
Many leaders in these states have constructedgabktystems that prevent power
sharing. The head of state has gathered all powssioffice, leaving other
institutions or political actors devoid of real pickl influence. Moves toward
regional co-operation might open up a space faigpim in decision-making
processes, or for criticism of the leaders, becausmge of different actors and
institutions would need to be involved in the reatlion of such co-operation. Tripp’s
insights indicate that non-democratic states &edlito dismiss co-operative
mechanisms, and that their institutional culturesgenerally averse to negotiation
and compromise. Etel Solingen offers a similar ysialof Middle Eastern affairs.
Solingen holds that the statist-nationalist regiwiethe region, which favoured
Import Substitution Strategies (I1SI), state intetven and an important role for the

armed forces, viewed effective regional co-operaéis threatening.

The Central Asian states are nominal democracigsir Tonstitutions prescribe
strong presidential power. Officially, checks oesidential powers exist through the
parliaments, supreme courts and the constitutioesselves. Nevertheless, as | will
highlight in Chapter 2, the political processe€antral Asia have been distinctly
undemocratic. Some of the states have also aveideaomic liberalisation. These

tendencies, coupled with the concentration of pegial power may affect inter-state

%8 C. Tripp, 'Regional organisation in the Arab Mil&ast' in Fawcett and Hurrell edegionalism in
world politics

%9 E. SolingenRegional orders at century’s dawn: global and dotiedafluences on grand strategy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998),3f6; and M. Barnett and E. Solingen, 'Designed to
fail or failure of design? The origins and legad¢yhe Arab League', in Acharya and Johnston, eds,
Crafting cooperation: the design and effect of cggil institutions in comparative perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcondfig7.
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co-operation in Central Asia in a manner similathiat observed by Tripp and

Solingen in the Middle East.

This view would expect that the lack of co-openatom water issues might be due to
reluctance to seek compromise and delegate canteslwater management issues to
supranational institutions. Similarly, concerns atttbe potential loss of the regime’s
control over the economy might prevent Central Astate leaders from initiating
trade co-operation as well as trade liberalisattam.security issues, it might be
argued that authoritarian regimes that rely heawilyrgans of law enforcement

avoid co-operation between neighbouring branchéasvwotnforcement — both due to
distrust of neighbouring regimes, and because skek to protect the secrecy aspects

of their law enforcement work.

State weakness

Another unit level (2 image) approach to understanding Central Asiaivnedco-
operation stresses the state structure itselferdtfan type of regime. In this
perspective, as Fareed Zakaria notes, foreignybkcomes partly a function of state

strength®

A defining feature of state practices in CentrailbArs the period under study was the
tendency of state officials to blur the boundarineen private and state interests.
These practices went beyond mere rent-seekindgpéoptirpose of personal gain.

Indeed, ‘greed’ does not adequately capture thie leghind these practices. Rather,

89 F. ZakariaFrom wealth to power: the unusual origins of Amesaaorld role(Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1998), pp. 3-13.
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the decentralisation of formal and informal revegeeeration enabled local level
state representatives to maintain positions ofaiithand retain some degree of
oversight and control in contexts of large-scalgetal and state transformations. The
central leadership tacitly tolerated, endorsedcquaesced in nominally irregular
practices at the local level. They did so becaus@s these very practices that
generated allegiance of powerful local level leaderthe central leadership. In this
way, informal and nominally illegitimate practicegre part and parcel of efforts to

maintain political control at local and central éés/

In the next chapter | will elaborate further orsthhenomenon, drawing on Max
Weber's concept of ‘indirect rulé: Here at the outset, however, it bears stressing
that while this tolerance for irregular practicesveareasonably effective way of
maintaining authority, the system created two seridifficulties for regional co-
operation initiatives. The flaws in the state’snfial taxation system exacerbated
grave shortfalls in state budgets. As a resultsthtes were unable to muster funds

for the implementation of joint regional activities

Moreover, inter-state co-operation efforts thatezhfor lower-level state agents to set
aside their private interests were likely to rutoioonsiderable difficulties. By
contrast, initiatives that corresponded to bothigig and state interests, or did not

interfere with private interests, enjoyed a grebketihood of success.

From a ‘weak state’ perspective, trade co-operdbondered because trade

liberalisation efforts ran counter to bribe-seelygofficials within the state structure.

1 M. Weber, 'The profession and vocation of politizsLassman and Speirs, eliéeber: political
writings (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19943 15.
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With regard to water, the state machinery for marmgagater flows was not
functioning smoothly, partly due to the manipulasaf local-level officials, which in
turn made it difficult for states to monitor an¢bahte water shares amongst
themselves. In the case of security, the inakiditgontrol and pay lower-level
officials may have created a symbiotic relationshith organised crime groups,
facilitating the flows of drugs and illegal migrati; and this might have acted to
undermine officially proclaimed strategies of caeagtion. Military structures might
have proven too weak financially to initiate fongledction against security threats —
let alone possessed the resources to maintainaregpioperation activities with other

states in response to these threats.

In this way, attention to state weakness might ksl understand why regional co-
operation has so often failed. It can also offeights into another puzzle in regional
co-operation in Central Asia, one that the othgra@aches generally fail to explain:
why was there such extensive commitment to anarieeih favour of inter-state co-
operation, and yet so little follow-up? As | wilisduss later, the reliance on symbolic
state-making, or facade-making, might be anotharaatteristic feature of the foreign

policy conduct of weak states in the post-Sovietar

Methods and research design

Case studies

The research presented here has been organisedldhvee case studies. Each case

is an example of failed co-operation between thet@eAsian states, but in a

41



different sphere of co-operation: water, trade, sexclrity. This selection of cases is
useful: there is good variance between them, itiquéar with regard to the level of
great-power engagement and degrees of interdepeaidéih of these cases represent
issues of vital significance to the Central Asitatess, but they vary between cases
focused on ‘high’ or ‘hard’ politics’ like securitynd those dealing with ‘low’ or

‘soft’ politics like trade and water — although watould also be said to be central to
the economic security of the Central Asian stadad, thereby comprise ‘high’

politics ©

J.C. Mitchell defines case studies as ‘a detail@nenation of an event (or series of
events) which the analyst believes exhibits (oil@ihthe operation of some
identified theoretical principlé®® A study of cases is useful because it allows for
‘process tracing’ — for the researcher ‘to exantireeprocess whereby initial case
conditions are translated into case outcorfieas noted earlier, this approach allows
me to assess a range of variables in forgingrelerstandingf regional co-operation

patterns.

This thesis will assess international relation®awng all Central Asian states except
Turkmenistan. While it may have been relevant tdude Turkmenistan as well, the
difficulties involved conducting primary researchthat country ruled out its
inclusion. The other countries offer interestingia@on. Uzbekistan is a country with

high degrees of interdependence but has promoggohiad co-operation alternatives

62 0n *high’ and ‘low’ politics see J. S. Nye 'Patterand catalysts in regional integration'.

83]. C. Mitchell, 'Case and situational analySsciological Reviewol. 31, 1983, quoted in H. Rose
'Case studies' in Allan and Skinner, ddandbook for research students in the social s@enc
(London: Falmer, 1991).

%4 3. Van EveraGuide to methods for students of political sciefitteaca: Cornell University Press,
1997), p. 54.)
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less vigorously than neighbouring Kazakhstan. Bahakhstan and Uzbekistan are
considerably larger in population size and econdim the smaller states Tajikistan

and Kyrgyzstan.

The period of study is 1991-2004. This allows mé&&ge co-operation patterns for
the whole post-Soviet period. The main bulk of neydf work was undertaken in
early 2005, thereby making 2004 the most apprapaat-off point for my
assessment. An epilogue to this thesis commentieeslopments in the region after

31 December 2004.

Challenges

Central Asia is a challenging setting for condugtiasearch, for at least two reasons.
One is the post-totalitarian nature of the regior@mes. The new countries in
Central Asia possess state machineries that deagtiopSoviet times and are staffed
predominantly by personnel who received their trjrand formative work
experience during the Soviet era. This legacy esdbtw institutions with a set of
practices that pose definite challenges to annat@nal relations researcher wishing
to interview representatives of the state. UnderSbviet system, access to state
officials was very limited for anyone not affili@tevith official organisations. Even
today, there is still no culture of responsivertesequests for information, nor a
sense of being at the service of a larger pubhés hstitutional culture makes it
difficult for the researcher to come into contadtwetate officials and civil servants.
High-level official approval is necessary for a itirleg, and meetings with foreigners

must theoretically be facilitated and registerethwhe protocol department in the
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs. If a foreigner has mdficial accreditation in the country
or is not attached to a diplomatic or internatiomésion, the protocol department

will frequently turn down a request for a meetinglelay the application indefinitely.

| had no diplomatic affiliation to draw on, and@fgced time constraints. | solved the
problem of access by relying on my own networkafitacts to set up informal
meetings with state officials. The officials agreéeaneet with me as a friendly favour
to my contacts and after assurances on my parthisatvould not be an official
meeting (in which case the official would have rexktb file a report to his superior).
This is one reason why my respondents are notlllsgename, although, as discussed
below, there are also other considerations relaednfidentiality and ethics. In

some cases | asked a particularly well-connectgdantance to assist me — that
person’s main contribution being to organise a$eteetings with members of
his/her network. My level of access increased suttistlly as a result of this strategy
in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan — though less so ir#distan and Uzbekistan. Clearly,

as | discuss below, this strategy had implicatimnsampling procedures.

The second reason why conducting research in Geékdiais a challenge also relates
to the post-totalitarian nature of the new statg dentres specifically on the handling
of information. The information that state offidglossess is often treated as the
special property of the civil servant in questiltris seen as good bureaucratic
practice to reveal as little as possible of thferiimation (even if it is of a seemingly

commonplace nature) to outsiders.

Corruption and ethics
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Corruption, however, also affects the conduct &tmafls. At relatively little expense,
one may purchase various crucial statistics anemgonent reports. These reports
might give the researcher substantial new insigittsthe international relations of
Central Asia and render the politics of the regrore intelligible. In my case, the
foundations for this thesis could be solidifiedwstuch data. However, the purchase
of information in this manner is by law criminahdacould put the researcher in
danger. It would also mean engaging in a practioeption) that is seriously
undermining the economic development of the reghary. participation in bribery
would, on the micro-level, lend support to trenfisantinued underdevelopment. |
categorically turned down every opportunity | hagtirchase information — even

when the alternative was to receive no information.

Facade-making: methodological implications

There is a further dimension to gathering inforimain Central Asia. Even if the
researcher gets complete access — whether to d,rsadistics or a full-scale oral
account of an issue by an official — this inforroatusually matches the prevailing
‘official line’ of state dogma. The information g in official reports and in
interviews with officials pertains solely to thefiofal activities and opinions of the
state machinery. These sources rarely, if everjtatiat there exist any processes,
facts or practices that, if acknowledged, woulddamentally undermine the official
account. This practice relates to a theoreticaltoi be made later in this thesis: that
Central Asian states made laborious and serioosteffit creating an official facade

in the 1990s.
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Government statistics, official reports or an offic meeting with a foreigner are
precisely the type of social arenas in which fagamlestruction takes place. We can
therefore expect interviews and document analgsyseid only information that
reflects state dogma or the official descriptiod @osition on an issue, while any
information indicating negative trends or failurélwoutinely be omitted or
suppressetf This problem has represented a challenge for sgareh, since | have
wished to include both formal and informal aspedtstate practices. | have therefore
complemented official reports and interviews withits officials with my own
immediate observations and interviews or writtecoaats by individuals who
encounter the two versions of the state, bothahade and the informal practice, in

their everyday lives.

Discourses

| should also mention another dimension to infororaand knowledge in Central
Asia. This issue pertains to information produced @ommunicated by foreigners in
the region. Given the restrictions on state infdirom diplomatic missions,
multilateral organisations and international NG@s @seful sources for the
researcher. Reports and interviews with represgatsabf such organisations can
provide a complementary third perspective — difiéfeom that of both the state and
the citizens who encounter the state in their edagyylives. It is important to stress,
however, that there may be serious limitationsiasés in the information

communicated by these external and often apparegnggrtial agents.

% D. Mikosz, 'Poverty: learning to say the P woTdgnsitions Online (TOL)s March 2004.
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A study by S. Neil MacFarlane and Stina Torjesemtbserious shortcomings in the
understandings of conflict potential and weapomwmdiferation in the region put forth
by foreign development practitioners and acadeniios.study argued that the
prevailing discourse in relation to investigati@msl intervention in the sphere of
conflict prevention and weapons proliferation preeel practitioners and academics
from taking into account important aspects of Cansian societie&® A ‘discourse’
can be defined as both a body of knowledge andl af ®®nditions and procedures

that regulate how people may appropriately comnataiand use that knowledde.

The choice of topic and the distinct challenge®ivwed in doing research in Central
Asia have compelled me to include non-traditiorggdraaches that differ from usual
methods of international relations research conegr@entral Asia. This approach
arguably represents a positive innovation for maéional relations research on
Central Asia. The innovation is two-fold. Firstdve deliberately focused not only on
data collection in the capitals of the Central Asssates, but have also travelled to
and lived in peripheral border areas and regioeatres near borders, in order to
assess inter-state practices that manifest theasaithese areas. Secondly, | have
used research methods not usually applied in iatemmal relations. | have conducted
participant observation in border areas and, asdnalbove, instead of relying solely
on interviews with people whe@presenthe state, | have also included interviews

with people whancountetthe state in their everyday activities.

'S, N. MacFarlane and S. Torjesen, ‘Awash with weag: the case of small arms in Kyrgyzstan',
Central Asian Surveyol. 24, no. 1, March 2005.

" This is the definition given in the entry for ‘Dimarse’ in A. Barnard and J. Spené&arcyclopedia of
social and cultural anthropologft ondon: Routledge, 1996).
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Triangulation

The use of a wide range of methods and sourcesd@®ample scope for
triangulation. In this thesis | have combined gasilve interviewing with document
analysis and participant observation. Alan Brymafings triangulation as ‘the use of
more than one approach to the investigation oaah question in order to enhance
confidence in the ensuing finding§'Triangulation can mean both within-method
triangulation and between-method triangulation. idrener implies the use of
varieties of the same method to investigate a rekaessue, while the latter denotes
the use of contrasting research methods suchewigws and participant observation.
| have employed both types of triangulation, intewing various categories of
individuals while inquiring about similar kinds tafpics. Combining participant
observation with interviews and document analyosvs between-method
triangulation in the analysis of research resilevertheless, the mere use of
triangulation itself is no guarantee that my reseaesults and analysis are sound.
The degree of rigor applied in each individual noéthvill still be decisive for

whether my research is credible. Moreover, | dosutiiscribe to an epistemological
approach that argues for the possibility of a @rdgfinitive account of the social
world (see discussion belof) That is to say, | do not believe that, if the tesfrom

my multi-method approach are mutually corroboratiwgill have discovered the true
or real pattern of co-operation in Central Asiawdger, | argue that the use of
triangulation has added richness and complexitpyanquiry — thereby also

enhancing the plausibility and credibility of thesearch.

% A. Bryman,Social research metho@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2001); Allan a8kinner
Handbook for research students in the social s@gr®. Allan, 'Qualitative research’, in Allan and
Skinner edstHandbook p. 179.

9 A. Bryman,Social research metho@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2001).
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Fieldwork

The time and financial resources at my disposainatl me to undertake four months
of fieldwork in the winter and spring of 2005. lespt approximately one month in
each of the four countries, with research in th@tats and the border regions. In the
capitals, I collected documents and statisticsiaraertook interviews with members
of the foreign policy-making community of the patar country. | also collected
newspaper articles from library archives. In thgioas, | interviewed lower-level
state officials or representatives of state aganeig well as ordinary members of the
public and others with insights concerning intetstpractices in the regions — such
as journalists, village elders, international amchl NGO representatives and

opposition activists.

This four-month fieldwork stay represented a camiion of previous extensive
fieldwork in the region that | had undertaken foe Small Arms Survey on Small
Arms and Light Weapons (SALW) proliferatiéhin that connection, | spent two
months in Kyrgyzstan in 2003 and four months inkistan in 2004. Much of my

time in Kyrgyzstan was spent in the southern boaideas (Jalalabad, Osh and Batken
provinces). In Tajikistan | spent considerable timé& ajikistani—Uzbekistani border

areas in Khatlon and Sughd Oblast, and in Kyrgyesiajikistani border areas like

"0 The Small Arms Survey (SAS) is a research projadeuthe Graduate Institute of International
Studies, University of Geneva and is directed loféasor Keith Krause. The field work in Central
Asia resulted in the two SAS occasional paperdl.34acFarlane and S. Torjeskgrgyzstan: a small
arms anomaly in Central AsiaBmall Arms Survey Occasional Paper no. 12 (Gertawell Arms
Survey, 2004). and S. Torjesen, C. Wille and SMislcFarlaneTajikistan’s road to stability: the
reduction in small arms proliferation and remainioigallengesOccasional Paper no. 17 (Geneva:
Small Arms Survey, 2005). And also: S. N. MacFaland S. TorjeseBmall Arms in Kyrgyzstan:
Post-revolutionary ProliferationOccasional Paper No. 12 (Geneva: Small Arms SU2087) revised
and updated, 2nd edition.
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Gorno Badakhshan Autonomous Oblast, the Rashtyafld eastern parts of Soghd
Oblast (Isfara district). A key focus of this resgawas to assess potential cross-
border flows of weapons and drugs as well as tleeafdaw enforcement agencies in
preventing, or alternatively facilitating, thesevils. As part of the Tajikistan study |
developed a focus-group methodology and arrangetthéoconducting of 76 focus
groups with ordinary citizens across Tajikistaaldo undertook over 260 interviews
during my SALW research (many of these were sdiyufne UNDP). Most of these
interviews were with representatives of the stat@articular those of law
enforcement agencies such as the state prosecatfices, the police, the security
services, the border guards, the customs agenuietha army. The focus-group
findings and the interviews provided unique insgginto cross-border activities in
Central Asia and into how state agencies in Kyrtarzand Tajikistan function. These
insights were of key importance in defining thesgash topic for this doctoral thesis.
The network of contacts established during my SAledkarch also proved useful in
gaining access to officials as well as generatigf kevels of trust when interviewing
persons outside the state system and probing &ifouinal — often nominally

illegal — activities in an area.

Qualitative interviews

Each method employed in the fieldwork for this doat thesis posed distinct

challenges. Interviews were my main method, and h&sund the most helpful form

to be semi-structured interviews. In semi-strualurgerviews, the respondent is

allowed to expand on answers to questions, whirwrewers may use their
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knowledge to probe beyond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ responSeEhis technique has the
advantage of allowing the researcher to uncover gerceptions about given social
phenomena. For this thesis, | asked state offigidls some relation to foreign
policy-making in Central Asian states, as well@iign policy experts, to share their
views on why co-operation has tended to fail. Iditoin, | interviewed several other
individuals in the capitals and in the border regiol' he prevailing perceptions of
those interviewed are of course subjective opinamg should not be seen as
accounts of what ‘really’ happened (indeed, it nigkll be questioned whethany
method in the social sciences can uncover whaesgos ‘really’ like). These
subjective opinions may involve a motivated biaseiview objects will tend to
present versions that shed a favourable light eim #ttions, in turn shaping an
account of an issue. Alternatively there may bawadhience bias, where the
interviewee presents versions of events he ortshks the interviewer wants to hear.
A mapping of differing subjective opinions may neheless be useful. | attempted to
cover the same topics systematically with mostaedpnts, and made every effort to
explore in similar detail each occurrence of sigaifit phenomen#. This method
provided a range of explanations and accounts,wHeter assessed for plausibility
in relation to each other and against findings fathrer data sources (cf. point on

triangulation above).

Beyond the issue of subjectivity, however, thera farther problem: that of the
interviewer, and the relationship between interéeand interview object. The
literature on interviewing technique discussesti@iahips in which the interviewer is

perceived as more powerful than the interview dbjeating the potential for abuse

L C. Jones, 'Qualitative interviewing' in Allan a8kinner, eds Handbook p. 203.
2 Ibid.
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and data distortion as a consequefi@uring interviews with officials, however, |
was often faced with the reverse situation. Asango female foreign student, | rarely
made the usually older, influential and mostly ntaleeaucrats and experts feel
disempowered. Still, this inequality could caudéidilties. It further increased the
likelihood of being denied access. Occasionaliyetant that the topics | raised were
dismissed or rejected as insignificant by the in&wvee. Moreover, as a Norwegian
citizen | was labelled a ‘foreigner’ by my interwiees. For bureaucrats and experts in
post-Soviet foreign policy establishments, thisiitfecation sometimes induced
caution as to what kinds of information they weilting to share. As a general rule,
they perceived matters of state strategy as songetiat to be shared with foreign
nationals, especially not with ‘Westerners’. In gidd, many interviewees had a
general inclination to stick to state dogma andltss over any embarrassing failures,

in particular when there was exposure from theidefé

A key purpose in most of the interviews, especialih respondents outside the state
apparatus, was to gain insights on informal prastitat ran counter to official state
strategies. Sometimes these informal practices iNegal. An interviewee would
share insights on this only if there was a higlel®f trust between us. To this end, |
employed some or all of the following strategieset up meetings with acquaintances
of friends or contacts of these who trusted mygritg as a researcher and who
‘vouched’ for me; | met with people outside the lamiphere (in their homes or the
houses of friends); | guaranteed anonymity; | netarted an interview by asking

direct questions; | handed out business cardsgatiimt Russian indicating that | was a

3 A. Oakley,Telling the truth about Jerusalem: a collectioresbays and poeni®xford: Blackwell,
1986).

" D. Mikosz, 'Poverty: learning to say the P woadlid S. N. MacFarlane and S. Torjesen 'Hunting
Guns'Transitions Online (TOLY March 2004.
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doctoral student from the University of Oxford; amdy in exceptional cases did |
tape the interviews. The literature on interviesht@ques strongly recommends the
use of a tape recorder since it increases the td\adcuracy and allows for more
detailed analysis of statements and discoursdswever, tape recorders are regarded
with suspicion in Central Asia; using a tape reeonould have lessened the
likelihood of obtaining material on issues centaainy study. Instead | took extensive
notes while interviewing and typed up an electra@csion of the interview
immediately afterwards. The interviews were conddéh Russian, a language that |

speak fluently.

The challenges associated with access highligtgdabeas well as the importance of
establishing trust discussed above have limiteg#mepling strategies available to me.
Constraints on research in Central Asia compelledaruse a

noprobability sampling technique, that is, usingspeal contacts in order to create a
referral (or snowball) samplé& This precludes the possibility that interviewshwit
particular individuals can be seen as represestatithe opinions of a larger group.
The referral sampling technique also raises thadilikod that there are non-random
errors such as an unbalanced set of interviewsanohbalanced type of data being
produced. These potential shortcomings have eléJatéher the importance of
triangulation. By contrasting interview findingsttvithe results of document analysis
and participant observation | have been able ttebgtiard against biases in my

overall research results.

> Bryman,Social research methods
°S.W. Rivera, P.M Kozyreva, E.G. Sarovskii ‘Intewiag political elites: lessons from RussRS:
Political Science and Politi¢s/0ol. 35, no 4, 2002.
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In interviews where trust levels were low, or intgaular when interviewing state
officials or members of state agencies such akathenforcement, | often
encountered statements that sounded clearly implatend which an observer with
some knowledge of Central Asian societies wouldgacse as highly questionable.
In most cases, these statements could be explaynexference to attempts at ‘state
facade-making’, or simply self-protection. On thkey hand, such behaviour may not
always have been conscious or deliberate. If sth statements would indicate
exceptional degrees of cognitive dissonance ongbdhe interview object, or
exceptional degrees of motivated biases equivateself-denial. When researching
the informal exchange of favoufislat) in Soviet and post-Soviet Russia, Alena
Ledeneva discovered that individuals who obvioesigaged in such activities would
sometimes still deny having done so, and tendel@fioe the activity differently. To
Ledeneva this re-labelling amounted to self-deceptir a form of lyingd.” Regardless
of the reasons or forms of these implausible statds) they made me particularly
cautious in analysing the material generated ieruews. | always checked for
compatibility and probability in relation to othieterview statements and other

source material.

Finally, a note on the confidentiality of my inteewees. | noted above that since
most state officials could not meet with me formpallam not identifying my
interviewees by name — only by date, type of positind city. A further reason,
however, and this applies also to individuals rifiidted with state structures, is that
the topics discussed were quite frequently of @iea kind. Given the illiberal

political climate in Central Asia, some individuaisuld face repercussions if | were

" A. LedenevaRussia's economy of favours: blat, networking afierinal exchang¢Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998).
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to identify them as sources. By withholding the earof all my interviewees | am
conforming to standard ethical guidelines for sbh@aearch, which stress that a
researcher should ‘protect research participardshanouring trust’ and that
‘informants and other research participants haeeityht to remain anonymous and to
have their rights to privacy and confidentialitppected”® In two of the interviews |
have gone beyond withholding names, and also widhtlace and type of position.
One interview was diplomatically controversial andas therefore important not to
indicate the city. The other contained exceptignsdinsitive material related to
subversive actions against one of the regimes imr&leAsia, and it was therefore

important to give extra protection to this specdaurce.

Document analysis

The second main method, document and newspapssanahvolved some similar
problems. The main documents | assessed wereabfSizite reports and press
statements pertaining to inter-state co-operatidhe region, as well as reports and
assessments by international organisations onmabem-operation. | had to treat
official state reports and statistics with cautias they were likely to reveal only
material adhering to state dogma, rather than mahtgrestioning it or shedding light
on issues beyond the official line. Additionally, laargued above, international
organisations have distinct discursive practicé®sE shape the material published in

reports.

8 Association of Social Anthropologists of the UKdathe CommonwealtEthical guidelines for good
research practice1999. pp. 2-4
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| undertook an extensive review of the press infdle countries. In some cases |
hired a student to select and photocopy newspapelea in the national libraries, as
time constraints prevented me from doing this nfygalcess to national libraries was

also sometimes a problem.

The media face constraints in all four countridthaaugh to highly differing degrees.
There exists direct censorship and at times rejoress$ journalists, as well as high
levels of self-censorship in the states of theaegit has also been claimed that
journalists sometimes accept money to write favioleratories on particular issues.
These aspects of news-making in Central Asia \Walpe the type of news stories
selected and how they are covered, which agais flicaution in analysing the
material. Kyrgyzstan has been characterised byrgacatively free press, in
particular during the mid-1990s. For example, Kygpani newspapers frequently
mentioned illicit informal practices and the likediod of state involvement in them. |
have therefore found it constructive to assessdhi@try’s main newspaper,
Vechernii Bishkekin greater detail. | examin&¢echernii Bishkekrom 1993 to 2004,
while papers in other countri€@Bravda Vostokan Uzbekistan, an8iznes i Politika
in Tajikistan) only from 1998-2004. In Kazakhstasurveyed the monthly current
affairs magazin&ontinentfrom 2000 (when it started) to 200dontinent compared
with other media outlets in Kazakhstan, incorpaaeelatively strong focus on
regional affairs and regional co-operation. Altloeése were major, mainstream
publications that enjoyed some degrees of indepaadfsom the government. In the
media survey, | selected stories related to tHevdhg topics: trade, water, border

issues, drugs, migration, security, regional org@nons, and bilateral relations.
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Participant observation

The third method was that of participant observatithis method, usually adopted by
anthropologists or sociologists, embodies strick d@manding criteria. The
researcher is expected to spend considerable tim@articular community, integrate
with its members and speak the language. Givenmg ¢onstraints and the need to
cover all four countries, | was not able to mektrase criteria — but | have generated
many insights by using a method similar to paraaipobservation. During my four
months of fieldwork, | often lived in the family hees of state officials. In Dushanbe
(capital of Tajikistan) | stayed with a recentlyired adviser to the Minister of
Industry, who was also a former high-ranking offise(what he himself labelled as)
the former Soviet propaganda ministry. In TashKeapital of Uzbekistan) | stayed
with the deputy head of the international relatidepartment in the Ministry of
Culture. In Astana (capital of Kazakhstan) | stayéith a young First Secretary in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and spent time socialg with the First Secretary’s
colleagues, including one who was working on TA8 @entral Asian affairs. Taking
part in the daily lives of these officials (for emple, sharing long weekend breakfasts
or evening teas) provided ample opportunitiesdagl informal and relaxed talks on
the nature of the person’s work, the state strestur Central Asia, the objectives of
the states and individuals within the states, aed-¢lationship between formal and
informal practices. These talks greatly enhancedinderstanding of Central Asian
society and enabled me to assess the materialajede¢hrough the other methods in

a more sophisticated manner.
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In the border areas | usually lived alone in rerilai$, but spent considerable time
with individuals who had in-depth knowledge on loc@ss-border issues, like local
journalists, political advisers or activists. Sdisiag with these people enabled me to
probe further into issues that interested me,reglaxed and informal setting. In the
border areas of the Fergana Valley | also spenedone travelling with two
journalists from the region along the Uzbekistanjrg§zstani border and was able to
observe in detail the many illegal crossing pofatamigrants and contraband goods.
For an assessment of trade co-operation and tetterms in Central Asia, the large-
scale retail market in the in Uzbekistani—Kyrgymstaorder town Kara Suu was
particularly important. Through friends | was atdearrange to spend half a day in
one of the market stalls with the family who owriedRelatives of those owning this
stall also staff one of the large truck bases aachouses adjacent to the market,

which enabled me to ask in detail about regioraalitrg patterns.

Scope and credibility

In each country | attempted to interview similaregpries of people, gather similar
kinds of reports and statistics, and make similad% of participant observation. This
effort has not, however, resulted in an equal arhotiresearch material from each
country. The amount of material has been shapdtélevel of contacts | had in
advance and, more importantly, by the degree ofioges in the political system. |
attempted to apply a unified sampling strategyalbfour countries, but access and
openness, two factors beyond my control, have kegmeterminants in the
generation of material. The materials | gathereldyirgyzstan are significantly better

(in the sense of a broader range of informatiowelsas greater detail) than for the
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other countries, especially when it comes to thermal aspects of state practice.
This asymmetry has an important bearing on theyaisgpresented in the subsequent
case chapters. Frequently material from Kyrgyzstéiforms the key foundation of
an argument, but | have taken care to complemett swaterial with findings from

the other countries.

To what extent is my account of Central Asian refat valid? Alan Bryman notes
that LeCompte and Goetz see validity as encompgésur components: external
reliability (degree to which a study can be regbch; internal validity (or inter-
observer, if more than one researcher, consisteimtgynal validity (match between
researcher’s observations and theoretical ideaslale®d), and external validity
(degree to which the study can be generalisedhier @bcial settingsy. These criteria
often also determine validity in quantitative resba My research in Central Asia
may be low on external reliability and externalidiy, but it is high on internal
validity. Given the low external reliability, shaliny research findings be deemed
invalid? In my view, the criteria of LeCompte andé®z are inappropriate for the
kind of qualitative research | have undertaken, rafigéct an understanding of social
reality — a positivist belief in the possibility ohe definite account of social reality
that is ‘out there’ — with which | disagré®Lincoln and Guba hold that qualitative
social sciences should be judged not accordinglidity but according to
trustworthines§® Credibility is an important criterion in trustwhibess. As Bryman
notes: ‘if there can be several possible accourds @aspect of social reality it is the

feasibility or credibility of the account that thesearcher arrives at that is going to

9 Bryman,Social research methodgp. 271-72.

8 For a debate on epistemology in the social sceesee P. WinchThe idea of a social science and its
relation to philosophy(London: Routledge, 1988).

81 Bryman,Social research methods, 272; Y. S. Lincoln and E. G. GubNaturalistic inquiry
(London: Sage, 1985).
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determine its acceptability to othéfsGiven my use of multiple sources and the
richness of my research findings, | am confideat thlcan present a credible account
of Central Asian affairs — although ultimately, ther the data nor the conclusions can
been seen as totally incontestable. In this respgeethesis is no different from any
other social science research, for which, as Kiegphane and Verba put it: ‘certainty

is unattainable®

A note on transliteration

In this thesis | am following the US Library of Qgess transliteration table for
Russian. However, when commonly used spellingsdones of places and
individuals deviate from the Library of Congreskléal have allowed for use of these

standard versions.

Structure of the thesis

The next chapter assesses key debates in interabteations and political science,
So as to situate the arguments of this thesisaad®r theory debates. | analyse the
concept of state weakness and the possible imlicabf weakness for foreign
policy formation. This discussion provides impottaonceptual tools for
understanding the political affairs of Central ASidere then follows a historical
outline of the political, economic and administvatlegacies from the Soviet Union

in Chapter 2. The chapter discusses the politicdleconomic transition strategies of

8 Bryman,Social research methods, 272.
8 G. King, R. O. Keohane and S. VerBasigning social inquiry: scientific inference inalitative
research(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19941 (.
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the four Central Asian states and presents eviddratehere were considerable
degrees of ‘indirect rule’ in these states. Thecdssion further substantiates four of
the five approaches to understanding Central Asgional co-operation outlined in
the Introduction. The chapter also provides a suofghe regional co-operation
architecture in Central Asia and the extensiveasiialtic efforts that underpinned this
structure. This supports my assertion that thairggional relations of Central Asia
embodied regime-like features: even if co-operataoled regional relations were
embedded in dense networks of norms and procethuragger-state interaction.
Chapter 3 assesses the nature and degree of gigat-pngagement in Central Asia
and outlines the international context in whichiaategional co-operation took place.
The outline sheds further light on the approachufaterstanding regional co-
operation that stresses great power rivalry andseupport to my assertion that
regional relations are best conceptualised ashpaik geopolitics’ rather than as a

Great Game.

My focus then shifts to empirical assessments th@cdhext three chapters discuss the
pattern of failed co-operation in three separasesatrade, water and security. In the
conclusion, | discuss findings from the case chapterelation to the key theory
debates indicated in the Introduction and in Chaptén epilogue assesses the
reconfigurations in Central Asian regional relaian the period from 31 December

2004 to 1 May 2007 and discusses their implicatfonso-operation patterns.
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Chapter 1: Key debates: state weakness, internatiahrelations and
hegemony

In the introduction | spelt out the key argumentto$ thesis: that, while theories
stressing conflicting national interest by the latates offer a generally plausible
explanation ofvhyregional co-operation failed in Central Asia, inmarating
attention to domestic-level issues like state weakrand regime type makes it
possible to account better for both why dwaavregional co-operation was

unsuccessful.

Interestingly, attention to potential links betwestate weakness and foreign policy is
relatively uncommon, and | will therefore explohéstapproach theoretically here at
the outset. This assessment enables me to dramndutevelop important conceptual
tools, which will advance my analysis later in thesis. Three separate fields in the
literature are of particular relevance: conceptstafe weakness; international
relations and state weakness; and existing worksewperation patterns in Central

Asia.

In the introduction, | also signalled that the tbesill offer insights into the nature of
Russian hegemony in the post-Soviet area. Moretivere is a close conceptual link
between hegemony and co-operation. For these reathism chapter includes a brief
assessment of central works of international @atitheory on hegemony, which will

be of use in the discussion of Russia’s role intfa¢r\sia.

The chapter starts with a discussion of what stat@kness entails. | argue that, in the

Central Asian setting, weakness is best undersits@hcompassing two things:
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‘indirect rule’ and fagcade-making. My subsequersegsment of the international
relations literature pertaining to state weaknesegails that there are no readily
available conclusions as to whether state wealaféssts foreign policy in specific
ways. Then | discuss key works on hegemony andpesation, followed by an

outline of the existing literature on co-operatinrCentral Asia.

State weakness as indirect rule

State weakness in Central Asia in the period 199@42vas linked to the blurring of
private and state interests by state officials,civlin turn formed part of efforts to
generate and maintain political authofityThis phenomenon can be illustrated using

theories of state rule as a starting point.

Margaret Levi’'s theory of predatory rule holds thaters maximise the revenue
accruing to the state subject to the constraintheif relative bargaining power,
transaction costs and discount raféd’evi draws an important distinction between
the central executive, the ruler, and the agentseviact the ruler's demands. The
state at any particular time is the product of barg and disputes between all state-
affiliated agents. Interestingly, as Alan Smartesothere may be cases where

‘revenue maximising rulers...accept a situation wisergordinates are regularly

8 This definition differs from more common definit®of weakness that often equate state weakness
with the failure to maintain a monopoly of violensee for example A. Hurrell, 'Regionalism in
theoretical perspective', in Fawcett and Hurredl, &kgionalism in world politics: regional

organization and international ordgOxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 67 rigeBuzan

shares this notion, but also sees weakness asl linkdentity issues and the absence of social and
political coherence: BuzaReople, states and fear: An agenda for internaticagurity in the post-
Cold War era(Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991), p. 101. Max Webel'slefinition of ‘state’ reads as
follows: ‘...a state is that human community whichdsessfully) lays claim to the monopoly of
legitimate physical violence within a certain tery, this territory being another of the defining
characteristics of the state’ — from M. Weber, "Phefession and vocation of politics', in Lassman and
Speirs, edsWeber: political writinggCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) 330—-11.

8 M. Levi, Of rule and revenuBerkeley: University of California Press, 1988)2.
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siphoning off what they can for their own purpos@$easons for this acceptance,
according to Smart, could be that rulers fear shi@pressing such activity will
undermine their coalition of support; that the rslle@elative bargaining power is too
weak against subordinates; or that the transactets of monitoring the activities are
too high. Or it could be the case that represamsatf the central executive also

receive, informally, a portion of the ‘siphonedtome.

A situation where rulers allow subordinates to sipbff what they can bears
similarities to what Max Weber terms ‘indirect rulany form of rule, Weber
stresses, requires an administrative staff andrmabhteeans of administration. He
maintains that all such staff are bound to thernuég only by the ruler’s legitimacy,
but also by self-interest, and in particular by eniai rewards and social hondur.

Forms of state order can be grouped into two caiegjo

In the first, the staff of men, be they officialswhatever, on whose obedience
the holder of power must be able to ralwnthe means of administratiom

their own right whether these consist of money, buildings, watenn,
carriage parks, horses or whatever. In the other tia&e administrative staff is
‘separated’ from the means of administration, st fjhe same way as the
office worker or proletarian today is ‘separate@nh the material means of
production within a capitalist enterprige.

Where the dependent administrative staff has camplepartial control, ‘the lord’
will necessarilysharerule with his subordinatés.This principle of separation of

servants from ownership of the means of governdesat the very heart of Weber’s

8 A. Smart, 'Predatory rule and illegal economicfices', in Heyman, edStates and illegal practices
(Oxford: Berg, 1999), p. 100.

8 M. Weber, 'The profession and vocation of politipg. 313-14.

 |bid., p. 314.

8 Ibid., p. 315.
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understanding of the ‘modern staléMoreover, a state that does not maintain this
separation will have difficulties upholding ‘ratialty devised rules’ and a mode of

governance defined by ‘modern bureaucratic adnmatisn’ **

Weber’s notion of ‘indirect rule’ is helpful in hngjghting the connection between
‘siphoning off resources’ and the maintenance dtipal authority in Central Asia.
Contrary to conventional definitions of corruptiand rent-seeking, private greed is
not sufficient to account for the corrupt activitief subordinate official¥ It seems
more fruitful to acknowledge a blurred state ota#, where the upkeep of an office
is often achieved by the private means of an @ffiavhile the public office is often
used to generate private funds. Bribe-seeking bygrslinate officials in Central Asia

helped bolster their local power, control and owxgs and the tacit approval or

% Weber argues that ‘the development of the modaite § set in motion everywhere by a decision of
the prince to dispossess the independent, “privaaters of administrative powers who exist
alongside him’ Ibid.

1 Six key features ideally define ‘modern bureaticradministration’. First, jurisdictional areasigtx
whereby, through official laws or administrativguations, ‘the authority to give commands required
for the discharge of...duties is distributed inabk way and is strictly delimited by rules.” Sedo

there is a principle of office hierarchy that stgtes ‘a clearly established system of super- and
subordination in which there is a supervision @&f lilwer offices by the higher ones’. Third, the
management and execution of duties are ‘based wptien documents’ or record-keeping, and the
civil servant segregates ‘official activity frometlsphere of private life’ Fourth, bureaucracies #na
‘specialised’ presuppose relevant training of stdfieials. Fifth, ‘official activity demands theuli
working capacity of the official’ rather than ‘beimlischarged as a secondary activity’. Sixth, the
activities of the bureaucracy follow general rulehjch are more or less stable. Weber stresseghihat
application of office management to rules is degphpedded in its nature. Even if a specialised
agency has been ‘granted authority to order centaitters’, this does not mean it is not rule-boand
can ‘regulate a matter by individual commands fmtecase’. For Weber, this tendency stands in sharp
contrast to regulations of all relationships thiougdividual privileges and bestowals of favour,ieth
he sees as a dominant feature of patrimonialismiMgber Economy and society: an outline of
interpretive sociologyBerkeley: University of California Press, 1978p, 954-58.

92 Corruption is commonly defined as the abuse ofiputifice for private gain, while rent-seeking is
associated with making money by manipulating ttenemic environment — often through formal or
informal government intervention — rather than thylo trade or production of wealth. Development
agencies like the World Bank and scholars writinthpiv political science or economics tend to favour
a distinction between ‘private’ and ‘public’ spher8y contrast, key works in political anthropology
guestion the private—public dichotomy and see iaasrbitrary and ambiguous cultural category’e Se
C. Shore and D. Haller 'Introduction’, in HallerdaBhore edsCorruption: anthropological
perspectivegLondon: Pluto, 2005), pp. 1-6; also S. Rose-Agla@rCorruption: a study in political
economy(New York: Academic Press, 1978); S. Rose-Ackeringarnational handbook on the
economics of corruptio(Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2006).
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acquiescence of central authorities forged an ialleg between central rulers and

subordinate officials.

This allegiance was important. The Soviet systethitancollapse made it possible for
those occupying positiongithin the state to generate substantial political as agel
economic power. According to Steven Solnick, Sostate structures, though
hierarchically organised, favoured lower-level afiis because these actors
controlled the flow of informatioR® ‘Actors obeyed directives from higher levels
because they were able to do so on their own teraften in a manner that
undermined the very policy goals they were supptosé® promoting®* Solnick’s

key point is that the decentralisation reforms unpgestroika -and one may assume,
further reform and political uncertainty in Centhadia after 1991 — exacerbated the
information asymmetries and the lack of centrakinn state and party institutions.
It follows that some individualithin the state structure were in highly favourable
positions in 1991, and their allegiance matterecktatral rulers. This situation helped

to promote systems of ‘indirect’ rule.

Interestingly, this system also permitted the cargd pervasiveness of some —

though not all — Soviet state institutiohsSolnick stresses that corrupt agents need

% S. L. Solnick Stealing the state: control and collapse in Sowistitutions (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1998).

% Ibid.

% A crucial insight offered by Solnick is that diféat institutions were affected in different ways.
Institutions with highly specific assets did nasidtegrate as easily as those with fungible assets.
Military draft commissions had always been sustéptio corruption, which probably increased,
according to Solnick, in the late 1980s and ea®§0k. The assets available to the agents runnisg th
service (bribes for exemption from military seryigeere intrinsically connected to the state and
depended on the continuation of call-ups to theyaiithe officers and bureaucrats maintaining this
service therefore had strong incentives to enfw@etrvival of the institutions that organised the
military draft. Solnick notes that institutions wiassets that were less specific (money or praperty
were susceptible to full-scale collapse. Here agarghed to secure their own shares before otloérs g
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the state to survive, in order for their rent-saghio continue. This interest threatens
the rational functioning of the state, but accogdim Solnick, it also serves to enhance
regime stability and institutional continuity. Ire@tral Asia, many institutions
continued to permeate social life even if their e®df operation changed profoundly
from how they were originally intended to functirPolitical authority was
maintained, but the state’s capacity to implementrmal policy initiatives greatly

weakened.

While it is not directly relevant in this contektpears mentioning that the notion of
powerful yet semi-independent state agents opgratithin state structures offers an

interesting challenge to conventional studies afesiveakness.

there first. Thekomsomobrganisation was one institution which collapseaiily. (Solnick Stealing

the state.)

% This behaviour resonates well with Christoph Stefedings from studies of corruption in the south
Caucasus in the post-Soviet period. He stresseshinaecline of formal rules does not necessarily
mean anarchy, as informal rules and norms rismportance and structure the interactions between
state officials and citizens. C. H. Stefelsderstanding post-Soviet transitions: corruptionllusion

and clientelism{Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).

9 yWeakness’ has commonly denoted weak state cgp&Cupacity’, in turn, has been closely linked
with autonomy. Theda Skocpol (1985) defines capastthe ability to implement state goals — in
particular, the ability to implement goals thatetfige from those of powerful social groups. This
definition relates to her notion of autonomy, whetists when a state does more than merely reflect
the demands and interests of social groups. luppasses that there exists a clear boundary between
state and society, and that assumption is problem&ien it comes to Central Asia. The work of Joel
Migdal on ‘state in society’ or ‘weak states—straagieties’ illustrates this dilemma. Migdal notlkat
states in the Middle East and Africa are weak bexatate resources must be used to pay off ‘big men’
outsidea fragile state structure, often individuals wingog traditional authority. In Central Asia,
however, the ‘big men’ tend to be the former wirsnfeom the Soviet planning system, and they are
likely to be foundwithin the state administrative structures, or have alosmections to these. See J. S.
Migdal Strong societies and weak states: state—sociedyioak and state capabilities in the Third
World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988)SKocpol 'Bringing the state back in: strategies
of analysis in current research’, in Evans, Rueselilemand Skocpol, edBringing the state back in
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).
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Facade-making and symbolic statecraft

In addition to ‘indirect rule’, a further definirfgature of Central Asian state
weakness was the practice of ‘facade-making’. Eneéncy towards duality between
experienced reality and the official state discewss an important Soviet legacy.
Anna Zelkina notes that in Soviet times: ‘An inh@reontradiction [of the Soviet
system] is the dichotomy between ideologically wetied declared goals and aims,
and the actual political, social and economic pcastthe system bredf.Olivier Roy
similarly holds that duality was a central featafgolitics in the Soviet republics:
‘Sovietism is a form, an apparatus, a techniqueosfer and an organisation of the
social which is permanently out of step with theakbgy on which it is supposedly

based, like a film out of sync with its sound-tratk

Jeffrey Brooks shows how state mass media in theeS0nion presented a ‘stylized,
ritualistic and internally consistent public cukuthat became its own realityf®
helping to breed a ‘performative culture’ in so@ald political life. Performance
replaced reality®* Brooks’ findings in Soviet history have been fertileveloped by
Andrew Wilson, who has assessed the pervasivefégstaal politics’ in the post-
Soviet period. According to Wilson, in the domegtatitics of many post-Soviet
states, we have witnessed the creation of a specipseudo-democracy’®? In this

way, performance as reality has continued in posies politics after independence.

% A. Zelikina, 'Continuity and change in the socigetié Central Asia — a theoretical approach’, in
Cummings edOil, transition and security in Central As{aondon: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003).
% 0. RoyThe new Central Asia: the creation of natighendon: 1.B. Tauris, 2000), p. Xv.
100 3. Brooks;Thank you, comrade Stalin!: Soviet public culturerf revolution to Cold War
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000)xv.
191 performance substituted for reality; performan@esreality’: A. Wilson Virtual politics: faking
SI(gmocracy in the post-Soviet wo(ew Haven: Yale University Press, 2005) p. 8.

Ibid.
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Bhavna Dave, in her study of the implementatiolanguage policies in Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan, links reliance on performance onlsglic achievements to the
weakness of today’s Central Asian stdféShe found that in Kazakhstan the state
implemented few pro-active, on-the-ground strategiened at enhancing language
abilities. There was, consequently, little changthe actual language skills of the
population (the creation of more Kazakh speak@itsg. state nevertheless claimed
that the language issue had been ‘solved’ and avagccess’ via the adoption of laws
and nominal targets. In this case, state stati@tiesnational census) were

manipulated by altering the definitions for ‘proéocy’.

Dave’s findings, in combination with Wilson and Kiela’'s insights, indicate that

after 1991 Central Asian state leaders were coedeatespite (or maybe precisely
because of) state weakness, with creating distbaté facades — facades that had little
to do with the day-to-day practices of the stat@ igcitizens. Performance in the
arena of foreign policy, including the sphere afiomal co-operation, may have been
an important part of this kind of symbolic statdtrin this way, insights related to
post-Soviet symbolic statecraft, serves as an itapbcompliment to concepts of
‘indirect rule’ in accounting for state practicesGentral Asia. The notion of state
weakness as ‘indirect rule’ helps us understanigbety co-operation pledges was
so difficult to implement. Attention to state weaks explains why the states leaders,
knowing how unlikely implementation was, would Istilake such extensive efforts at

pledgingco-operation.

193B. Dave, 'A shrinking reach of the state? Langyagjiey and implementation in Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan', in Luong, edThe Transformation of Central Asia: States and S@sdrom Soviet Rule
to Independenc@thaca: Cornell University Press, 2003).
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State weakness and international relations

Does state weakness shape the conduct of interfsfations in particular regions?
In Thucydides’ Melian dialogue it is asserted tkfa¢ strong do what they have the

power to do’ — but what, one might ask, do the waa®**

Since the late 1990s, awareness of the growingaete of weak states to global
security has been accompanied by a marked incheasditical interest as well as
academic literature on weak states, failed statdsstate-building® However, this
increase in focus has not generated extensivesassats of the foreign relations of
weak states. In fact, the impact of state weakaedsreign policy still seems under-

specified:®®

Dependency perspectives on weak states

One strand of relevant international relationgditere, mostly from the 1970s and
1980s, involves comparative assessments of thggfopslicies of ‘Third World’ or
‘developing states’. While many of these works mautgainst applying

generalisations to a heterogeneous group of cesnthiey tend to single out certain

1941n the Melian dialogue the Athenians assert: &treng do what they have the power to do and the
weak accept what they have to accept’. The queftiothis thesis then becomes: what do the weak
states do, beyond accepting the terms imposeddygsr states? Moreover, what do the weak states
do vis-a-vis other weak states? Thucydidtistory of the Peloponnesian wédarmondsworth:
Penguin Books, 1972), p.402.

105 3. strawfailed and failing state¢Speech at the European Research Institute, Usityerf
Birmingham, 2002);Foreign Policy: The failed states indé#/ashington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace 2006); R. Pafswar's end: building peace after civil confli@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004).

1% This assertion needs qualifying. There is an exterlgerature in international relations on system
level weak states, or what is commonly referredstésmall’ states (i.e. Norway or Iceland). Theusc
in this thesis, however is on how deficienciesiteinal state capacity matters for foreign policy
formation.
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commonalities — like the problem of weak foreignigemaking bureaucracies, the
tendency towards idiosyncratic and reactive forgiglcy, and the personalisation
and domination of the foreign policy-making procbgshe head of stat8’ This
body of literature views the dependency of the pnewly-emerging states on the
richer, industrialised ‘metropolitan’ countriesagey structural determinant for the

foreign policy of the former.

In his Africa and the International Syste@hristopher Clapham provides a
contemporary reformulation of the dependency arguntée argues that many
African states have increasingly become ‘monoptayes’ with clientelistic

systems®® Such a system is unable to generate a senseraf casnmunity among

the people who participate in it (let alone thos®ware excluded), and is not
conducive to generating domestic growth and prodoct his failure has

implications for foreign policy-making: regime seityibecomes a central concern, as

does the need to acquire outside funds througmiatienal credits or trade.

The ‘Third World’ literature sheds some light onnhereaker states may relate to
stronger states outside a given region. Howevegyis little about how weak states
relate to each other and whether weakness matteh®W the international relations
of particular regions develop. A similar shortcogncan be found in works assessing

the foreign policies of weak states in relatiohe international relations of the Cold

197.C. Hill, 'Theories of foreign policy-making for theveloping countries', in Clapham, éebreign
Policy Making in Developing Countriésarnborough: Saxon House, 1977); A. G. Fr&dgpitalism
and underdevelopment in Latin Amer{déew York: Monthly Review Press, 1967); C. Clapham
Third World politics: an introductiotfLondon: Croom Helm, 1985).

198 ¢, ClaphamAfrica and the international system: the politicsstdte surviva(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996).
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War!% These discuss weakness of the states in the ¢aftd@mination by the

superpowers, but do little to explain policy patsamongweak states.

There are, however, some central and relativelgmeaorks in international relations

that provide more detailed insights.

Quasi-states

In Quasi-states: Sovereignty, International Relatiand the Third WorldRobert
Jackson focuses not so much on how weakness atffeciisternational relations of a
region, but on how the international system lengspsrt to weak state<® Quasi-
states, he argues, are states which are recogassgul/ereign and independent units
by other states within the international systent,dmunot meet the requirements of
‘empirical statehood’. These states enjoy ‘negatimeereignty’: a formal-legal
condition that allows freedom from internationakirierence. At the same time, they
do not meet the criteria for ‘positive sovereignsuich as the ability to provide
‘political goods’ for their citizens and collabogatith other governments in defence
alliances and similar international arrangemeraskgon shows how powerful
international norms help to uphold and ensure timicued survival of quasi-states.
Clapham, building on Jackson, shows how many Africders, given their shared
predicament of quasi-statehood, have also shasedikar ‘idea of the state’. The
results include a common commitment among statéehseto judicial statehood and

the preservation of previous (colonial) state bauies.

1093, E. StremlauForeign policy priorities of Third World StatéBoulder: Westview Press, 1982); R.
L. Rothstein,The weak in the world of the strong: the develogiogntries in the international system
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1977).

10 R. H. JacksoQuasi-states: sovereignty, international relatioasd the Third WorldCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990).
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A second recent contribution to international rielad literature is Mohammed
Ayoob’s The Third World Security Predicameht: Ayoob argues that security
concerns lie at the heart of the foreign relatiohthird world states. These states are
new and still in the process of state-making —tamlsituation produces domestic
insecurity, which ‘intermeshes’ with inter-stateagonisms and other post-Cold War
insecurity phenomena like global arms flows. Morow hird World states confront
an ‘autonomous dynamic of regional conflict’, whigetcording to Ayoob, often

centres on the aspirations of pre-eminent regipoalers.

Taken together, both the older dependency-inspiterdture on Third World states
and the more recent international relations coutitins offer useful illustrations and
some explanations of the international relationwedk states. The points about weak
foreign policy-making bureaucracies, the need tjuae external funds and its
implications for alliance formation and ‘acquiescen reactive and personalistic
foreign policy-making, a commitment to internatibnarms safeguarding negative
sovereignty, and attention to both internal anemel security, may all provide
insights into the foreign-policy workings of ther@al Asian states. Nevertheless, the
literature discussed above provides little insighd how weak states relate to each
other on specific, substantive issues. Are weaksiikely to relate to each other
differently than strong states? Do we, for examekgect weak states to co-operate

on trade, water sharing and security issues ififereint way from strong states?

1 M. Ayoob, The Third World security predicament: state maknegjonal conflict, and the
international systenBoulder: Lynne Rienner, 1995).
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International relations in the ‘periphery’

James M. Goldgeier and Michael McFaul argue thexietis a fundamental difference
between the international relations of states e@wtkalthy ‘centre’ and those of
poorer states in the ‘periphery2 While there are strong indications that internzgio
relations among the developed countries of EuropeNorth America are evolving
according to liberal principles, the internatioa#hirs of poorer countries are likely

to involve power maximisation and security dilemmEss is because the high
economic interdependence and trans-national elikades typical of developed states
are not present to the same degree in poorer areas.realist approaches provide a

better understanding of international relationstf@se regions.

How useful is this analysis for understanding hogalvstates relate to each other?
Goldgeier and McFaul's account is more effectivexatlaining why we should
expect the ‘centre’ to fit a liberal vision, thamythe periphery should conform to
realist expectations. The reasons for the stasdfaifrs in the ‘periphery’, these
authors note, are lack of nuclear deterrence antint@d reliance on military power
for influencing outcomes; sovereignty is often reécend state leaders are reluctant to
yield control; the process of state formation gikiee to internal as well as external
threats; and dissimilar economic systems and trstegce of security systems with a
range of radically different governments precludedictability based on shared
norms. These are all pertinent observations — ldgeier and McFaul say precious
little about why and how these particular featugieguld result in realist behaviour,

and what that behaviour would consist of. More intguatly, how should we

M2 M. McFaul and J. M. Goldgeier, 'A tale of two wasl core and periphery in the post-Cold War
Era’,International Organizationyol. 46, no. 2, 1992.
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understand those ‘periphery’ inter-state relatithad do not match the bleak picture

painted by these two authors?

An interesting counterpoint is provided by Amitagharya’s work on ASEAN
Acharya notes that, despite the absence of regemmalomic interdependence and the
presence of illiberal policies, relations similara security community have evolved

among the ASEAN member states since its formatidid67.

Andrew Hurrell, drawing on Weber in one of the fagsessments in the international
relations literature on the correlation betweenk\&ates and regional co-operation,
holds that state incoherence may hinder regionalpsration in the following way:

‘the absence of viable states (both in terms adatiife state apparatuses and mutually
accepted territorial boundaries) makes the proaes=gion building difficult, if not
impossible. If the state collapses it is all therenlikely the warlords and the drug

barons will move in%*

Hurrell may be correct in stressing the centralitgffective state apparatuses and
state cohesion. Nevertheless, in the Central Asiatext, given the distinct post-
Soviet make-up of the state, the issue of stataaigypis not necessarily one defined
by ‘state collapse’, ‘warlords’ and extra-stateugidords’. Rather the issue is one of
how the presence of a pervasive state machineryaddny practices of ‘indirect rule’
and the corresponding conflation of private antestaerests renders co-operation

difficult.

13 A, Acharya, 'Collective identity and conflict mayement in Southeast Asia’, in Adler and Barnett
eds,Security communitie€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).
14 A, Hurrell, 'Regionalism in theoretical perspeetiv
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Thus the literature and empirical track recordiacenclusive as to what kind of
international relations we should expect for wealkes — or, for that matter, what the
relationship is between co-operation and state mesdk Moreover, very few of the
works discussed above, with the exception of Andrewrell’s, actually explore the
foreign-policy implications of weak state structiges such. Instead, they discuss
general features often affiliated with state weaknéke poverty, recently acquired
statehood and underdevelopment. In this thesigueathat state weakness in Central
Asia is best conceptualised as ‘indirect rule’. Shbsequent case chapters will shed
light on whether, indeed, this type of state weaknaakes it more difficult for

regional co-operation to succeed in Central Asia.

Hegemony and co-operation

Aside from exploring the link between state weakraasd propensities for regional
co-operation, this thesis also seeks to providglits on hegemony in Central Asia:
in particular, it asks whether Russia played the o a hegemon and considers how

hegemony may potentially affect co-operation pater

In his assessment of co-operation in Central AR@g, Allison holds that there is a
‘legacy or presence of Russian regional hegemaiflizeince’, and that this legacy has
had important implications for regionalisi.Allison is not the only analyst to refer
to the condition of hegemony in Central Asia, noowd the prevalence of analyses
that use the conceptual framework of ‘hegemonyharegion come as a surprise.

Simply defined, a hegemon is a state with predontipawer in the international

115 R. Allison, 'Regionalism, regional structures aedurity management in Central Asia’
International Affairs2004 vol. 80, no. 3
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system, measured in terms of GDP or other matessalurces-*° If we use the
context of Central Asia in the 1990’s as a starpomt, then Russia readily matches
this description: in terms of material resourcebad predominance over the other

successor states.

Table 1 : Defence expenditure and size of armed foes, 2004

Country Defence Defence Number | Estimated | Paramilitary

expenditure | expenditure | in armed | reservists | (000)

in million as forces (000

USD percentage | (000)

of GDP

Russia 61,500 4.4 1,027 20,000 415
Kazakhstan 1,680 15 66 0 35
Kyrgyzstan| 255 2.6 13 0 5
Tajikistan | 160 2.1 8 0 5
Uzbekistan| 2,400 4,9 55 0 36

Source: IISS The military balance 2006 (Oxford,dpafUniversity Press for the International Instiéufior Strategic Studies,
2006

Essential rules and co-operation

Hegemony is often linked with the emergence of peration. As noted in the
introduction, Robert Keohane sees a complex linkvéen co-operation and
hegemony: ‘cooperation may be fostered by hegemeomy hegemons require
cooperation to make and enforce rules. Hegemonyaoperation are not
alternatives; on the contrary they are often foumslymbiotic relationships with one
another.*’” He similarly stresses the benevolent provisiogaxfds by the hegemon,
but notes that not all dominant powers are hegemdhggemon is a state that ‘is
powerful enough to maintain the essential rulesegaing interstate relations and is

willing to do so'.

18R, Pahrel eading questions: how hegemony affects the intiema political economy(Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998), p. 4.

7R, 0. KeohaneAfter hegemony : cooperation and discord in the dipilitical economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005),6. 4
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Robert Gilpin also anticipates co-operation undaerditions of hegemony. In his view,
an ‘international system’ in which a single powédtate dominates lesser states or
provides ‘governance’ rests on three forms of adntt® First, the distribution of
power among states enables the dominant statstablesh and enforce the basic
rules and rights that influence their own behaviaud that of the lesser statés®,
Second, the authority or ‘prestige’ of the dominaoiver ensures that lesser states in
a system obey the commands of the great péf&ilpin notes that dominant states
‘supply public goods (security, economic order, )etttat give other states an interest
in following their lead’. According to Gilpin, th@l, authority and the *hierarchy of
prestige’ among states will ultimately rest prirchaan military power and other
states’ perceptions of a country’s capacity antirgihess to use ! Gilpin’s third
component of control is a ‘set of rights and rulest govern or at least influence the
interactions among state’$® He lists three types of rules: diplomatic ruleses of

war; and ‘[those that] cover economic or other sigfdintercourse among statés’.

In the modern world, ‘the rules or regimes govegrimernational commerce,
technical co-operation, and such matters are artt@gost important rules
influencing interstate behaviou*? Gilpin stresses that the primary foundation of
rules is the power and interest of dominant statkey are imposed in order to

advance their interests and can be regarded dpdttern of ruler practices’.’

18R, Gilpin,War and change in world politig€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp.
29-30.

119 1n Gilpin’s account, the hegemonic system is ofaree possible systems, the others being bipolar
and great-power systems Ibid. p. 30.

120 |bid. pp. 30-31.

121 Gilpin War and change in world politics, 34.

122 Gilpin, War and change in world politicg, 35.

123 |bid.

124 1bid. p. 36.
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Keohane and Gilpin’s conceptions of hegemony tauchko-operation in important
ways. Both expect the hegemon to provide vital fjgudpoods’, and both stress the
likelihood that the rules provided will foster intgtate co-operation. Also Stephen
Krasner has emphasised this in his assessmenstiao US hegemony. In his view,
the structural predominance and interests of th@td®8ided a distinct international

order, which enabled economic co-operation ancettiberalisation'®

Andrew Hurrell notes that although vast amountsftdrt have been expended on
analysing the general relationship between hegerandyco-operation, links between
hegemony and regionalism remain under-theori$&#le suggests four ways in
which hegemony may act to stimulate regional corafoen: regional subgroups
develop as a response to a threatening outsiderteegehe power of a hegemon
within a region is curtailed through attempts tokld to regional multilateral
mechanism (Germany in the EU); weaker states anllitto seek accommodation
(bandwagon) with a hegemon in order to seek rewém® which in turn regional
co-operation would emerge; and finally, a hegemas itself become active in

constructing institutions in order to better mantgeaffairs of a region.

In a Russia—Central Asia setting, as | will disclassr, the two latter effects seem
relevant. The notion of public goods features prantly in both concepts. Hurrell
also notes that there is a belief that a hegemadedtine will be particularly inclined
to create common co-operation mechanisms for amefecause these might

compensate for a decline in overall influence anattural predominancé®’

1253 Krasner, 'State power and the structure ofriaténal trade'World Politicsvol. 28, no. 3, 1976.
126 A Hurrell, 'Regionalism in theoretical perspeeti
127 1bid., p. 52.
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Benevolent and malign hegemons

The notion of a hegemon as a provider of publicdga@ises two further questions:
Why does a hegemon provide public goods? Are ttidierent ways of doing so?
Charles Kindelberger notes that a ‘benevolent déppavides certain necessary
public goods (like maintenance of the gold standagime) in order for the
international free trade regime to operate. Theshem will have sufficient interest in
such a good that it will be willing to bear thelfobst of its provision. The dominant
state benefits from the situation (it turns a petfit’ from providing the good) but
smaller states stand to gain even more: they s af the costs but share fully in

the benefitd?®

Keohane agrees that the dominant power would eaigiite benevolent in providing
goods to free-riders. However, Keohane also adimétgpossibility of choice and
capacity on part of the hegemon: recall that tolée® a hegemon is a state that ‘is
powerful enough to maintain the essential rulesegaing interstate relations and is
willing to do s0™% A structurally predominant power may be more {ess —
capable and more — or less — willing to take onjabeof generating international

order and supplying public goods.

In contrast to Keohane’s and Kindelberger’'s congagltations of the benevolent

hegemon, Robert Gilpin stresses the coercive aspébiegemony. As explained by

128 ¢ p. KindlebergeThe world in depression, 1929—193Blistory of the world economy in the
twentieth century. vol. 4.): London: Allen Lane TRenguin Press, 1973). The notion of public goods
employed by Snidal refers to M. Olsdhe Logic of collective action. Public goods and theory of
groups(Harvard University Press: Cambridge, 1971).

129R. 0. Keohanérfter hegemony : cooperation and discord in the dpglitical economy

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005) Newpe 46
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Duncan Snidal, a central thrust of Gilpin’s argummerthat a dominant power may
not only provide the goods, it is also capablextfaeting contributions toward the
good from subordinate stat8.So while smaller states in Gilpin’s scheme might
benefit from the stability of an international ordéney are also vulnerable to the

hegemon and its potential coercive capacity, aduest to extract contributions.

Thus there may be various types of hegemons: bé&avaroviders of public goods
to free-riders, or coercive hegemons that usertteenational order they have
established to extract contributions from othershifd version is also possible: some
hegemons (like the US in the 1920s) may be straltyupowerful enough to act as
either a coercive or benevolent leader — but nbeérss be unwilling or unable to
play their part. In ‘The limits of hegemonic statyittheory’ Snidal stresses the
possible inabilities of hegemons and calls for ntesearch on the ‘differential

capacity to organise collective interest’.

The discussion above raises several questionseiotr& Asia. Is there a hegemonic
condition in Central Asia? Russia is a predominqeower — but is it acting as a
hegemon? What is the role of the US in the reglent?organising collective
interests’ or competing with Russia to be the hegeMmVhat are the implications for
co-operation? In Chapter 3 and in the case stuidissess these questions directly. |

turn next, however, to the literature on co-operatn Central Asia.

130 1n Duncan Snidal’s words: ‘the model presumes tifne (military) dominance of the hegemonic
state, which gives it the capacity to enforce derimational order, also gives it an interest invatimg
a generally beneficial order so as to lower théscobmaintaining that order and perhaps to fat#it
its ability to extract contributions from other mieens of the system’ D. Snidal "The limits of
hegemonic stability theorinternational Organizatiori985 vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 589-590., p. 614.
131 3nidal proposes that the degree of capacity nmigtiter for whether a leader is coercive or
benevolent; he makes the assumption that a reliativeaker hegemon will be less coercive, Ibid.
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Co-operation in Central Asia

The introduction mentioned five approaches to ustdeding regional co-operation
patterns in Central Asia, and many of these ‘idga¢’ arguments are found in the
literature. Indeed, the approaches listed in thr@dluction can be seen as crystallised
versions of the differing and often contradictorgys scholars have accounted for
failed co-operation in Central Asia. Below, | pressome central works on Central
Asian regional politics that discuss co-operatids a result, the subsequent
discussions in this thesis can become better rootde literature on the region and

can easily draw upon already existing insights.

The main body of literature on co-operation in CalnAsia deals with security and
energy issues. Studies have generally assessqukcation between the outside and
local powers, and rarely examined that betweemmrg local states. Many of the
outside—local power studies focus on small stagedinh with great powers like the
US or Russia. Roger McDermott and Stephen Blanknanothers, have provided
much insight on how Russia, the US and China haitiated co-operation in security
issues:>? In the field of energy, the co-operation of losttes with outside states in
oil and gas transportation dominates internatioglations assessmerits.There are
certainly good reasons for paying attention to llematside co-operation as opposed

to co-operation between states in the region osetissues, since many energy and

1323, Blank,U.S. Military engagement with Transcaucasia andt@émsia (Carlisle: Strategic
Studies Institute, 2000).; R. N. McDermdEipuntering global terrorism: developing the antitanist
capabilities of Central Asian militarig€arlisle: Strategic Studies Institute, 2004);

1333, N. Cumming®il, transition and security in Central As{aondon: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003).
IISS, The politics of oil in the Caucasus and Central Atiendon: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1996); A. Rashidaliban: Islam, oil and the new Great Game in Cah#&sia(London: I.B.
Tauris, 2000). O. Roylhe new Central Asia: the creation of natighendon: I.B. Tauris, 2000).; A.
RashidTaliban: the story of the Afghan warlor@lsondon: Pan, 2001); L. Klevemdaie new great
game: blood and oil in Central As{lew York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 2003).
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security matters do tend to unfold along the insmlgside axis of the international

relations of the region.

Regionalism in Roy Allison’s work

By contrast, Roy Allison’$nternational Affairsarticle ‘Regionalism, regional
structures and security management’ offers a sotistaliscussion of regional
security co-operation among the Central Asian stafeillison includes an
assessment of co-operation in the structures pedviy what he regards as Russia’s
hegemonic presence (through the CIS Collective iggclreaty Organisation,
CSTO) as well as an analysis of the ‘fracturedrésfat creating a security consensus’
by the Central Asian states themselves. Surveyiagltsmal record of security co-
operation in the region since 1991, he offerslittbtimism for improvements in the
future™®® In his view, Central Asia can be seen as a ‘sgfien’ similar to those
identified by William Tow in Third World countriesind as a ‘peripheral zone’
plagued with economic stagnation and political tlehce *° Allison summarises his

explanation of the failure of security co-operatamfollows:

The weakness of security related regionalism int@aeAsia, except in forms
relying on hegemonic sponsorship, reflects fademgely beyond the control
of the local states: first the legacy or preserfd@ussian regional hegemonic
influence, which may be displaced over time byphgection of US global
hegemonic power into this theatre; second theaeglphenomenon of the
varied effects of the competitive engagement ointlagor powers in the
region; third, the exhausting demands on locaéstat seeking to consolidate
national sovereignty in a peripheral zone in theldveystem. State capacity
has been a crucial influence on the sustainalafitggional projects. And
aside from all these factors, a great deal stjflethels on the political

134 R. Allison 'Regionalism, regional structures aedurity management in Central Adigternational
Affairs 2004 vol. 80, no. 3, p. 473.

135 |bid.

13 W. T. Tow,Subregional security cooperation in the third wogBbulder: Lynne Rienner, 1990).
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commitment of state leaders to regional framewarkich rely on top—down
security planning®’

Allison provides a valuable outline of the maintteas of the Central Asian political
landscape that render co-operation difficult. les¢ingly, he attributes the greatest
explanatory weight to forces outside the regiomé€Tveakness of security related
regionalism in Central Asia... reflects factors ldygeeyond the control of the local
states’). This implication resembles the first @rpower engagement’ approach
outlined in the introduction. A key problem withlisbn’s article is that it focuses
primarily on extra-regional factors. The intra-r@ual factors that hinder co-operation

are mentioned but not assessed to any extent.

Moreover, Allison, like many other internationalatons researchers, does not deal
with actual state practices in the sphere of sgciiiie limits his scope to an
assessment of the diplomatic manoeuvring of the &adership in the form of
international agreements and joint statements. dpysoach provides limited grounds

for assessing actual political and military devehemts within the regiot’®

Rather than calling Central Asia a ‘peripheral Zon& globalising world, it seems
more accurate to say that Central Asia is a pergylzene in global academic security
research. Little in-depth research or analysisie&s conducted on intra-regional
political and security issues in Central Asia. Tk, in turn, may have allowed
analytical priority to be apportioned to more faailfactors, like the involvement of

Russia and the US in the region.

137R. Allison, 'Regionalism, regional structures aedurity management in Central Asia’, p. 481.

138 Articles written by scholars from Central Asidaesf offer more details on political and military
developments, but these rarely go beyond dogmsdiertions that the region is at the mercy of Great
Power competition. See for example R. M. AlimovRS Arifkhanov, S. R. Risaev and F. F. Tolipov
Tsentral'naiia Asiia. Geoekonomika, geopolitika,dpsnos{Tashkent Shark, 2002).
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Roy Allison has also provided an overview of regiborganisations and assessed
their viability 2*° His work is useful in that it points to the lackpmtency on the part
of most organisations focused on Central Asiasalis assessment differs from
much of the other literature on regional organdsegj which tends to focus on
individual organisations and area studies. Thast#ied often lack rigorous
assessment of how viable such organisation&*a¥#&ritings on these organisations in
Central Asia by academics from the region are @algrly prone to such
shortcomings — perhaps because the authors aregafternment employees charged
with pursuing their country’s policies towards thrganisation in question, or are

affiliated with such regional structur&.

Water management literature

The literature on inter-state water managementtensive. This field is of use not
only for the water case in this thesis, but alsgeaseral input for developing a
broader understanding of why regional co-operatemls to fail. This body of
literature is particularly relevant since, by geaqgric default, it is the Central Asian
states and not outside actors that need to takeecatage in discussions of inter-state

water management. Writings on water in Central Alsgaefore tend to highlight

139R. Allison, 'Structures and frameworks for segupiblicy cooperation in Central Asia’, in Allison
and Jonson, ed€§entral Asian security: the new international contgxondon: Royal Institute of
International Affairs, 2001.

140 M. Arunova, 'The CIS: summing up the past decadefaiure prospectsGentral Asia and the
Caucasusyol. 3, no. 15, 2002 , R. Ultanbaev, 'Eurasian EouodCommunity: thorny path of
development'Central Asia and the Caucaswsl. 3, no. 152003; and N. Ushakova, 'Central Asia co-
operation: towards transformatio@entral Asia and the Caucasusl. 3, no. 212003.

141 see for example the article by the section heddsaronsultant of the Economic Analysis
Department, CIS Executive Committee A. Askolsky anBezzubova, 'Analysis of socioeconomic
development in regional associations of CIS coast(l991 and 2000) and stages of their formation’,
Central Asia and the Caucasusl. 1, no. 13, 2002.
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agency on part of the states involved, and makewseattempts to understand the

outcomes of attempts at regional co-operation.

According to Stuart Horsman, efforts at managingewthrough regional co-
operation in Central Asia have largely faifédHe notes that Daniel Bedford and
Phillip Micklin independently demonstrate how weaktitical commitment and
financial and legal constraints have hindered cerafoon through regional
institutions'** Horsman adds that zero—sum thinking and efforfratect

sovereignty have further weakened co-operatiomgaliole conflict of interests
between (in terms of water policy) ‘revisionistatds (Kazakhstan) and ‘status quo’
(Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan) ones. The latter twattes are deemed ‘status quo’ since
they control the water sources and have sufficiater quotas. By contrast, the
guality, quantity and timing of water flows to Ké&&etan are sub-optimal, and
Kazakhstan could stand to gain from a re-workingvafer management in the region.

Horsman's approach is distinctly realist: he higjtts diverging national interests

between the Central Asian states as a key reasohefdailure of co-operation.

In State making and environmental co-operatiérika Weinthal offers a significant
contribution to the literature on water manageméhshe highlights the difficulties
facing the Central Asian states in 1991, when thterwegimes managed by the

USSR Ministry of Water Resources and Land Apprajaasuddenly disappeared.

1425, HorsmanEnvironmental security in Central Asié.ondon: Royal Institute of International
Affairs, 2001); also S. Horsman 'Water in CentralaA regional cooperation’, in Allison and Jonson,
eds,Central Asian security: the new international contgondon: Royal Institute of International
Affairs, 2001), and S. Horsman, 'Transboundary wai@nagement and security in Central Asia'.
1433, Horsman, 'Transboundary water management andtgen Central Asia’, in Sperling, ed.,
Limiting Institutions?: The Challenge of EurasiagecBrity Governancé Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 2003)

144 E. Weinthal State making and environmental cooperation: linkiiegnestic and international
politics in Central AsigCambridge: MIT Press, 2002).
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Weinthal demonstrates that the Central Asian staigally showed great
willingness to co-operate: there was widespreag@osus in favour of maintaining
mechanisms and institutions for water managemkattiose developed during
Soviet times. This choice affected the shape dferation as it developed in the
1990s. Weinthal also assesses the role of intemadtactors (multilateral
organisations and international NGOs) as well as ei@mestic actors like local
environmental NGOs. The patrticipation of these agents in the water politics of
Central Asia has profoundly affected efforts atheag consensus and developing
viable mechanisms for water-sharing. Weinthal cotes$ by stressing the
conservative nature of the Central Asian regimekthair unwillingness to
implement reform in micro-level water managemenhilé/it is difficult to categorise
Weinthal’s narrative of water relations within atfpaular international relations
approach, this latter point on reform reluctanceesponds with the main thrust of

the ‘regime-type’ account highlighted in the intoation.

The case study chapter on water will return to mafrtyese issues in greater detail.
At this stage, it is important to note that Weintbffers two useful points: First, the
impulse of the Central Asian states in 1991 wasdtk together. This challenges the
notion that Central Asia is a ‘peripheral’ regioheave conflict rather than co-
operation should be expectadbriori. Second, co-operation in Central Asia after
1991 has not developed in a void empty of insbnai legacies. Inter-state actions
are embedded in a dense web of earlier institutjorzetices, which created

principles and norms for interactions among theestaf the region.
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‘Virtual’ regional relations

Most scholarship on inter-state co-operation int@ém\sia, including the literature
on water, lacks attention to a striking featuréh@ international relations of the
region: why were there so many pledges of co-omerabut so little action? One
author nevertheless stands out for bringing tisisego the forefront: Annette Bohr, in
the special issue dnternational Affairson the ‘Changing International Order in
Central Eurasia’ (edited by Roy Allisorj” stresses the discrepancy between
proclaimed regional co-operation and actual poli&e labels this Central Asian
version of regionalism a ‘virtual regionalism’. Shgues that regional integration
efforts of the Central Asian states had largelilexidong before the events of 11
September 2001. After the initiation of the US—Uabtan ‘special relationship’, the
distance between Uzbekistan and other countridgeimegion increased, making
regional coherence even less attainaffi@ohr lists four underlying reasons why
regionalism has failed to take root. First, the 0§ Uzbek military power has
antagonised weaker states and encouraged thertatewbagainst Uzbekistan.
Second, the emphasis placed by the political etitesonstructing a national identity
has lessened the states’ ability to embrace conipeoamd regional integration.
Third, trade flows among the Central Asian statesnainimal, and this factor lessens
the need for economic integration. Fourth, theasgive tendencies of the regimes
have made leaders unwilling to cede political atitie to regional bodies. Here, Bohr
also cautions that these repressive regimes haredmnducive to the rise in trans-

national criminal networks and militant Islamic gps.

145 A, Bohr, 'Regionalism in Central Asia: new geopicdi and old regional ordethternational
Affairs, vol. 80, no. 3, 2004.

146 5. Neil MacFarlane offers a similar argument ialtiternational Affairsissue edited by Roy
Allision S. N. MacFarlane, 'The United States aggionalism in Central Asidnternational Affairs,
vol. 80, no. 3, 2004
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The first cause noted in Bohr’s account correspdodise ‘local power’ realism
account of failed co-operation discussed in thethiction, while the second and
fourth are ‘regime-type’ arguments. Her third ppon trade flows, corresponds to

accounts that stress the links between interdepeedand co-operation.

In other words, Bohr’s four reasons for the absarfcegionalism in Central Asia
corresponds well with several of the key approagnesented in this thesis. The
points raised in her short article deserve to Bessed in greater detail, to see how
they apply to various spheres of co-operation awd they might relate to each other.
It is also worth noting that Bohr does not disdirgsinstitutional make-up of the
Central Asian states, except in her referencepessive and nationalising regimes.
In this, she comes close — as do Webber and Batt©and Aslund — to seeing
Central Asian states as like any other states daw@ntain external (power
discrepancies, trade patterns) and internal (naliging and authoritarian regimes)

constraints.

Gregory Gleason and trade patterns

In his assessment of the failure of economic caaipm and integration, Gregory
Gleason further emphasizes Bohr’s third reasoddtpatterns) and discusses notions
of interdependence. He attributes the failure ebperation to the centripetal effects
of the differing economic development strategiethefCentral Asian countries’ |

will return to the points highlighted in Gleasomisrk when discussing the

147 G. Gleason 'Inter-state cooperation in CentrahAsim the CIS to the Shanghai Foriurope-
Asia Studie2001 vol. 53, no. 7.
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consequences of the diverging economic policesefdur Central Asian states
included in this study. However, while the hypotkdbat differing economic reform
paths have hindered co-operation may provide véduabights in the sphere of trade
and possibly migration, it is likely to have lespknatory power in the sphere of
water management and drug control. This limitatesuces the overall usefulness of

Gleason’s approach.

Conclusion

In this chapter | have presented an overview oflacac debates that are relevant to
the arguments put forward in this thesis. This syrfvas also shown that several key
issues have been under-explored in internatiotetioas work on Central Asia. In
the following, | seek to bring new insights to soafi¢hese issues, in particular by
showing how ‘indirect rule’ and symbolic statecnaiight matter for regional-co-
operation in Central Asia. First, however, | mustiblish that therevas'‘indirect

rule’ in Central Asia. This task, among othergynslertaken in the next chapter,

which assesses historical and regional contexts.
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Chapter 2 : Legacies and policy choices: implicatits for co-
operation patterns

Inter-state relations in post-Soviet Central Asifolded in distinct regional and
historical contexts, which influenced the waysedanacted co-operation. This
chapter provides an overview of key Soviet legaai®s post-Soviet policy challenges

that had implications for co-operation patterns.

In relation to the local power realism approactaltgd in the introduction, this
chapter discusses how differing reform choices afigependence may have shaped
definitions of national interests in the countradshe region. The chapter assesses the
differing regime types that emerged after indepandeand evaluates the degrees of
interdependence that Soviet development strategéaded in the region. The chapter
also sheds light on the weak state approach bgsiagewhether state structures in

Soviet and post-Soviet times were characterisedhtirect’ rule.

In the introduction | signalled that Central Asiatations embodied regime-like
features. This chapter describes the considerabliendatic efforts invested in the
creation of a regional co-operation architecturedentral Asia. | argue that these
efforts, even if failing in terms of policy implemiation, nevertheless indicate shared
norms, agreed procedures and convergence in expastamong policy-makers in

the region.

The chapter starts with a brief history of pre-8b@nd Soviet Central Asia. The key
purpose of this section is to illustrate the emeecgeof national identities during the

Soviet period and show how the territories of tlemial Asian republics were
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defined. This process resulted in the post-indepecel emergence of nation-states,
which guarded their new-found sovereignty. Theolwlhg section provides a
historical examination of how Soviet administratsteuctures, as well as formal and
informal governing practices in the Union Repuhldsveloped into a system that
entrenched the position of regional officials. Haetion describes how many Soviet
arrangements continued after 1991, and how thisgience fostered considerable
degrees of state weakness and ‘indirect rule’. chtapter then examines the legacy of
Soviet economic legacies, and assesses key pbtiagalopments and choice of
economic strategies after independence. The chapter with an overview and

discussion of regional co-operation initiatives.

Historical overview: pre-Soviet and Soviet CentralAsia

Pre-Soviet Central Asia

Beatrice F. Manz notes that at the beginning ofideented history the population of

Central Asia was Persidff From the sixth centuryp onwards, however, Mongolian
nomads expanded their settlement of, and contr, @entral Asia and beyond. The
peak of nomadic power came with the expansion@Mbngol Empire in the 13

and 14 centuries, when agricultural centres in Asia anehdn Eastern Europe came

under Mongol control.

Manz describes how the traditions of the Mongahgiklass started to merge with

local customs in Central Asia from the™&entury onwards, while at the same time,

148 B, F. Manz, ed.Central Asia in historical perspecti8oulder: Westview Press, 1994), p. 46.
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the Turkic-speaking tribes that formed part of Mh@ngol Empire’s army rose to
power. However, the culture and tradition of thdesgary Persian population of
Central Asia remained an important influence inrdgion. Therefore, Manz argues,
the Mongol Empire left behind a society with dualtaral loyalties, and the
interaction between the two lifestyles and popalai— nomad and sedentary —
dominated the history of Central Asia well into @' century. Political rivalry
stimulated the process of differentiation withie thurkic-speaking groups, which

brought into being some of the ethnic identitieprsent-day Central Asta’

In 1730, the Russian Empire expanded into Centsa By imposing indirect control
over Abu’l-Khayr, the khan of one of the Kazakhgpe (‘the lesser horde'§° It was
only in the mid- to late T®century, however, that the Russian Empire madgi-a f
scale bid for domination in Central A Russia constructed new forts in the
southern Kazakh territories and launched attackbeihanates of Kokand, Bukhara
and Khiva. All three Khanates were ruled by ethirbeks, and were entangled in
internal rivalries. By 1876, Russia had obtaineahplete control over Central Asia,
through conquest and unequal treatiéghe Kazakh hordes and the Khanate of
Kokand were submerged into the Russian Empire enh#¢ Khanate of Khiva and

Bukhara remained quasi-autonomous as much-dimihighetectorates of Russia.

149 bid. pp. 7-9.

%0 |bid. p. 12. See also S. Akindie formation of Kazakh identity: from tribe to ioatstate

(London: Royal Institute of International Affairs995); M. B. Olcott,The Kazakh$Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995).

151H. C. d’Encausse, 'Organizing and colonizing thetteies', in Allworth, ed.Central Asia: 130
years of Russian dominance: a historical overviPurham: Duke University Press, 1994).

152 Manz,Central Asia in historical perspectivp, 12; See also H. C. d’Encausse, 'Systematicussiq
1865 to 1884', in Allworth, edGentral Asia: 130 years of Russian dominance: a hitstboverview
153B. F. Manz, 'Historical background', in Mar@entral Asia in historical perspectiyp. 13.
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Soviet period: delineation of Soviet Socialist Rejus

Turkestan and the Steppe experienced indigenoisings followed by subsequent
repression prior to the events of the 1917 Revalfi* After the revolution, both
Central Asians and Russians became new power-Isaluéne region through
membership in the Moscow-led Bolshevik Party. Neéhwaess, the new communist

regime met considerable resistance, especially frenBasmachi movement>

The subsequent delineation of Central Asian teyritato national republics has often
been seen as a divide-and-rule strategy devis&ldiy to quell indigenous unity and
capacity for resistancg® By contrast, Soviet historians argued that thenBahi
movement was an inevitable reaction from the banisgend feudal classes to the
imposition of socialist policieS’” Haugen differs from both and sees the delineation

strategy as an effort to improve administration eodtrol in Central Asid>®

In 1924 the regime formed the Turkmen, Uzbek andakh Soviet Socialist
Republics, their borders corresponding largehhtise of today. The Tajik area
became an Autonomous Soviet Republic within thedéaRepublic, and the Kyrgyz

area became the Kara-Kirgiz Autonomous Oblast B418oth were transformed

1% d'Encausse 'Organizing and colonizing the teragyrip. 210.

155 A, Khalid, The politics of Muslim cultural reform: Jadidism @entral Asia(Berkeley: University

of California Press, 1998), p. 286. see also A.geéalThe establishment of national republics in
Soviet Central AsigBasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003).

136 Steven Sabold, for example, has argued that tireedéion was intended to counter calls for an
independent pan-Turkestan or pan-Muslim stateaBolS'The Creation of Soviet Central Asia: the
1924 national delimitationGentral Asian Survew,l. 14, no. 2, 1995. Other recent assessmerts als
stress the participation of local elites in thegass and their manipulation of the administrative
solution: see, for example, S. Akin&gjikistan: disintegration or reconciliation@.ondon: Royal
Institute of International Affairs, 1999).

%" Haugen The establishment of national republics in Soviett@al Asia,p. 83.

1% Haugen points out that the strategy also reflgeiverall character of the Bolshevik regime is th
period (the years of New Economic Policy) as onendpeeompromise and adjustments.
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(and the Tajik Republic slightly enlarged) into amilevel republics in 1929 and 1936,

respectively.

The Soviet period brought substantial change tstuogeties of Central Asia.
Collectivisation altered agricultural productiomgbghout the region and forced most
remaining Kyrgyz and Kazakh nomadic tribes intdledtfarming, at great human
and material cost. Major new areas were irrigatetiteansformed into farmland in
the 1950s and 1960s under the Virgin Land scheiEne state also initiated large-
scale industrial production— some of which stemifnech the re-location of factories
and manpower from industrial centres in westernsRuduring the Second World
War. An influx of skilled Slavic industrial labouseaccompanied the industrial
growth. The region also became host to other nem@groups, among them the
Volga Germans and Chechens who were exiled bynStathe 1930s and 1940s. As
in other areas of the USSR, the local political egldjious elites suffered under the
purges of the 1930s. Many of the indigenous Bolghieaders from the time of the
revolution were executed or disappeared. Howekierpbst-war period saw a new
generation of Central Asians promoted to key adstriafive and party leadership

posts in their republics.

Soviet period: Identity formation

Above, | noted the multi-ethnic character of théitfwal entities in Central Asia prior

to the Russian conquest. Nationalism was not anpfiece in Central Asia prior to

1593, Akiner,The formation of Kazakh identity: from tribe to ioatstate(London: Royal Institute of
International Affairs, 1995).
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1917°° Haugen, however, argues that after 1917 groupitdEnbegan to solidify, in
particular among the various segments of the intige Bolshevik party members,
where notions of being Uzbek, Kazakh and Turkmenecto overshadow such
identities as being of a tribe, a city, or ‘Turlast A nationalisation of the political
debate transpired — further stimulated by the obleoncepts of equality and self-

determination in communist discourses.

The appearance of nationalised group identitiesedanserve as a basis for the
national delineation process. The situation renthowmplex, and it is unclear to
what degree the general population of the Centsé\republics identified with or
fit into the new national categories, maintainingtead localised and mixed
identities'®* Moreover, the peculiar process by which the TAjikonomous Soviet
Socialist Republic and later the union-level T&ibviet Socialist Republic was
formed testifies to the continued fusion of TajiddJzbek urban elites in this
period*®?

Olivier Roy argues that, once the republics haddeamed, the Soviet state

machinery actively promoted a sense of nationaiitifrthe Soviet ‘implant’

succeeded in establishing a sense of nationhood@the peoples of Central Asia.

180 A, Haugen;The establishment of national republics in Sovient€al Asia(Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2003) p. 33, and Khalithe politics of Muslim cultural refornp. 188. Groups stressing
ethnic identify could be identified, but Haugenaas doubt as to whether they would conform to
contemporary anthropological concepts of ethnicroomity. The tribal conglomerates, with the
possible partial exception of the Kazakhs, lackedidea of attachment to a wider territory andresse
of solidarity with a given population. Immediateno@ctions seemed more important, such as
affiliation and solidarity with a particular tribeor, among the Kazakhs, with one of the three é®rd
or zhuz Haugen also notes that the Kazakh population ¢aregperience the common challenge of
land problems following the influx of Russian sext#l: this development increased the relevance and
awareness and relevance of a common Kazakh ideftty Hauger,he establishment of national
republics in Soviet Central Asip. 46.

161 A, HaugerThe establishment of national republics in Sovient@al Asig p.119.

182 1hid. See also S. AkineTajikistan: disintegration or reconciliation?

183 0. Roy,The new Central Asia: the creation of natighendon: 1.B. Tauris, 2000) p. ix.
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After independence in 1991, politicians and intlials continued to construct
identity in a manner similar to that employed ia Boviet period, using the same
instruments and modes of production. As a resulhie 1990s the region’s
populations identified strongly with a particulatimnality or ethnicity, and within
each state there also were sizable minorities wére \@ware of their distinct

ethnicities'®

Soviet period: administrative structure

While traditional judicial and administrative sttuces remained largely intact in the
Tsarist period, the rise of Bolshevism marked thet ®f large-scale societal change.
Olivier Roy argues that this period saw neitherdbietinued existence of traditional
society, nor a full-scale modern transformatiosadial relations: what occurred in
the 1920s and 1930s was a re-composition of toaitisociety*® Prior to
Bolshevism, Central Asian societies were made upwéb of solidarity groups —
kinship groups, clans, onahallas— all of which Roy defines as ‘grouped habitats of
families having links with one anothéf® These groups managed to maintain their
existence until — and to some extent after — taeo&Sovietisation. By contrast, the
traditional rural elites or notables were mostiynghated through the communist
responses to the Basmachi, the campaigns agaietethlthy peasant property
owners (kulaks), and the collectivisation and pargil937. With collectivisation
and the establishment kblkhozegcollective farms), a new type of rural notable

arose: the chairman of the collective farm. Tradisl solidarity groups were re-

164 A, Bohr, Uzbekistan: politics and foreign policRoyal Institute of International Affairs, 1998).
1% Roy, The new Central Asig. xi.
180 |bid.
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shaped into units within tHeolkhoz,or as Roy puts it: ‘the Soviet system fixed the

basic local communities within the framework of kukhoz:*®’

In parallel to this re-composition of solidarityogips at the local level, according to
Pauline Jones Luong there occurred a build-upgibral political identities and
regional political elites'®® She argues that the creation of internal admatist
boundaries in the republics, such as the estabéishof districts and regions,
transformed pre-existing tribal and local idenstieto regional ones. The creation of
regional administrative units (province®blastiin Russian) institutionalised a
principal leader: theblastparty committeedbkon) first secretary. Thebkomfirst
secretary had the power to select and replace pastl and government personnel in
the fields of politics and economics, and to manike performance of cadres.
Moreover, it was through thebkomthat many of the economic resources for the
region were channelled. In a planned economy bhegietshortages, the ability to
secure centrally distributed resources greatly eodd the role of thebkomfirst
secretary. The vast political and economic autheeisted in this position had the
effect of supplanting the authority of tribal and#l leaders: ‘The institutionalisation
of this authority alone formed a “natural” basis tloe redefinition and extension of
existing clan and tribal based networks to theaegji level. Through his position as
the chief executive in a given territory thiekomfirst secretary became the primary

dispenser of political and economic resourcesetélgional and local level, and

%7 |bid. p. xii. Ironically, collectivisation ‘whileampaigning against traditional society...fostetes t
basic kernel of that society, the solidarity groap.a mediator of relations between the indivicdunal
the state. It thus immediately recreated similamfof [rural] notables, who were no longer the old
time tribal chiefs, but representatives of a nélbetrthekolkhoz.

18 p_ Jones Luongdpstitutional change and political continuity in gteSoviet Central Asia: power,
perceptions, and pac{€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20025a.
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skilfully used this position to build loyalty andpport throughout his oblast?® The
newkolkhozleaders, as described by Roy, became importanto@enof theobkom’s
network, serving as vital links between the re-cosga solidarity groups and the new

regional leadership.

Jones Luong notes that with the institutionalisddvance of regions, the new leaders
chose to enhance regional identities over Islamlocal ones. The emphasis on the
regional level deepened further within the Sovegtublics of Central Asia because of
Soviet cadre policy. Very few, if any, party ortstafficials could expect to serve at
the union level in Moscow. The best that local-ldgaders could hope for was
promotion to the regional level, while regionaldess could hope to serve at the level
of the republic. According to Jones Luong, thisegsgave the Central Asian elites
an incentive to remain in their own republics aegions, where they could build and
maintain a viable local power base. Regional lemadeuld strengthen their chances
for further promotion by developing ‘close persotie$ and professional networks
within their regions, to build loyal followings amg local leaders as well as the
regional population, and to form a strong allegeatamvard and affinity for their
oblast.”*’® Leaders in regions particularly important for niegthe republic’s

planned productions target set by Moscow (suclotisrt quotas) became especially
influential. Interestingly, Jones Luong notes, themgional leaders were often
‘beyond the reproach of both Moscow and the reptiblrel government because

they controlled local institutions and enjoyed lgeapular support'’*

%9 |bid. p. 67.
170 bid. p. 70.
1 bid.
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The findings of Roy and Jones Luong highlight threportant aspects of the Central
Asian administrative structure. First, through teecomposition of traditional
structures and the rise of regional state lead@esSoviet Union prevented traditional
leaders or power loci from existing outside theestaachinery. While Joel Migdal
argues that some Middle Eastern states are weakibethey need to ‘pay off’
traditional leaders outside the state, the CeAsan states before 1991 had no such
extra-state leaders. Instead, central leaderseéghaule with subordinate agerits.
Second, Jones Luong'’s findings on the role ofaibleompoint to the likelihood of
strong regional foci of power. Third, the argumerftoth Jones Luong and Roy
correspond with findings from other studies th&rdkelism and corruption were

widespread in the Soviet administrative systéi.

The post-Soviet period: administrative evolution &ndirect’ rule

Jones Luong notes considerable continuity in irstigpolitical structures after

19911 In all republics, the new institutional structsientrenched a central role for

12 The idea of limits to central control correspondhRoy’s observation that ‘the Soviet system is
more totalising (bringing within its order and iegisters) than totalitarian (gathering the whdle o
society into the State)...the myth of the omni preégamty has led people to think that there was no
space for independent activity, but in the rurabarthe party itself was entirely captured by tiaiwial
solidarity groups, as were the KGB and the militigoy, The new Central Asig. xiii; Jones Luong,
Institutional change and political continuity in gteSoviet Central Asia

173 Christoph Stefes argues that it is appropriataliel corruption in the Soviet Union systemic:
‘corruption was both widespread, as most publiciafis and citizens regularly engaged in illicit
activities like bribery, embezzlement, etc...[ wasoahstitutionalised in that]..informal rules and
norms guided the illicit behaviour...[and these]esiand norms were embedded in myriads of
patronage and collusive networks that linked higbdower officials, officials to citizens...corrupti
under Soviet rule built an informal system paraltethe formal structures of communist rule.’ C. H.
StefesUnderstanding post-Soviet transitions: corruptionllusion and clientelisnBasingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), pp. 2-3. For a disarssif the ‘cotton scandal’ and clientelism in
Uzbekistan in the 1980s, see J. Critchldblationalism in Uzbekistan: a Soviet republic's rdad
sovereigntyBoulder: Westview Press, 1991), pp. 39-57.

17 she details the central role played by regionadesentatives, in particular tbekomfirst
secretaries, in devising new election laws andipalistructures. A bargaining game unfolded
whereby the regional elites negotiated — among siebras and with the central leadership — new
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regional leaders and regional structures, whiclbledsadministrative functions and
practices to continue in much the same way as weStmes:’> Nevertheless, the
post-1991 transitions also entailed profound chariigeregional administration. |
described above how the postodikomfirst secretary was the hub through which
supplies were distributed in the planned econong fEgional leaderships enjoyed
power in relation to the republican and union-ley@ernment because they played a
vital role in enabling the region to deliver onmi@d production targets. The
networks of loyalty and clientelism were largelytred on exchanges of favours in a
setting of resource scarcity. Democratisation,girsation and introduction of market

reform altered the logic behind these informal pcas.

Jones Luong notes that at republic-level as wellh &scal elections in 1991, regional
leaders were entrusted with selecting candidatethélegislatures. The regional
leaders were also ‘able to influence electoral @utes by manipulating their ability to
appoint local-level administrative heads and saat collective farm persons, as well
as to “get out the vote” through their control fteo scarce resources to local
areas™’® The new states also entrusted regional leaddtazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan
and Tajikistan with considerable power to advandeafisation and market reforms.
In the case of Kyrgyzstan, the regional leaderddmiad the ‘development of
independent farms and purposely misallocated ftmétsster their own commercial
interests....local heads of government interferegrivate economic

activities.....private businessmen were summonehbdadgional administration head

political mechanisms to secure the greatest paspiitical power for themselves. These bargaining
rounds resulted in varying degrees of central cbiver the regions (less so in Tajikistan, Kyrggmst
and Kazakhstan than in Uzbekistan). Jones Lulmstjfutional change and political continuity in
post-Soviet Central Asjgp. 106-55.

175 |bid. p. 103.

178 |bid. p. 73.

101



quarters where they were ‘encouraged’ to invefitims that [regional head]
privatized in his own name...[the regional leadeatgo established a monopoly over

authorization for new businessé§’’

This phenomenon indicates a state of affairs inti@eAsia similar to Weber’s notion
of indirect rule. The transition to independenbe, thove away from the planned
economy and the economic collapse of the early 49&dered the new central
governments incapable of ensuring the ‘separatbttie material means of
administration from the administrative staff. Lotael officials exploited the power
and opportunities that their positions provideadider to safeguard the economic
sustainability of their jobs. On the other handWsether suggests, such a shift meant
that the central government essentialaredrule with the lower-ranking officials,
rather than maintaining full top—down control. lsK@meant that a key priority of
lower-ranking officials was to sustain arrangemehéd provided optimal income
generation. Furthermore, policy initiatives inigdtat the top level that ran counter to

economic interests at the lower level became vifigult to realise.

One interview during my fieldwork was with an editd an Uzbek-language
newspaper in southern Kyrgyzstan. The person destthe events of 30 March
2004, when a series of major bomb explosions sturidekistan’s capital Tashkent
and the government declared a national emergerneyinferviewee gave a powerful
testimony of the prevalence of ‘indirect’ rule hetperson’s area. According to my

notes of the account, the editor recalled:

After the explosions in Tashkent the border wasmetely closed. My sister

Y7 bid. pp. 115-16.
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from Andijan had come to visit me [in Osh] some slagfore and that day she
really needed to go home. | decided to go withtbérelp her cross the border
at an unofficial crossing. We took a minibus; therese 40 of us. When we
crossed the border there was a border guard wddmgs. He demanded 200
Uzbeksomfrom each, and all of us paid. | had brought aeranand
dictaphone with me. | took a picture just as ons@e handed over the 200
somto the guard, and on the dictaphone | recordedaiees of the people in
the group. Some of them had complained over thedus shouted ‘Down
with Karimov !’ [the president of Uzbekistan]. Theafter we had crossed the
border, the SNB [National Security Service] took Mikey stopped me only,
nothing happened to the others that had bribedgbkms through the border.
| alone was stopped because the border guard badsetake a picture. | was
taken to a place called [unclear] and the [Nati@edurity Service] station
there. From here they called their superiors inifamdand Tashkent to find
out what to do with me...Then the head of the Andp#ite, a superior, came
and told them to let me go; we have some acquaiataim common. He told
the others that they should let me go becausewitethe journalists from
Kyrgyzstan would write so negatively about them.ats arranged for them
to drive me all the way to the border that nighwals still given this stamp in
my passport—it says 31.03.04 — the day when | wpsled from
Uzbekistan-"®

The episode highlight a number of everyday statetmres associated with ‘indirect’
rule in Central Asia: National priorities (in thease, the decision to close the border
for security reasons) are often subverted at lles@ls; corruption is widespread and
well-organised (the border guards collaborate Withsecurity service in carrying out
and covering up illicit procedures); bureaucratiagbices are arbitrary and
personalised (the final response by the statetutisth was determined by the fact that
the editor and the superior officer of the secws#yice had mutual acquaintances),
and traditional symbols and artefacts of state calginue to be relevant amidst
extensive conduct subversive of the state by agsere state machinery (due to the
stamp in her passport, the journalist is unabletenter Uzbekistan legally). Finally,
despite widespread illegal activities by state #ge¢hey nonetheless create a distinct

order, partly through extra-legal activities (illegalrder crossings are facilitated and

178 Interview, Newspaper editoDsh, 2 March 2005.
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monitored by state agents, but these very agesas@ilbid certain forms of behaviour,

in this case photos of bribe-taking).

Two qualitative studies from Uzbekistan and Kaz#ékingéend support to these
findings. Alisher llkhamov argues that centre—pleeity relations in Uzbekistan
constitute a paradox: ‘although it is a highly cahlted regime, it nonetheless faces
serious challenges from regional elit!S.The centre’s core polices were not
implemented and revenue generation was compromiiSetkgional elites were
‘compelled to raise their personal income...througpasing various levies in the
form of unpaid wages, fines for traffic violatiomearketplace duties.®* Moreover,
regional elites — at least up until 2001 — und@ereed the cotton harvest and diverted
cotton output to the black market for private g&fmAs for Kazakhstan, Pauline Jones
Luong finds that even if it wade jurea centralised state, there was a high degree of
de factoeconomic ‘decentralisatiori®® Regional administrations, formerly the
obkomsgcontrolled a large share of revenue collectiomegation and distribution,
often in contravention of the national tax cdfeThis outcome, according to Jones
Luong, indicated a weakness on the part of therakletvels in relation to the regional

administrationg®

An analysis of customs and tax revenue flows ferfdur Central Asian countries

provides further evidence of the prevalence ofitiet’ rule in the region. As seen

19 A llkhamov, 'The limits of centralization: regidrehallenges in Uzbekistan', in Jones Luong, ed.,
The transformation of Central Asia: states and siesefrom Soviet rule to independer{ttbaca:
Cornell University Press, 2003), p. 161.

180 |bid., p. 180.

181 |bid., p. 168.

82 |bid., p. 161.

183 Jones Luong, 'Economic "decentralisation” in Kaz&hscauses and consequencesThe
transformation of Central Asiqp. 183—-84.

1% bid., pp. 187-88.

1% bid., p. 182.
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from the table below, in these countries tax reeessipercentage of GDP was

relatively low compared with other post-communistictries®®

Table 2: Tax revenues (% of GDP)

Year 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004
Afghanistan — - - - - - - - - 2.42 3.4
Estonia 21 19.6 17.Y 18,5 17,9 16.8 16 154 - - —
Kazakhstan - - - 6.Y 72 775 10.2 b6 12.1 13.13911
Kyrgyzstan 1468 15.06 12.59 1251 14.2 1p2 117 241 - - -
Poland - - - - - - - 16 16|8 1.8 155
Russian
Federation - - - - - - - - 136 13.3 13|25
Slovenia 21.4 20.4 20.9 21)2 21.7 227 20.2 212951 21.5| 21.3
Tajikistan - - - - 7.6 8.2 7.7 82 -— 9.7 9.8
United
Kingdom - - - - 28.4 28.y 291 288 21.6 269 274
Uzbekistan - - - - - - - - - - -

Source: World Bank World development indicators&@(®ashington: The World Bank, 2006)

While tax revenue generation was low, the total beinof times that businesses in
Central Asia were required to pay taxes was vegh.lin Uzbekistan a record number
of 118 times was listed, compared with 95 timekKyngyzstan and 35 in Kazakhstan.

By comparison, the figure for Estonia was 11.

18 |n an interview for this thesis, a representatif/&yrgyzstan’s Committee for Revenue under the
Ministry of Finance, also a former Customs Comraitenployee, claimed that the share of customs
revenue as part of overall tax revenue was very, ligssibly as much as fifty per cent. Interview
Representative of the Committee for Revenue unddittistry of FinanceBishkek 23 February 2005.
The generation of customs revenue is less challgrtham inland tax generation and requires less
administrative capacity. See M. Le@f rule and revenu@erkeley: University of California Press,
1988); C. Tilly,Coercion, capital, and European states, A.D.990-1@ord: Blackwell, 1990).
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Table 3: Tax payments 2005 (number of times busingss are required to make

payments)
Country Number of
payments

Afghanistan 2
Estonia 11
Kazakhstan 34
Kyrgyz Republic 95
Poland 43
Russian Federation 27
Slovenia 29
Tajikistan -
United Kingdom 22
Uzbekistan 118

Source: World Bank World development indicators&@(®ashington: The World Bank, 2006)

These figures indicate that the central levelsasegnment were unable to ensure that
much of the money generated by lower-level offiald into the formal national
budgets. One likely explanation is that tax revewas diverted by local-level
officials, making the official revenue base of ttentral government significantly
weaker than it might otherwise have been. Moredber|ack of available revenue
further weakened the government’s provisions oflipigervices and its ability to
allocate the means necessary for administratiothadhe administrative staff could
be dissuaded from engaging in this function. Sa¢aof government employees
remained low in all four countries. In short, timaited revenue volumes of inland tax
generation, combined with what seemed to be agedex pressure from local-level
officials, serves as an powerful illustration ofakestate capacity — or what Weber

would term ‘indirect rule’ — in Central Asian state

A detailed assessment of customs figures in themegveals the extent of the failure
of the central administration to appropriate rexeriomparisons between recorded
trade flows by China and the Central Asian statesllastrative. In 2003 China

reported exports to Kyrgyzstan of USD 245 millislyrgyzstan, however, reported
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import flows of only 72 million, or 29.3 per centthe flows reported by the Chinese
side’®” Kazakhstan reported imports from China to be USB fillion in 2003,
whereas China stated that its exports to Kazakhséaa USD 1,566 milliori®® If the
Chinese figures are correct, then Kazakhstan exgidtonly 33 per cent of the
imports from China in 2003. The remaining 77 pert@ntered without registration
and probably without formal customs arrangemenispbssibly with considerable

bribe-taking by customs officers.

It is likely that there are some significant di#aces irdegreesf weakness among
the Central Asian states. In particular one maptiori expect Kazakhstan to
perform better than the other states given itsrmegewth in GDP and improvement
in government service provisions such as health aad payment of pensions. While
such a difference in degree is likely to be theec®e data available is still
indeterminate on this point. Using the custom @#tave the reporting errors for
Kazakhstan's trade with China are as bad as tlwd€yirgyzstan’s trade with China.
In this thesis, while | acknowledge that significdegrees of weakness are present, |
choose to emphasise the more basic finding thatiderable levels of weakness as

indirect rule prevailed in all four states.

Interdependence

| have argued that the Soviet economic plannintesysvas highly relevant to the
development of the administrative structure of$loiet Union. The economic

system under communism also affected levels ofdefgendence. This factor is

187 IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbogWashington, DC: IMF, 2004).
188 |hid.
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important for later discussions of regional co-@pien, since, as indicated in the
introduction, the literature makes frequent refeeeto levels of interdependence in
explaining co-operation trends in the CIS in th8d€®® Interdependence denotes the
degree to which a given unit is dependent uponrathiés to execute and complete its
activity. In economic terms, interdependence ikdthprimarily to flows of goods
between units. It may also, however, denote depweden the infrastructure of other
units— like road and railway transport networkstha supply of water flows through
transborder rivers. | will argue that the flow afagls between producers in Central
Asia was relatively limited in the Soviet econoraystem. Water flows, irrigation
systems and infrastructure, on the other handsetbthe borders of the various

Soviet Socialist Republics, constituting a sigrafit degree of interdependence.

Flow of goods

In the late Tsarist and Soviet periods, economiiwiicin Central Asia centred on
cotton production. As noted in the previous chapter Tsarist Russian expansion in
Central Asia was driven in part by a quest for raaterials, first and foremost for
cotton. Under the tutelage of the Russian statesidn merchants sought to enhance
production and exports from TurkestafhHowever, as was the case in other
agricultural and industrial branches, major expamén cotton production did not take
place until the Soviet period, when the state memmomic development of the
region a top priority. In 1913, there were 543,0@0tares of agricultural land
producing 646,000 tons of cotton in present-daydiidian, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan

and Turkmenistan Thanks to large-scale irrigatimjgets, by 1976 there were

189 M. Webber The international politics of Russia and the suceestateManchester: Manchester
University Press, 1996).
10H. C. d’Encausse, 'Organizing and colonizing thetteies'.
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2,623,000 hectares of land and cotton producti@hreached 7,439,000 tons,
constituting 90 per cent of total Soviet productidiiThe Soviet state made
significant efforts to develop other agriculturadandustrial sectors as well. The
Kazakh SSR saw a major expansion in grain produetia livestock. Large gas
reserves were tapped in the Turkmen SSR (espethialgrea around Mary) and the
Uzbek SSR (near Bukhara). Some of the gas was eladrio urban households and
industries in Central Asia, but most of it was sorted through pipelines to the
western parts of the USSR. The generation of hyaxep expanded greatly in the
1970s and 1980s. Machine building and chemicalstréas, in particular fertilisers,
were significant to total Soviet output, and in thern Kazakhstan mineral extraction

and industrial production were as wef.

The primary economic significance of Soviet Cenftaila within the USSR lay in its
deliveries of raw materials. Industrial processivag mostly geared towards first-
stage handling of these raw materials (such a®fiileries or cotton-cleaning
factories). The end products were refined and pegpia industries situated in the
Western parts of the USSR. This arrangement crdaggdevels of interdependence
between the Central Asian republics and other aneG@sviet Union, but relatively
little among them. In the case of Kyrgyzstan, foarmaple, figures indicate that 63 per
cent of its exports went to industrially developedublics in the western and

northern parts of the USSR.

1B, Z. RumerSoviet Central Asia: ‘a tragic experimerft’ondon: Unwin Hyman, 1989).
1921 M. Matley, 'Central Asia and Kazakhstan', inrjpeckyj and Schroeder ed&onomics of Soviet
regions(New York: Praeger, 1981).
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Direction of Exports Kyrgyz SSR 1987

4%

33 %

@ Western/northern SSRs
| Central Asian SSRs
0O Other SSRs

63 %

Figure 1: intra-USSR export from the Kyrgyz SSR, 187

Source: World Bank Statistical Handbook, Studiescofnomies in transition (Washington The World B4994) p. 327

The main reason for this low regional interdeperdenas that Moscow deliberately
prioritised — as evident in flows of capital inuesint —further industrial expansion in
the already industrially developed parts of the B$8 Central Asia was thus

dependent on links to industries in the Soviet v@est north.

Other factors promoted low levels of interdepenéesmmmong the Central Asian states.
Their similar comparative advantages (in soil, wagésources, and weather
conditions) led to the development of identicaldarcts rather than complementary
ones. Capital investment to the economic regioe fetow) of Kazakhstan went
mostly to the northern regions, which were linkedhidustrial production in the
southern Urals in the RSFSE The little industrial development that did occlaswy

often channelled to specific areas within a reubh the early 1970s, the Tashkent

193 Boris Rumer notes that even if the overall goas wlavays stated to be making the Union Republics
equal in production levels and income, significdiffierences nevertheless existed, especially réggrd
investment levels in social and industrial capiBde RumerSoviet Central Asia: “a tragic

experiment’

19 The area which is today South Kazakhstan provimcepnoduction similar to the other Central
Asian republics, i.e. in agriculture and cottormsoof these linked with cotton production in the
Tashkent area.
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area alone was responsible for two-thirds of th& iadustrial production of the

Uzbek, Turkmen, Tajik and Kyrgyz SSKS.

Soviet economic planning mechanisms further readdrthe pattern of low regional
interdependence. The Soviet plan economy operatat@ng to five-year plans,
which listed the economic input and output needealder to reach production
targets. The State Committee for Planni@ggudarstvennii komitet po planirovaniiu
Gosplan and the State Committee for Material Technicg @y (Gosudarstvennii
Komitet po material’no-tekhnicheskomu snabzh&iossnabprovided detailed
projections for how and where resources and cagdii@alild be procured and utilised.
The individual ministries responsible for the implentation of all activities within

the various branches of the economy also playeshtaxal role in this process. There
were three kinds of branch ministries: union-lemghistries (with no republic
equivalent), republic-union level ministries (ideatly-named ministries at the centre
and in all or some republics) and republic-levetistries'*® The union-level
ministries, governed from ministerial head officedoscow, were the most
important'®’ Alec Nove noted that ‘evidently the all-union nsimies are in a stronger
position to bypass the republic level since thenea ministry (and therefore no
expertise or “powerpoint”) at that levéP® These ministries were frequently accused
of empire-building and excessive vertical integmatiDue to overall shortages and
delays, the ministries tended to expand controt twe production chain so that they

would not have to depend on other branches for détveries. This tendency

1951, M. Matley, 'Central Asia and Kazakhstan'.

1% A. Nove, The Soviet economic systéBoston: Allen & Unwin, 1986) pp. 59—64.

1971n 1984, 55 per cent of the value of industriadurction was produced under all union ministries,
38 per cent under union-republican ministries apef7cent under republican and local Soviet
authorities. (Nove, loc. cit.)

198 Ipid.
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entailed massive transport costs, as products stepped from one ministerial
production unit to another, across the USSR. ti aleant disregard of the potential

for local economic integration in regions such asttal Asia.

When Nikita Khrushchev rose to power in the postityears, he set about re-
organising economic activity by abolishing the lmlaministries and ‘regionalising’
planning, in part to reduce inefficiency. Insteddb@nch ministries, economic
activity was to be controlled by regionally basedreomic council§Sovety
narodnogo khoziaystva, Sovnarkhb%)The administrative functions of the branch
ministries were transferred to the 105 regionahcda (which were later pared down
to 47). For Central Asia, 8ovnarkhozvas established in each republic. Later, they
were replaced with one office each for the two @coic regions created in 1961: the
Kazakh SSR, and Central Asia (the combined Uzbgkgyz, Tajik and Turkmen

SSRsY

The Sovnarkhozxperiment led to several large-scale industriajgets and to the
establishment of a new industrial sub-complex imisern Tajikistan. Some of

Central Asia’s large-scale hydropower projects stieel mills were initiated in this
period. However, th8ovnarkhozxperiment proved short-lived. If a key problem in
the earlier Soviet economy had been ministerialiesrpuilding, the new system led
to regional empire-building and ‘localisms’: attiemt only to the developmental needs
of the immediate region, and not to those of th&R&s a whole. In 1964, the Soviet

Union reverted to a system in which branch mirestgontrolled much of the

199 bid. p. 54.
200 Rumer,Soviet Central Asia: “a tragic experimenpp. 11-20.
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economic production and initiative. This shift riked in renewed trends of limited

economic integration among the Central Asian rapsbl

Many of the trading patterns of the Soviet periodéred throughout the 1990s. A
glance at Kyrgyzstan’s exports reveals that RumsthUkraine retained a dominant

position. The importance of Uzbekistan lessenedenthat of Kazakhstan increased.
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Figure 2: Kyrgyzstan: exports to (former) Soviet rgoublics 1987 and 1992, in per
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cent
Source: World Bank Statistical Handbook, Studiescoinomies in transition (Washington The World Ba9i©4)

After independence in 1991, the overall contraciiotrtade and production further
decreased economic interdependence. Branchesattiat eonstituted the basis of
intra-regional trade declined markedly. In the peérirom 1990-1994, electric power
trade fell from 60.3 to only 13.3 million kilowdtidurs. Natural gas trade dropped by
a factor of 1.6 in the period 1991-1992, minerdilisers trade by a factor of 4.2 in

the period 19911994, and coal by a factor of B84 in the same perict?

21 \World Bank,Statistical HandbookStudies of economies in transition (Washingto@:T:he World
Bank, 1994).

22B, 7. Rumer and S. V. ZhukoGentral Asia: the challenges of independe¢fenonk: M.E.
Sharpe, 1998).
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The economic patterns fostered by Soviet developstestegies and the post-1991
contraction led to relatively low interdependent¢hie form of trade exchanges in
Central Asia. This finding is confirmed by the teastatistics for the region. The
chapter on trade co-operation provides a more pthdassessment on intra-regional

trade flows, but the table below offers a prelinynaverview.

Table 4: Share of inter-regional trade in export aml imports of TAS countries (in
million USD)

Type 1994 2001
Trade with TAS Trade with CIS Trade with TAS Trade with CIS
countries countries countries countries
Kazakhstan
Export 5.8 10.0 3.4 11.3
Import 10.6 15.3 1.8 3.5
Turnover 8.6 13.3 2.7 6.9
Kyrgyzstan
Export 41.7 63.6 19.7 55.7
Import 37.7 53.4 32.1 58.4
Turnover 39.6 58.1 25.8 57.3
Tajikistan
Export 9.0 40.2 14.2 43.6
Import 47.1 72.8 32.1 457
Turnover 35.1 68.3 25.2 45.1
Uzbekistan
Export 28.2 41.3 9.3 27.2
Import 7.4 13.8 12.8 345
Turnover 18.7 30.5 11.0 30.9
TAS countries in
total:
Export 15.0 28.7 6.0 19.6
Import 16.2 23.1 8.6 17.3
Turnover 15.6 25.6 7.2 18.1

Source: G. G. Rakhmatulina Dinamika razvitia inttgronnykh protsessov v gosudarstvakh SNG i petispdérmirovaniia
edinogo ekonomicheskogo prostranstva (Almaty: Kagtakiskii Institut Strategicheskikh IssledovaniiRrezidente Respubliki
Kazakhstan 2004) p. 101

Physical interdependence

Soviet development strategies promoted physicatdeipendence among the various

Soviet Socialist Republics. The dominance of uriewel ministries meant that much

infrastructure was built according to all-union deeather than republic-level
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specifics. Electricity grids, gas pipelines anddroatworks were constructed as parts
of larger union-wide systems. Below is a map intiingathe inter-connectedness of
the road network in Central Asia. The irrigatiost®m was developed according to a

similar logic, as the chapter on water will discuss

The question of interdependence is a complex aamgjng according to issue area. In
trade, the degree of interdependence created iBdhiet era was low, while for water,
it was high. | will further discuss these case-fpedifferences in the three case
chapters.

Map 2: Central Asian road and railway network

* 7 | S
v |

. KAZAKHSTAN f f

UZBEKISTAN

Source: Map created in MaplInfo using Batholomewit@idata (2002)
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The post-Soviet period: Political and economic refon

The new states faced serious economic challentgsidependence and the collapse
of the Soviet planned economy. Each of the fouetged its own approach for
dealing with the crisis, and its own ways of makihg transition to a market

economy and independent statehood.

Economic strategies

Uzbekistan

Uzbekistan adopted an economic strategy radicé#figrdnt from those of the other
three countries. The state made every effort tteptats industrial sector in order to
avoid a contraction in the economy and large-scalestrial unemployment.
Uzbekistan’s strategy is often referred to as Ihfabstitution Industrialisation (I1SI),
but it should be stressed that even if Uzbekistaarly aimed to increase domestic
industrial production, a considerable segmentsoédonomy was already industrial

by 1991%°® Industrial protection was as much part of I1S| @s\wndustrial expansion.

ISI complemented the regime’s strategy of ensuiuigeconomic self-sufficiency for
Uzbekistan. Uzbekistan’s economy in 1991 entaildd/arse mix of industry, natural
resources and agriculture, which provided an ecaneetting fairly conducive to this
strategy. Moreover, with its population of 27 nuitl, Uzbekistan had a large domestic

market to draw upon. Still, politics seems to bekby factor underpinning this

203 E|U Country profile Uzbekistan 199Zondon: Economist Intelligence Unit, 1997).
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choice. Uzbekistan faced several serious threats spability in the early 1990s. ISI
made it possible for the regime to avoid the paaésbcial and political strains

associated with rapid economic refoftf.

Moreover, in the 1980s the country’s political @litad been subjected to a large-scale
and public purge initiated by reformist forces im$t¢ow led by Mikhail Gorbachev
and Yuri Andropov. An anti-corruption investigatiound that central elite members
in the Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic, as welkag political figures in Moscow,

had for years been involved in an elaborate forgeheme involving production and
shipment figures of Uzbek cotton for Russian precesplants, enabling extensive
private profit-making by those involved. In 198@ thntire Uzbek SSR cabinet was
dismissed save for one minister, and numeroustaraesl suicides came in the wake

of the Moscow-led anti-corruption campaign.

The arrests triggered deep resentment towards Moand the reformist sections of
the Russian elite in particular. When Islam Karincawne to power in 1989, he at
once initiated the rehabilitation of discreditetdecfigures. Many subsequently
returned to government service, including familynmbers of former Party Secretary
Sharaf Rashido$® According to the Economist Intelligence Unit, Kadv also

played a role in relation to the August 1991 cauposcow: ‘there are credible

24 There was a broad-based student and Uzbek nasibrmaivement in the late 1980s and early 1990s,
which escalated into a large-scale student ridamuary 1992 triggered by price rises. The govenime
guelled the demonstration through harsh measumeda8y, the early 1990s were marked by radical
religious activism; in the Fergana Valley the Islarspired movement Adolat constituted a parallel
government for a brief period, until it was repegbby the central government. Its leaders Tahir
Yuldashev and Juma Namangani fled to Tajikistan,retieey later formed the Islamic Movement of
Uzbekistan. Gleasoifhe Central Asian stated. Rashid Jihad: the rise of militant Islam in Central
Asia(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002); A. Vataish, 'Neutralization of student disturbances
in Tashkent in 1992: what it was likEergana.ru,24 January 2006.

2053, Critchlow,Nationalism in Uzbekistan: a Soviet republic's rdadovereigntyBoulder:

Westview Press, 1991).

2% GleasonThe Central Asian stase See also ElCountry profile Uzbekistan 1997
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allegations that Mr Karimov backed the [consengtMoscow plotters, which
placed him at odds with the Russian president Beeissin’>®’ These factors helped
to spark a push for Uzbek self-reliance, especiallglation to Russia, so as to keep

the country from being subjugated to any furthditipal manipulation from outside.

Two important pillars of the self-sufficiency segly were expansion of the oil and
gas sector and enhancement of wheat productionfofimer experienced
considerable success: by 1995 Uzbekistan had wetdass extraction rates to the
point where the country was self-sufficient in ggyerHowever, it proved

considerably more difficult to step up wheat praduc

Cotton production was a crucial aspect of bothett@nomy and political system of
Uzbekistan. The regime maintained arrangementsguiizakaZstate order) and
fixed government price-setting until 2001, and amntéd with similar arrangements
after this point — despite IMF pressdfePrices were set significantly below world
market rates, and farmers were forced to grow aliadstton to the state. This policy
ensured large export revenues that were managtwmentral government. The
system rested on a complicated web of coerciorcanttol of farmers, maintained by

regional and local state officiad®

207 E|U Country profile Uzbekistan 1991 bears stressing that the motivation for bagkime
conservative forces in 1991 might not have beemsch a reaction to the onslaught by Moscow’s
reformists in the 1980s as a bid to help to prasére Soviet Union and the high levels of subsidies
from Moscow — 19.5 percent of GDP in 1991: ET'duntry profile Uzbekistan 2001

208|CG The curse of cotton: Central Asia's destructive nooitare (Bishkek/Brussels International
Crisis Group, 2005) p. 4.

29 |bid. pp. 12-14.
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ISI in Uzbekistan embodied a complex set of polregasures. High trade barriers on
imports were introduced alongside export taX@sLhe government continued to set
the prices of consumer goods and maintained s@ssati important items like
fertilisers. Currency regulations were also cructanponents of the state’s economic
management strategies. Uzbekistan maintained apheudtxchange rate system from
1994 until 2003, when itsomfinally became fully convertibl&:* Until 2003,
Uzbekistan had an official exchange rate and a certiad bank rate that were kept
artificially strong, but to which only priority fins, mainly in the industrial sector, had
access. In this way, the state subsidised impérie@ded ‘capital goods’ and
attempted to restrain imported inflatidii.Alongside these official rates, a weaker
‘bazaar rate’ or free-market rate co-existed tllyciThis informal exchange rate
diverged from the official one by over 50 per cegam 1996 onwards; by 2000 the
spread between the two rates had widened to 4&t.8emt*? In effect, Uzbekistan
used centrally controlled export income from théawo sector and gold mining sector
to maintain its official exchange rate as well aarsge of other subsidies to the
industrial sector, thereby giving a temporary baosincompetitive domestic
production®* In turn, the government dubiously claimed that¢henomy had

experienced ‘one of the shallowest recessionsaridtmer communist bloé%®

2% Barriers were kept high from independence onwawith, a temporary reduction in 1995 due to
IMF pressure. With a worsening economic situatioh996 however, most levies were re-introduced,
EIU Country profile Uzbekistan 2001
211 E|U Country profile Uzbekistan 200E1U Country profile Uzbekistan 20q6ondon: Economist
Intelligence Unit, 2006).
212 The EIU notes, however, that ‘the strong offi@athange rate had caused a surge in consumer
goods imports, imported as capital goods, by mattieg artificially cheap, thereby pricing some of
grlga local production encouraged by ISI out of threrkat’, EIU Country profile Uzbekistan 2001

Ibid.
24 pid.
25 |pid.
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Kazakhstan

The three other Central Asian countries coverdtisithesis chose greater economic
liberalisation and export promotion as key econasiriategies. Kazakhstan undertook
a rapid and ambitious privatisation programme f®84 onwards. Although it
suffered hyper-inflation of 3,126 percent in Ju894, it made its currency, tienge,
convertible in 1996° Starting from 1995, Kazakhstan maintained a sfiscal

policy and cut government spending. This approached inflation but also entailed
major delays in the disbursement of wages and pessas well as reducing public
investment in infrastructure. According to the Emonst Intelligence Unit, the
country suffered one of the worst economic conitbastin the former Soviet
republics in the early 19965’ Unlike Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan did not seek togqubt
uncompetitive industries. Part of the rationaleibelits privatisation programme was
the goal of ridding the government of loss-makintgeprises and spurring enterprise
re-structuring or closures. Kazakhstan liberaliseasumer prices and removed most

export taxes in the early 1990s.

Kyrgyzstan

In May 1993, Kyrgyzstan left the Russian roubleeand introduced its owsom
The new currency became convertible for most ctimeoount transactions shortly

afterwards*® Like Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan launched an ambitjsogramme of

218 E|U Country profile Kazakhstan 199Zondon: Economist Intelligence Unit 1997).
27 bid.
#8E|U Country profile Kyrgyzstan 1997
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privatisation, cut government subsidies and libeeal prices. It retained only three

export taxes — on hides, wool and cotton fibife.

Tajikistan

Because of the 1992-1997 civil war, Tajikistan’sreamic reform strategies were
slower and more muddled than those of Kyrgyzstahkarzakhstan. The country
eventually chose a strategy similar to those twataes. It introduced its new
currency in May 1995 and liberalised prices on comsr goods in the same year.
Since then, most other industrial and agricultprades have been liberalised as

well.?®° In 1996 trade was partly liberalised and expaitfsareduced®*

Political reform

All four countries adopted democratic constitutiamsl held elections after
independence. The former party secretaries — dherrase of Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan, former Communist Party members — wéeeted as presidents.
International election observer missions, suchhasdf the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), noted serioag@mings in elections in all
Central Asian countries in the 19988Leaders of opposition parties and NGOs
faced some difficulties in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyastaut a certain degree of open

debate over political alternatives was toleratelath countries.

219 |bid.

220 E|U Country profile Tajikistan 1997

21 |bid

22 GleasonMarkets and politics in Central Asia: structuralfoem and political change
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Diverging opinions on political arrangements iniKiagtan combined with strong
regional divisions and unrest at the grassroowl lievbring about the outbreak of
civil war in 1992%?® Five years later, a peace agreement that inclagemver-sharing
arrangement with the United Tajik Opposition wagsd. After 1997, political

debate in Tajikistan was relatively free and opé¢evertheless, President Rakhmonov
increasingly sought to entrench his position byiplg relatives and regime loyalists

in core economic and political posts.

Uzbekistan moved early to suppress moderate padlgied radical religious
opposition to President Karimov. The media were keyler tight government
control. The regime continued mass persecutioneshbers of religious
organisations and opposition groups. This repressiensified after the Tashkent
bombings in 1999 and the military incursions in @@&d 2000 of the Islamic

Movement of Uzbekistaff*

223 Akiner, Tajikistan: disintegration or reconciliation?
224 GleasonMarkets and politics in Central Asia
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Table 5: Political rights and civil liberties: Freedom House scores®

Country 1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2004

PR CL Status | PR | CL | Status | PR | CL | Status | PR | CL | Status | PR | CL | Status | PR | CL | Status
Kazakhstan 5 4 PF 6 5 NF 6 g NH 5 5 Nk 6 ) NF 6 5 F N
Kyrgyzstan 5 4 PF 4 3 PF 4 4 PF ) 5 NF 6 5 NF 6 5 F N
Tajikistan 3 3 PF 7 7 NF 6 6 NF 6 NF| 4 5 NH 6 5 FN
Uzbekistan 6 5 PF 7 7 NF 7 (¢ NF| T q NH 4 NF 7 6 F N

Source: Freedom House Freedom in the world histbriankings (Washington D.C: Freedom House 2006)

Regional co-operation

All four countries have undertaken major diplomatiforts at initiating co-operation.

The states stressed early that inter-state co-tier@nd multilateral solutions were

crucial to their strategies for tackling the regibohallenges they faced. The case

chapters will take up the specific details of thiesatives and demonstrate that the

overwhelming majority of these diplomatic initiag did not result in tangible co-

operation. The purpose of this section is to giveweerview and also highlight the

considerable scale of the efforts.

225 Freedom House provides a comprehensive survéyegdlitical systems of Central Asia, which,
even if there may be some concerns with data ibtiglprovides a useful overview. Political rights
(PR) Civil Liberties (CL) are rated by the NGO Freeddouse using a scale from 1 to 7, in which 7
denotes countries where ‘political rights are \atlyinon-existent’; 6 denotes countries that altmvly

a ‘minimal manifestation of rights’ and inhabitaetgoerience ‘severely restricted rights of freedm
expression and association’; 3, 4 and 5 denotetdearthat have considerable levels of oppressioh a
conditions undermining freedom — although some el@mof political rights may co-exist. PF stands
for the Freedom House characterisation ‘partly’f(dienited respect for political rights and civil
liberties). Freedom HousEreedom in the world historical rankingg/ashington DC: Freedom House,

2006).
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Multilateral co-operation among the Central Asitatess can be divided into five
phases:
* co-operation among the Soviet Socialist republfdgSentral Asia in Soviet
times;
» the search for multilateral co-operation format91t91993;
» the agreement on and early efforts at developi@graral Asian common
market 1993-1998;
» the inclusion of Tajikistan and continued developtr@ plans for economic
integration 1998-2000;
» the shift towards greater focus on security co-ati@n and re-naming of the

organisation 2000—-2004.

In Soviet times, co-operation among the CentrahAsepublics was co-ordinated
from Moscow. Nevertheless, the late Soviet pereal some inter-republican
agreements between Central Asian states — notairagreements (14 July 1981
and 22 August 1989) and the 1990 agreement ‘Ondfoamr Scientific, Technical,

and Cultural Co-operatio®

Still, there was no multilateral co-operation iryameaningful sense until the USSR
was facing its demise. In reaction to Boris Yelsimeeting with Stanislau
Shushkevich (Belarus) and Leonid Kravchuk (Ukeaim the ‘Belovezhskaya

accords’ in early December 1991, the five headgaik in Central Asia met in

226 N. Ushakova, 'Central Asia co-operation: towardagformation Central Asia and the Caucasus
vol. 3, no. 21, 2003.
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Ashgabat (Turkmenistan) to discuss a common regFéhswo policy options were
debated: to endorse the ‘Belovezhskaya accordspeess for the inclusion of Central
Asian states into the new CIS structures; or opbba joint CIS structure and form a
close-knit Central Asian union. The leaders chosenter the CIS, which in turn

paved the way for the CIS Almaty Declaration of Baber 1991. Alongside the CIS,
however, the Central Asian states still continueddarch for ways of

institutionalising their own co-operation. Some lgsts see the Ashgabat meeting as a
‘fact of recognition and moment of creation of @l community??® In 1992 the

five Central Asian states formed the regional orgmtion Central Asian Regional Co-
operation Organisatiorn §éentral’no-Aziatskoe Regional’noe SotrudnicheshsARS)

but both Turkmenistan and Tajikistan soon withdrew.

The landmark event in regional co-operation canth thie agreement on the
formation of a common market in 1993, signed tingtUzbekistan and Kazakhstan in
Tashkent January 1993 and Kyrgyzstan in Februa®g,1&nd then later jointly by all
three countries in 1994. The agreement spurredsetefforts at establishing
institutions and legal frameworks for co-operatao the facilitation of a common
market. In 1994 the states agreed to form an Btate Council consisting of heads of
states from the three countries, which was to sasvéie main forum for decision-
making. A council of prime ministers, a councild#fence ministers and a council of
foreign ministers were formed to supplement therh@tate Council. The three states

also established a permanent implementing comnigpelnitel’nii komitet) first

227 The initial step towards the abolition of the USB&s taken by Stanislau Shushkevich (Belarus)
Boris Yeltsin (Russia) and Leonid Kravchuk (Ukraiime}he ‘Belovezhskaya accords’ in early
December 1991. See Gleas®hge Central Asian states: discovering independence

228\/_|. Belokrenitsky, 'Tsentralnoaziatskoe edinstvmif ili real’nost?',Vostok no. 5, 1996, quoted
in F. Tolipov, 'Regional integration in Centraliastheory and practiceGentral Asia and the
Caucasusyol. 2, no. 14, 2002.
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located in Almaty, and later on rotational basighi& capitals of the member states.
The implementing committee had four representatire@s each state, and was tasked
with organising and co-ordinating the work of thrganisation, developing analyses,
generating and disseminating information relateidtisgration and maintaining

control over expenditures of the organisafith.

In the same period, the member states decideddblist the Central Asian
Development BankSoglashenie ob uchrezhdenii Tsentral’'no-aziatskdgioka
Sotrudnichestva i Razviti&, July 1994, Cholpon Ata) and adopted an exterfaree
year plan for the realisation of the common maketobrena programma
ekonomicheskoi integratsii mezhdu Respublikoi Kiastak, Kirgizskoi Respublikoi i
Respublikoi Uzbekistan do 2000g. i pervoocherenhviestitsionie proektil4 April

1995, Shymkent).

The fourth phase of regional co-operation, from82®00, was marked by a re-
affirmation of the goals of 1993 and 1994 and aenapt to develop implementation
mechanisms. In 1998, the member states adoptezheapnme of action for the
formation of a common market and a programme abador the integration of the
TsARS countrie$® In the same year, Tajikistan joined the orgarisetind it was
renamed Central Asian Economic Communiftgéntral’no-Aziatskoe

Ekonomicheskoe Soobshchestv@AES).

22 G, G. Rakhmatulin®inamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsessov vugtssstvakh SNG i
perspektivy formirovaniia edinogo ekonomicheskagstpanstva(Almaty: Kazakhstanskii Institut
Strategicheskikh Issledovanii pri Prezidente Rekkiubazakhstan 2004).

20 |pid.
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From 2000 onwards diplomacy within TSAES becameenfiocused on security-
related issues. The Taliban seizure of Kabul inr61l®&d spurred considerable worry
as to the external security of the region (in addito concerns over Tajikistan), but
security issues assumed real urgency after thediors of the Islamic Movement of
Uzbekistan into Kyrgyzstan in 1999, and into Kyrgign and Uzbekistan in 2000. In
April 2000, the states signed the Agreement ontiiglrerrorism, Extremism, and
Transborder Organised Crime, to facilitate intghge-sharing, covert operations and
co-operation among their armed forces. The turratde/security was codified during
the Tashkent meeting in December 2001 and a substemeeting held in Almaty on
28 February 2002: TSEAS was officially transforniettd Central Asian Co-operation
Organisation Tsentral’no-Aziatskoe Sotrudnichesti@S). The change also entailed
a major re-structuring of the organisation. Thecei@e committee, which had
consisted of 16 staff members, was abolished iauawef four national co-ordinators.
One Kazakhstan-based observer has noted thah#hédtidation of the whole
apparatus of the implementing committee...did ndyfobrrespond to the tasks given
of strengthening control over the realisation @& ithter-state agreements. 23%A
former high-ranking representative of the TSAESI|anpenting committee similarly
commented in an interview for this thesis thatytianted to make the organisation
wider, [but] I think it was a step back; without iastitutional structuredpparai you

cannot do anything®>?

Despite the shift towards security issues, efftmtgards economic integration
continued. In 2000, at the Dushanbe summit of he&dtate adopted a strategy for

integrated development for the period 2000—-2005levith 2002 President Islam

231 {hi

Ibid. p. 95.
%32 Interview, high-level representative of the EvrAz&Sretariat/formerly representative of TSAES
implementing committee, Almaty- 4 May 2005.
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Karimov of Uzbekistan threw his weight behind ndang for a common market.
Uzbekistan has since taken the lead in developtwnaept for three-stage realisation
of a common market, to be completed in fifteen g&&rn parallel with this process,
President Nursultan Nazarbaev of Kazakhstan iediat re-launch of the 1998
consortium plans. Donors like the Islamic Developtigank, the World Bank and
the Asian Development Bank were invited to assithe development of three
consortia: on hydropower, transport and food prtidac These bodies were meant
not only to serve as forums for inter-state co-apen on these specific issues, but
also as a means to enable participation by thafarisector — especially in the cases
of the food and hydropower consortia. However, wanmkestablishing the consortia
had not moved beyond the planning stages by 204 the partial exception of the
consortium on transport. It is uncertain what sggehere could be between the

consortium plans and Uzbekistan’s common marketgsal®**

23 Interview, representative of Pragma Corporatiom@€rFacilitation and Investment Project)
Tashkent, 28 March 2005.
2% |bid.
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Table 6: overview of main events and agreements the TAS framework

Event or Agreement

1981 Agreement on Water, 14 July 1981.

1989 Agreement on Water, 22 August 1989.

1991 Ashgabat meeting.

1992 Declaration of prime ministers on continuatiémexisting arrangements for water
management, February 1992, Almaty.

1992 Regional organisation TsARS formed by all fientral Asian countries; Tajikistan
and Turkmenistan withdraw shortly afterwards.

1993 February 1992 declaration on water affirmethdgds of states meeting in Nukus,
Uzbekistan.

1994 Dogovor o sosdanii eginogo ekonomicheskogo prostvan30 April Cholpon-Ata

(on the basis of preliminary agreements signeciudry and February 1993),
functioned as a legal basis for the organisatiter lmamedTsentral’no-Aziatskoe
ekonomicheskoe SoobshchestvisAES.

1994 States agree to found an inter-state couhb#ads of states and a council of prime
ministers, council of foreign ministers and coumfitiefence ministers, as well as an
executive organ in continuous function: the ‘implting committee’l§polnitelnii
komite}, 8 July, Almaty.

1994 Central Asian Development Bank established.

1995 Member states agree on a five-year integratian, 24 April, Bishkek.

1996 December joint council of defence ministersidies to create tripartite defence uni
‘Centrasbat’.

1996 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan sigaytref eternal friendship.

1997 Heads of state meeting discuss implementafiagreement on common economig

space; agreement adopted on the formation of casorspheres like water, food
and communications discussed for the first time.

1998 26 March: Tajikistan joins the 1994 agreeminat,organisation is officially named
‘Tsentral’no-Aziatskoe ekonomicheskoe SoobshcHeste#\ES.
1998 UN Special Programme for the Economies of @eAlia (SPEKA) is launched in

the context of the March TAES heads of state meg8RIEEKA is to include
development of transport, energy and water co-ojperanternational economic
conference on development in Tajikistan; re-struistuof industry.

2000 April Agreement on combating terrorism, extisgm and transborder organised
crime, intended to facilitate intelligence sharingyert operations and armed forces
co-operation. Council of heads of states meet wiipecial Representative of the
Russian President.

2000 August 2000: Kyrgyzstan proposes a joint sl for the destruction of militant
bases in Tajikistan — proposal not agreed to byther states.

2001 Statement of intention by heads of statesamstorming the structure and emphasis
of TAES, Tashkent 29 December.

2002 TAES officially transformed intfbsentral’no-Aziatskoe Sotrudnichestv@AS, on

28 February 2002. Implementing committee is abelisand an institute of national
co-ordinators established.

2002 President Karimov of Uzbekistan launches afeammmon market.
2004 Idea of consortium re-launched, President Nazw of Kazakhstan calls for support

from World Bank, ADB and IDB.

Source: compilation by D.Phil candidate

| have already preliminarily indicated that theseoperation initiatives proved
largely ineffective. Does this mean that they wasggnificant? The considerable
number of meetings every year by state official$ leaders facilitated an ongoing

dialogue between the countries in the region. Thetings also happened according
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to fixed schedules and followed predictable andddiad agendas. This indicates the
existence of shared norms and commonly agreed gwoes of state conduct. In this
way the co-operation efforts outlined, even ififaglto yield practical results, are

indicative of regime-like features in the intertsteelations of the region.

The Conference on Interaction and Confidence-bugdvieasures in Asia (CICA)

The Conference on Interaction and Confidence-ugidfieasures in Asia (CICA)
was another co-operative framework that emerged fuithin the region. In 1995,
Kazakhstan took the initiative to form CICA. Accord to President Nazarbaev, it
was intended to serve a similar role to that of8CE, by providing a forum for
discussion of political and security issues in Gmsia and the larger regigt
Leaders and policymakers voiced hopes that themégstates could co-ordinate
responses to drugs trafficking, arms traffickingl dlegal migration. In June 2002
Kazakhstan hosted a forum attended by state leadé&igh-level representatives
from the member states, including (remarkably at time) both President Pervez
Musharraf of Pakistan and Prime Minster of Indial®ehari Vajpayeé® Aside
from providing a forum for discussions, howeverC&Illaunched few concrete

initiatives, and its future viability and necessitguld appear open to questioh.

23 president of Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazarbaevclesenhthe CICA initiative at the #&ession of

the UN General Assembly. The member states of Cl@AA#ghanistan, Azerbaijan, China, Egypt,
India, Iran, Israel, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, MommgdPakistan, Palestine, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkey,
Uzbekistan; observer-states: Indonesia, Japan a{@wuth), Lebanon, Malaysia, Thailand, Ukraine,
USA, Vietnam and three international organisatidhse:League of Arab States, OSCE and UN.
KazakhstarCICA: prospects of the proce@Sstana: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2005).

3¢ £ Khamraev, 'Conference on interaction and demfie-building measures in Asia: prospects and
potentials'Central Asia and the Caucasu&l. 5, no. 17, 2002, pp. 54-58.

“7bid., p. 55.
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Conclusion

In this chapter | have highlighted some importaminfs that have direct relevance for
four out of the five approaches to understandiggoreal co-operation outlined in the
introduction. First, the differing economic polisiadopted by the Central Asian states
shaped their outlook on co-operation and creatgaitant parameters for how
national interests could be defined (relates tddbal-power realism approach).
Second, there were considerable degrees of intendemce in Central Asia, but more
so for infrastructure and water than for trade rdhihere were considerable
differences in regime type among countries. Whdeenof the states could be
classified as democracies, Uzbekistan had moreatghan policies than the other
three states (regime-type approach). Fourth, teeipdependence evolution of the
Soviet administrative system created structuredasino Weber’s notion of ‘indirect
rule’ (weak-state approach). I will discuss poimated to the final approach to
understanding Central Asian relations, the greatgoaealism approach, in the next

chapter on great-power involvement in the region.
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Chapter 3: Great-power engagement

This chapter provides an overview of the internalaactors that operated in Central
Asia in the period from 1991 to 2004. The key argatrput forward here is that
Central Asian relations of this period are betesatibed as being shaped by
‘patchwork geopolitics’ than as subjected to a Game. Russia and the US
engaged substantially in the region on some issumg there were also areas where
great-power engagement was largely absent. Thenabshas implications for the
viability of the ‘great-power realism’ approacts potential relevance for explaining
regional-co-operation is likely to vary accordimgthe level of great-power

engagement in specific issue areas.

Below | discuss the Russian and the US preseniteiregion, and assess whether
their engagement affected prospects for CentrairAstgional co-operatidiic After
outlining the involvement of China, Turkey and Iraend by concluding that the
activities of outside countries proved varied amtribt easily fit the template of a

Great Game scenario.

238 As | will discuss later in this chapter, China &ee an increasingly important actor in Central Asia
affairs, especially after 2004. Before that timas8ia and the US held the centre-stage. Both powers
professed the ambition to influence internal depelents and regional relations, and both had a type
of presence in the region distinct from that ofestlarge outside powers. China, Turkey, and Iran
engaged in the region, but without the same congmsitie agenda as leaders in Moscow and
Washington, D.C.
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Defining outside engagement

What indications can serve as criteria for detemmginlegrees of outside involvement
by foreign powers in Central Asia? And when cammwaegr be said to be acting as a
hegemon in a given region? Simply defined, a hegeima state with predominant
power in the international system, as measureermg of GDP or other material
resource$> Depending on how one defines ‘international systéis approach
could reveal two alternate hegemons in Central:ARisssia and the United States. If
‘international system’ is taken to mean the gldiate system, then the US is the
predominant power — and hence functions in CeAsa, as in other regions of the
world, as the global hegemon. On the other hariohtérnational system’ is taken to
mean the web of inter-state relations encirclirggrébgion, then Russia figures as the
central power — as well as a state that greatlgeds its Central Asian neighbours in

terms of material power.

There are some problems with this manner of dedihiégemony. Throughout history,
various powers have been ‘predominant’ in termsnatterial resources’ — but they
may not have behaved in particularly ‘predominavdys. China in the Middle Ages
is one example, and the US in the 1920s and 183@sather. In other words,
structural power may not necessarily translate lieioavioural dominance. Robert
Keohane’s more specific definition of hegemony #ralactivities associated with it
provide a more useful starting point. As noted fesly, Keohane defines a

hegemon as a state that ‘is powerful enough to taiaithe essential rules governing

2% R. Pahrel eading questions: how hegemony affects the intiemeal political economyAnn
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998) p. 4.
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interstate relations andslling to do s0™*° In the following | seek to determine
whether either Russia or the US walling to maintain the ‘essential rules of the
game’ in Central Asia, and whether their engagemetth the region actually

contributed to the provision of ‘essential rules’.

With regards to Russia, | should stress that thépter is primarily interested in
saying something about Russia’s potential hegemaecin light of its possible
effects on Central Asian regional co-operatiorthieconclusion to this thesis, | will
discuss what light my analysis sheds on broadeessassociated with Russia’s

potential hegemonic condition.

United States

Interests

Several key interests underpinned US engagemeéhneiregion. First, Central Asia
formed part of Washington’s overall policy towardad interests associated with, the
newly independent states of the former Soviet Unliothe wake of the collapse of
the USSR, Washington saw an interest in suppodimentrenching the
independence of the former Soviet republics. It e@scerned about Russian
influence, as well as the prospect of the new srathepublics falling ‘under the
sway of Iran?** US Secretary of State James Baker toured the meral Asian

states in 1992 and ensured that the US was o dir$t countries to open

20R. 0. KeohaneAfter hegemony: cooperation and discord in the wepndtitical economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005),3#-35. R. O. Keohane and J. S. N§ewer and
interdependence: world politics in transiti¢Boston: Little, Brown, 1977) p. 44.

#41'Us to counter Iran in Central Asidlew York Times§ February 1992.
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diplomatic missions in theff? A second US concern in the period immediately
following independence was to reduce the threa¢gby the former Soviet nuclear
arsenals in Kazakhstan. After extensive dialoguweakhstan decided to become a
nuclear-free state; this decision was rewardedubgtantial US aid and support for
nuclear disarmament activities through the US Croaipe Threat Reduction

Progrant*®

While the Bush (Sr.) administration was relativattively engaged in the region, it
also took pains not to challenge Russia in the éor8oviet republics, seeking instead
to endorse Moscow’s policies. By contrast, thentol administrations adopted a
more independent lifé? By 1994, Russian interference in the internalieffaf CIS
states had given rise to concern in WashingtdAt the same time, US companies
were becoming increasingly involved in energy eottoam in Central Asia and the
Caucasus. Both developments were relevant to ¢ésratrategic concepts at the

time 2*® The Clinton administration saw a need to integtia¢eformer Soviet states,

242'ys names envoys to five republiééew York Times] February 1992.

243 E. E. Daughtry, 'Forging relationships, prevenpingjiferation: a decade of cooperative threat
reduction in Central Asia’, in Burghart and Sabdihédf, eds,In the tracks of Tamerlane: Central
Asia’s path to the 21st centufyashington DC: Center for Technology and Natidedurity Policy
2004).

244 Amy Jaffe notes that the US had a ‘Russia Fitséitegy from 1991 to 1994, where the concerns of
Russia had to be taken into account so as to efittbe new Russia; and Central Asia was seen largel
as part of Russian affairs. A. Jaffe, 'US polioyaods the Caspian Region: Can the wish-list be
realised?’, in Chufrin, edThe security of the Caspian Sea Rediorford: Oxford University Press,
2001).

245p_Kubicek, 'Russian foreign policy and the WéXiljtical Science Quarterlwol. 114, no. 4,
1999-2000, p. 556.

248 Eirst, access to energy was a vital US interess fHetor enhanced the strategic importance of
Central Asia, since the region could serve as goitant back-up to the unstable Persian Gulf and
promote diversification in the global oil markeec®nd, according to the 1998 National Security
strategy, ‘the United States will not allow a hlespower to dominate any region of critical impoxta

to our interests’: W. J. Clintor\ national security strategy for a new cent(fyashington, DC: The
White House, 1998) p. 5. In other words, the US mitted itself strategically to curbing any attempts
by other outside powers at hegemonic dominancayrregion of importance. Since Central Asia was
a region of rising importance, the new states’ peadelence had to be strengthened so as to prevent
excessive Russian or Iranian power projection int@¢Asia. S. Blanky.S. Military engagement with
Transcaucasia and Central Adi€arlisle: Strategic Studies Institute, 2000); JVClinton,A national
security strategy for a new centui/ashington D.C.: The White House, 1999).
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and those of Central Asia, into the military, ecmoand political institutions of the
West?*" To that end, Washington pursued four concreteatibjes. First, the US
aimed to strengthen the independence of the ndasstdecond, it aimed to bolster
US energy security by ensuring access to and toataon of energy reserves. Third,
the US wanted to mitigate regional conflict; andrth, it wanted to enhance

commercial opportunities for the US and other coesf*®

It was initially expected that the administratidnGeorge W. Bush would share the
Clinton administration’s outlook, though with somaeluction of the relative strategic
importance of the region for the 3%.But following the terrorist attacks of 11
September 2001, the Bush administration vastly eat@d the US commitment to, and
involvement in, the region. With the US-led milgazampaigns in Afghanistan and
Iraq, the difficult location of the Central Asiagpublics — landlocked and far
removed from key markets — became a major strateggiet. Stephen Blank explains

this new significance:

..the importance of Central Asia and the Caucastiset United States lies not
only in the presence of abundant energy resoubteslso in these zones’
geographic proximity to key theatres in Europe,Nhédle East and across
Asia. Military power can be projected back andtdrom any one of these
theatres; (... ) the Caucasus and Central Asia favetal to any such exercise.
Access to these zones has become an issue oftaayic and policy
importance, in view of America’s global responsttEk and vital interests?

24TW. J. Clinton A national security strategy for a new cent(@999). From 1994 onwards the US
firmly dismissed Moscow'’s explicit calls for a Rigss sphere of military and political influence in
Central Asia as well as demands for a Russian nmayndapthe energy sphere. S. Blank "The United
States and Central Asia’, in Allison and Jonsons, @dntral Asian security: the new international
context(London: Royal Institute of International Affaird001).

248 3. 3. Wolf, 'Wolf tells Caspian region “oil andsgstory” at Senate hearin@/ashington File12
April 2000.

29 A, Jaffe, 'US policy towards the Caspian Regioan e wish-list be realised?'. A. Jaffe and R. A.
Manning, 'The myth of the Caspian “Great Game”:ribad geopolitics of energyGurvival vol. 40, no.
4,1998. C. Rice, ‘Campaign 2000: promoting théoma interest’ Foreign Affairs Vol. 79, no. 1.
2000

03 Blank After two wars: reflection on the American strategigolution in Central AsigCarlisle:
Strategic Studies Institute, 2005).
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Strategies and activities

From the early 1990s onwards, the US had cleargsit® in Central Asia spurring its
involvement. How can we best characterise the sobfies engagement? Did it
constitute an attempt at setting the essentias mli¢he game in the region, or was it
more limited? What hegemonic tools, if any, did Wagton have at its disposal, and

what activities did US engagement entail?

The key activities of the US corresponded wittpitsclaimed interests. It initiated a
range of programmes aimed at economic reform, deatiogeform, humanitarian
assistance, law enforcement and security suppast BF this support was channelled
through USAID, the US Agency for International Dimment, although the
Department of State, Department of Defense, Deantiiof Energy and Department
of Agriculture also managed substantial initiatie@sl funding. In the sphere of
democratic reform, the US provided support to geitiety and independent media,
while in economic reform the US worked to improkie tegal-economic framework
and foster business development. Support to sg@mnd law enforcement centred on
training and material support in order to enabéelttal law enforcement agencies to
tackle nuclear proliferation and drug traffickintncreasingly it also included support
for the ‘professionalisation’ of the military forgeThe nuclear dimension was
particularly important in the early years, espégial efforts targeted at Kazakhstan,

to ensure the dismantling of its nuclear facilige®l nuclear weapons.
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Table 7: Total cumulative US government funds budged 1992—-2000

Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan Uzbekistan
Million USD, total 721.74 497.92 292.20 233.59
Million USD, average | 90. 2 62.2 36.5 29.1
per annum

Source: USAID Information Budget (Washington, D&ID, 2006)

Table 8: Fiscal Year 2005 US government budgetedrids by sector in million
UsD

Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan Uzbekistan
Humanitarian 0 3.42 18.97 1.80
Security and law | 55.69 15.78 27.24 39.95
enforcement
Economic reform 9.20 12.25 4.75 5.62
Democratic reform| 11.50 14.95 8.06 16.25
Total 76.39 46.4 59.0 63.6

Source: US Congressional budget justification irefgn operations fiscal year 2005 (Washington & Department of State
2005)

These bilateral support programmes were implemantehdem with multilateral
organisations in which the US enjoyed significanfiiuience, especially the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World BarwB), the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO) and the World Trade Organisa{d/TO). The US played an
important role in facilitating the entry of the Geal Asian states (alongside other
former Soviet republics) into the IMF and the WRBL®922°* This step enabled them
to access credit and financial support from thasstutions. It also made it possible
for the institutions to work closely with the netate leaders — providing advice and
encouragement on economic transition policies smensimilarities in economic
management with Western states, while also heljniegiew states participate more

fully in the global economy.

In the mid-1990s, the US invited the Central Asstates to join the NATO
Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme. HoweveraktiRities were limited in size

and scope compared to the bilateral security sugpal co-operation arrangements

16 ex-Soviet states gain US support for tie talées’ New York Times} January 1992.
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the Central Asian states had with the 9%Aside from the multilateral PfP, the US
also encouraged the Central Asian states to formtr&sbat — a regional peacekeeping
force affiliated, though not formally linked, withPAS and NATO. Centrasbat
conducted annual military exercises with US troopder the US CENTCONF?
Nevertheless, whenever the Central Asian statégipated in missions outside the
region (as was the case with Kazakhstan’s contiisgamfghanistan and Iraq) these
have been national rather than Centrasbat missidnss, Centrasbat seems to have
been activated solely in connection with trainizgreises initiated and sponsored by
the US, and has not performed any real peacekeepiogerative military tasks

within or outside the region.

US security relations with Uzbekistan were partciyl close. Uzbekistan gave strong
support to the US ‘war on terror’ after 2001 anel tvo countries signed a strategic
partnership agreement in 2063 This agreement committed the US to safeguard
Uzbekistan’s security and assist economic developnrereturn for Uzbekistan’s
pledge of economic and political reform. In praetithe surge in US economic and

military support may have further enabled Uzbekigtaadhere to its unilateral

252 Robin Bhatty and Rachel Bronson stress: ‘in mezases national assistance to [NATO] partner
countries is wrapped in the guise of a PfP activitigen in fact it has nothing to do with the
programme. NATO has labelled these programmes &rsfiirit of PfP”.... Such activity is distinct
from PfP activity and purely bilateral assistancin private discussions Central Asian military
officials have given the impression that they caded that bilateral agreements with the US and
Turkey offer more political and operational beneffitan do PfP programmes.’ R. Bhatty and R.
Bronson, 'NATO's mixed signals in the Caucasus@emntral Asia' Survival vol. 42, no. 3, 2000, pp.
132-33.

233, N. MacFarlane, 'The United States and regismaiin Central Asialnternational Affairsyol.

80, no. 3, 2004, p. 456., T. Kuzio and S. BlagBlJUAM makes a comeback bid with US support’,
Eurasianet Insight7 July 2003.

%4 Uzbekistan had allegedly providing assistancé¢odS in monitoring radical Islamic groups in
Afghanistan since 2000. After the terrorist attackd1 September 2001 and the initiation of the
Enduring Freedom campaign, the US established adtd&arshi-Khanabad (K2) in October 2001.
Some 1,300 US army service personnel and troops stationed at the K2 base by August 2002. The
US paid USD 15 million for use of the airfield aind2002 provided USD 120 million in military
equipment, 82 million to Uzbekistan’s National SéguService and 55 million in credits from the US
Export-Import Bank. See A. Cooley, 'Base politiegreign Affairs,vol. 84, no. 6, 2005; 'Khanabad,
Uzbekistan Karshi-Kanabad (K2) airbase Camp Strolighreedom'GlobalSecurity.org,June 2005.
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polices and entrenched its refusal to join the Rnsdominated Collective Security
Treaty Organisation (CSTGY® The US also established a base at Manas airport in
Kyrgyzstan, but did not initiate military co-opdamat of similar proportions to that
provided for Uzbekistaft® French NATO forces supporting the ‘Enduring Freado

Campaign’ also established a base at DushanberAirp®ajikistan®’

Freedom Support Act Assistance
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Figure 3: US Freedom Support Act assistance to Uzkistan and Kazakhstan

Source: Compiled from figures from US Congressidnalget justification for foreign operations foetfollowing fiscal years:
2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 (Washington D& Department of State 2000— 2005).

25 After Uzbekistan left the Collective Security TnedEST), Russia put considerable pressure on

Uzbekistan to re-join. 'CIS official urges Uzbekisto join collective security Times of Central Asia,
27 May 2000.

#¢'Manas International Airport Ganci Air Base Biskk&yrgyzstan'GlobalSecurity.orgDecember
2004,

%7 'Erench military will remain in Tajikistan until ¢hsituation in Afghanistan improveRegnum news
agency 9 January 2007.
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Foreign Military Financing (FMF)
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Figure 4: US Foreign Military Financing to Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan

Source: as listed for figure on US Freedom Suppettassistance to Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan

Additionally, the US worked to prepare and lobby @entral Asian membership in
the WTO. It endorsed and helped to facilitate #wdyeentry of Kyrgyzstan to the
WTO in 1998. It has operated technical support nognes through USAID to the
other three states, advising them on the preparafioational economic frameworks

for WTO entry and on the application and negotiapoocess>®

G(U)UAM is the final multilateral organisation thia¢ars importance in the context of
the US engagement in Central Asia. The organisatiich received active support
from the US, consisted of Georgia, Ukraine, AzgdmiMoldova and (on and off)
Uzbekistan. It was formed in 1997 by CIS states sbaght to lessen their
engagement with Russia and professed an interesirking together on Western
transport routes and market access, notably iT&CECA Eurasian transportation
corridor. Uzbekistan joined in 1999 during a megimWashington. A free trade

agreement, the ‘Yalta GUUAM Charter’, was adopteduly 2002. However,

28 Interview, representative Pragma Corporation (&r&acilitation and Investment Project), Tashkent,
28 March 2005.
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Uzbekistan criticised the organisation for lackelevance and operability, and
temporarily suspended its participation in June22®hile also refraining from
signing the free trade agreemétitThe US has contributed financially to the
organisation on a regular basis since its inceptim2002 the organisation received a
boost when the US provided USD 46 million for imygng trade and customs

procedure$®

Preliminary assessment

Did the above activities constitute an engagentattdéntailed setting the essential
rules of the game in Central Asia? In some waysattswer is yes. US efforts to
enable Central Asian states to participate in kepa mechanisms, like lending
through the IMF system, provided a set of simitatespractices that mattered for
how the states related to each other and to cesriteyond the region — in this case,
an acceptance of the global economic order and b@srnational credit and trading

arrangements.

On the other hand, the US engagement also brobghit anevenness — and in some
cases was it marked by superficiality and relaitngggnificance. As to the first point,
some initiatives enhanced splits in the regionelathan providing unifying rules of
the game. The support to GUUAM encouraged Uzbekistalrift away from its
neighbours, and failed to provide any common awerieules’ for all of the Central

Asian states. Similarly, the facilitation of Kyrgstan’s early entry into the WTO

29 E. Aune and D. Linotte, 'The Guuam July 2002 Aheale Agreement: a preliminary
assessmenCentral Asia and the Caucasu&l. 1, no. 19, 2003.

205 N. MacFarlane, 'The United States and regianahsCentral Asia'lnternational Affairsyol.
80, no. 3, 2004; T. Kuzio and S. Blagov, 'GUUAM malkecomeback bid with US support',
Eurasianet Insight7 July 2003.
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created, in the short and medium term, a poteftiahore unevenness in regional
trade arrangements, rather than provision of ‘dsdenle’. In the longer term,
however, it may be that WTO membership for all@entral Asian states will lead to
new and common trading rules — a prospect to msised further in the chapter on
trade. In the sphere of security, Centrasbat ireduzhly three of the states. Tajikistan
was not a member; moreover, it waited until Febyr2f02 to join the NATO
Partnership for Peace. Thus, neither Centrasba®fffocan be said to have provided
‘essential rules of the game’ relevant for the veh@lgion. Moreover, both were

relatively insignificant in practice.

The steep increase in support to Uzbekistan ai®t Znight, as argued above, have
facilitated greater unilateralism for the countfiis support drove a significant
wedge through the region in terms of security afldary alignment patterns. After
2002, the common perception among analysts frominvand outside the region was
certainly one of two blocs — one camp constituththe US and Uzbekistan, and the
other of Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tagki&* In terms of security
alignments, this interpretation is justified foetperiod 2002 to 2004. However, the
overall situation is considerably more complex. #drstan, one of Russia’s closest
and most important allies, also maintained higkelewf co-operation with the US
throughout the period from 1991 to 2004 — includiluging the years 2002 to 2004.
For 1991-2000, US assistance to Kazakhstan wassathmee times higher than that
to Uzbekistan (cf. table above) and US-based natlonal oil companies played a
key role in Kazakhstan’s important energy sectosughout the period. The

increased US support to Uzbekistan in 2002 massagtweighed the support given

1R, Abdullo, 'Central Asian countries and the Uthi®tates: ups and downs in their relationships',
Central Asia and the Caucasu®l. 6, no. 36, 2005.
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to Kazakhstan in that year, but in other yearscthentries received relatively similar

amounts of support.

In the years from 1991-2004, the US did not sucae@ttucing the emergence of
democratic, economically prosperous and fully malbdesed economies in all the
Central Asian states. Although the US applied alaimset of tools and incentives to
all four states, their reform paths proved to lghlyi uneven. It is debatable whether
the difference in regime type — differing economaticies and degree of political
plurality — can be attributed to failures in USceté. The important point here is that
by 2004 the US had not managed to foster the emeegaf fully democratic and
market-based states — in fact, the differencesgmre type were a cause of friction,
rather than a provision of the ‘essential rulethefgame’ that might have been

brought about by similar and high levels of dembcnaorms.

The track record of the US presence is a mixed bt conclusions can be drawn
from this record concerning the effects of the W&pnce on regional co-operation?
For Washington, promoting greater regional co-ofi@mavas an explicit reason to
engage in the region. The stated aim was to engeuha countries to be ‘good
neighbours’: the furthering of regional co-operatigas seen as important for
generating peace and stabifity The US also considered regional co-operation
central in ensuring that energy resources coukhijgped across a multitude of
national borders to reach European markets — anevited many serious

developmental and security challenges of the Clefisian countries, including drugs

%2 s federal government, 'Kazakhst@ungressional budget justification for foreign options
fiscal year 2004Washington DC: US Department of State 2004)3p. 3
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and weapons proliferation, as being regional iratter?® These perceptions
triggered support from USAID, the Department of &efe and the State Department
in such issue-specific areas as regional water geanant, regional mechanisms for
combating drugs trafficking and improving bordentols. The US brought some
positive change to these issue areas, as | wdlidssin greater detail in subsequent
case chapters. Nevertheless, it failed to providewerall impetus for regional co-
operation. Moreover, the wedges that the US droteethe region by further
encouraging Uzbekistan’s unilateralism in secuntters and supporting Kyrgyz
WTO membership, as well as Tajikistan’s absence f@entrasbat and PfP, may
have reduced the impetus for regional co-oper&tibBventually, Washington re-
assessed the prospects for regional co-operatitit Aepresentative based in the
region stressed in 2005 in an interview that suebmeration was difficult due to
Uzbekistan’s history of not being a ‘constructiveghbour’, and added that this

rethinking on the part of US had taken place in25

Russia

Interests

It is common for analysts to identify two centmartds in Russian foreign policy

thinking: ‘Atlanticism’ and ‘Eurasianisn?°® Elements of the Russian foreign policy-

2633, Sestanovich, 'US policy toward Central Ad@marks to the Asia-Pacific subcommittee House
International Relations Committeg] March 1999.

2643, Neil MacFarlane similarly notes scant concertthe part of the US for developing genuine
regional co-operation in security issues: se€liie United States and regionalism in Central Asia'.
25 |nterview, representative of the US Embassy in Tstfk, Dushanbe, 22 April 2005.

266 1. Adomeit, 'Russia as a 'Great Power' in woffdiis: images and realitynternational Affairs,

vol. 71, no. 1, 1995; A. G. Arbatov, 'Russia’s fgnepolicy alternativesinternational Securityyol.

18, no. 2, 1993; G. Chafetz, 'The struggle for gonat identity in post-Soviet Russi&plitical
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making community usually supported various strasfdbese two main policy
outlooks, one arguing for close co-operation whth ¥West, and the other cautioning
that such co-operation was against Russian natioteaiests, advocating instead a
focus on entrenching Russia’s position in the Barakeartland. While neither
approach has denied the importance of the Westi@ska, the two diverged
concerning the appropriate balance between thetnoerns, with differing ideas
about what the main focus of Russia’s foreign godicould be. Nevertheless,
relatively soon after coming to power, such advesaif Atlanticism as Foreign
Minister Andrei Kozyrev and President Boris Yeltgicreased their attention to the
former Soviet republics. This reorientation (ohet‘re-inclusion’) was the result of
disillusionment with Europe and North America condad with the eruption of armed
conflicts in the Southern areas of the former Sdvi@on. The shift had implications
for the foreign policy strategies advocated byribe leadership in the early 1990s. In
1994, Foreign Minister Kozyrev stressed that Rukaa special responsibility for
maintaining order in the former Soviet Unithi.He singled out the presence of
ethnic Russians living in the former Soviet repeblas an especially important

factor?%®

These distinctively ‘Eurasian’ concerns were cadesitly reiterated in Russia’s
foreign policy concepts, military doctrines andioaal security concepts. The first

draft Military Doctrine of 1992 embodied the asstiimp that the CIS would become

Science Quarterlyol. 111, no. 4, 1996-1997;. A. Sergounin, 'Ruasié the world: changing
paradigms of Russian foreign and security policgarryeltsin and Putin’, in Godzimirski, ed@he
Russian Federation — ten years of statehood: whaPr{@slo: Norwegian Institute of International
Affairs, 2003).
267 At the 48th session of the UN General Assemblyzyev also proposed to the UN that the
organisation should give Russia a special mandategacekeeping, which spurred discussion on
whether Russia was embarking on a strategy simailtive historical US ‘Monroe Doctrine’: D.
Danilov, 'Russia’s search for an international naadn Transcaucasus', in Coppieters, @dntested
Eegrders in the CaucasyBrussels: VUBPRESS, 1996).

Ibid.
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a cohesive military mechanism, while a main goahef1993 Foreign Policy Concept
was to create a belt of security and good neighinass around Russia’s bordéfs.
The National Security Concept of 2000 defined tleakening of the integration
process in the CIS as a threat and also stressathtiger posed by an outbreak of
conflict near Russia’s border. The safety of etliRussians outside Russia was
consistently enumerated as a concern in all thesendents. The Foreign Policy
Concept signed by President Vladimir Putin on 282J2000 gave top priority to the
CIS area. Like the earlier concepts, it grappletth wie loss of great-power status,
looking for ways in which Russia could continuébta central player in world

affairs.

The concern with maintaining great-power statusestas a powerful motivation for
Russia’s engagement in Central Asia, where it Igtsriically had strong influence.
On the other hand, there were also several ‘obgateasons for this involvement.
Lena Jonson stresses that Russia’s own secuiitymany cases directly linked to
that of Central Asid’® The absence of patrols and fortifications at thesler between
Central Asia (Kazakhstan) and Russia gave the latial stake in dealing with
security threats facing the Central Asian statégpdtticular concern was the
potential spread of radical Islamic ideas and ma@s) from Afghanistan to the
Muslim populations in Central Asia as well as insRia itself. According to Jonson,
the strong security dimension in Russia’s engagémith Central Asia has also been
fortified by policy-makers’ belief that Russia caffier the right military tools for

dealing with the challenges facing the region.

29 A Sergounin, 'Russia and the world: changinggtigras of Russian foreign and security policy
under Yeltsin and Putin', in Godzimirski, eflhe Russian FederatioRussian Federation,
Kontseptsiia vneshnei politiki Rossiskoi Federdfdioscow: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1993).

270 |, Jonsonyladimir Putin and Central Asia: the shaping of Rassioreign policy(London: I. B.
Tauris, 2004).

147



Russia expressed a relatively constant and cléznest in acting as a hegemon in the
former Soviet space. It certainly seems to haaatedto provide the essential rules
of the game in the post-Soviet space, includinGentral Asia. While this willingness
is not difficult to document, whether Russia adiuaffectively engaged in the region
in the manner envisaged is a more complex quedBiobo Lo argues that the policy
doctrines referred to above were devised maintyrder to provide the illusion of
vision and policy coherence in Moscow’s foreignippl- a surrogate for policy
action?’’* The declared primacy of the CIS was a ‘foundatioyth’ perpetuated by

the Yeltsin administration; according to Lo, ittteed to the ‘potemkinization’ of
Russian foreign policy in the 1990s. The case fi@cave Russian policy action in

the CIS and Central Asia in the period 1991-2004 tlemains to be proven.

Strategies and activities

Lo’s interpretation may be especially relevanttfoe 1990s; the ascent of Vladimir
Putin to power brought important chang&sPutin built on and enhanced former
Foreign Minister Yevgenii Primakov’s preference fdiateral rather than multilateral
(CIS) mechanisms with the Central Asian statesciwiiay have enabled more
concrete initiatives from Moscow. The ‘economisatitvend in foreign policy under

Putin may have made the Russian presence mordkAgiThis trend assigned

271B, Lo, Russian foreign policy in the post-Soviet era: miyalilusion and mythmakin(Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2002), pp. 6-7, 66—98

272 A, Brown and L. Shevtsov&orbachev, Yeltsin and Putin: political leadershipRussia's

transition (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for InternaldPeace, 2001); L. Shevtsova,
Yeltsin's Russia: myths and real{i§/ashington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for InternaidPeace,
1999).

23 Bobo Lo notes that the economisation trend undén Ras come not only from the realisation that
any great power needs a strong economic basig|dmts a response to the impact of globalisation
and primacy of economic power: i.e. that Russiatriursction effectively in the global economic
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particular importance to economic priorities anstinment£’* Economic power and

instruments are often fungible, which may enhaheg effectiveness’>

With these differences between the Yeltsin andPadiministration in mind, how can
we best characterise the scope of Russia’s aatgalgement in Central Asia? Was
Moscow able to provide the essential rules of @ in the region in the period
1991-20047? What hegemonic tools, if any, did it yppand what were Russia’s key

activities?

In the economic sphere, the early 1990s saw tlastraphic downfall of Russia as a
hegemon, clearly manifested in its inability to relke Central Asian states within the
rouble zone. While the Central Asian states had beey willing to remain within

the Russian currency sphere, demands put forwahMdsgow (such as Russian
control over gold reserves) made the Central Astates opt out’° The economic
collapse after the break-up of the USSR causedmaatic drop in trade flows
between Russia and the Central Asian states, gthtihe volume of trade exchanges
saw a partial recovery in the mid- and late 199@sticularly for Tajikistan and
Kyrgyzstan (see statistics in subsequent tradetelafghe CIS and in 1995, the
Customs Union introduced low and unified tariffs fimde between signatory states

(Belarus, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and,, l&tgikistan). This system was

system. See B. Lo, 'Evolution or regression? Rugsigign policy in Putin's second term’, in
Blakkisrud, edTowards a post-Putin Russi@slo: Norwegian Institute of International Affajr2006),
pp. 62—-63.

4 |bid. See also C. Wallander, 'The economizatioipmalisation and normalisation of Russian
foreign policy',PONARS Policy Memb997, no. 1. Lo also draws attention to Vitalii fijekov’s
assertion that the Russian leadership aims to taiaimaximum non-military control over ...territory
of historical responsibility’: V. Tretyakov, 'Gipeta o bol'shom treugolnik@pliticheskii klassno.
10,2005.

273 o, 'Evolution or regression?’; D. A. Baldwin, 'Pemanalysis and world politics: new trends
versus old tendencie§Vorld Politics,vol. 31, no. 2, 1979.

?’°G. GleasonThe Central Asian states: discovering independ¢Boeilder: Westview Press, 1997).
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indeed an important set of ‘essential rules’ ingbenomic sphere, but these rules
were mere ‘starting points’ — various additiondataral tariffs by members were
added, and high informal trade barriers were irrajgen. After 2000, Russia
attempted to co-ordinate negotiations for WTO mensitip of customs union
member countries, but was unable to follow throlyssia, Tajikistan and
Kazakhstan shared information on their respectivéOtalks, but in the end each

country conducted its own entry negotiations indially.

In the energy sphere, Russia held a central podityodefault, since it controlled the
pipelines transporting oil and gas out of the ragmRussian and European markets.
This position provided important leverage over Kdwsan, the main energy exporter
of the four countries. In hydropower and gas, thretaurs of a Russian push to secure
a large-scale presence became increasingly evideimg Putin’s first term. Still, it
was only after 2004 that Russia gained a majohfadtin the region with regard to

gas and hydropowéf’

Russia attempted to introduce a comprehensivenatienal settlement on the
delineation of the Caspian Basin, but did so witteuccess. One of Vladimir Putin’s
first initiatives as president was to appoint forivenister of Energy Viktor
Kalyuzhny as Special Envoy to the Caspian, in MAQ@ Kalyuzhny proposed a
multilateral regime that would comprise all thédial states (Russia, Iran,
Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan) — bufeaitept Russia) were unwilling

to endorse an international framework dominate®bysia’® Instead, the fallback

27T, Sabonis-Helf, 'Power, influence and stabilibe Unified Energy Systems of Russia in the
southern tier FSUCentral Eurasian Studies Reviewvgl. 4, no. 1, 2005.

278 'Foreign Ministry official on Russia envoy’s rerkamon Caspian sea statlEBIS-NES30 July
2000.
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option of bilateral agreements between some otthmtries (Kazakhstan—Russia,
Azerbaijan—Russia) came to constitute the inteonatilegal framework for oil and
gas exploration in the northern section, whilertgition issues in the southern
section remained unresolved and continued to genener-state tensions and

prevent extraction.

On the whole, Russia’s efforts to build viable niateral institutions in the region
met with scant success — the Commonwealth of Inu#gd States being the main
case in point here. The elaborate institutionah&@ork of this organisation and its
wide-ranging mandate make it in some ways the werstral multilateral framework
in which the Central Asian states are involved. Th® was launched when the
majority of the former Union Republics signed théma Ata declaration’ on 21
December 1991. The Council of Heads of States (Githe key locus of decision-
making, but various other structures have alsoldpee’® Richard Sakwa and Mark
Webber argue that the CIS had two underlying atehafonflicting purposes, and
that these countervailing pressures underminedfteetiveness of the organisation.
On the one hand, the CIS was originally conceivedsdomembers as a vehicle that
would facilitate a departure from the former Sowigtictures, promoting
independence on the part of the former Soviet rggikOnN the other hand, the CIS

was also intended to develop associational qusilitiat could help to prevent conflict,

219 sakwa and Webber note that in 1998 the CIS hatbtlosving structure: ‘...[The CHS]... is
defined in the 1993 Charter as the ‘leading orgdithe CIS. Its meeting in April 1998 was the'21
since 1991. The CHS grants or denies approval tsures worked out at lower levels and co-
ordinates its work closely with the Council of Heaaf Government (CHG); — inter-ministerial
committees which exist inter alia for defence, fgmeaffairs, internal affairs, special services] atate
security, and foreign economic relations; — 54 dapental councils to co-ordinate sectoral co-
operation between corresponding departments anidtmés in CIS states; — an executive secretariat
set up in September 1993 headed by an Executivetdggrpermanent working agencies in the field
of defence.....— organs of economic competence subfEK, an Inter-State Bank (inaugurated in
December 1993), and Economic Court (July 1994) a@tsaCurrency Committee (February 1996); —
the Inter-Parliamentary Assembly.” R. Sakwa andAbber, "'The Commonwealth of Independent
States, 1991-1998: stagnation and survizalfppe-Asia studies/ol. 51, no. 31999, pp. 394-95.
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avoid a total breakdown in links and stimulate ralljubeneficial co-operatioft’
The CIS launched several major co-operation imvigt— but very few of the signed
agreements were actually implement&dn consequence, the CIS organisational
framework cannot be said to have constituted thie sr@na, or indeed provided

essential rules, for interactions among the s@ft€entral Asia.

Preliminary assessment

To what extent does the failure of the CIS indidatissia’s failure to fulfil its
hegemonic potential? In the early years after tealkbup of the Soviet Union,
Moscow supported the institutional developmentef €IS organisational machinery
and stressed the importance of viable multilater@thanisms to underpin inter-state
politics in the former Soviet space. The malfunaitig of the CIS in this period
paints a picture of a large power unable to redsseision of a hegemonic role. But
with the emergence of Yevgeni Primakov as Foreigmidter in 1996, the Russian
leadership gave priority to developing bilateraigl aot multilateral, relations with the
former Soviet republics, and avoided using CIS rme@ms in important policy
matters. Given Moscow’s lack of interest, the Cl@'sblems alone cannot be used as
evidence of a failure on the part of Russia to sufige essential rules of the game

after 1996.

By contrast, two other sub-groupings under the @ithrella received more attention

from the Russian leadership: the customs unionlétett became the Eurasian

280 i

Ibid., p. 379.
281 sakwa and Webber (ibid) note that Aman Tuleev siRumsminister for co-operation with the CIS
states, acknowledged in 1996 that of the approxin&®00 agreements signed within the framework of
the CIS, most had not been implemented.
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Economic CommunityKvraziskoe Ekonomicheskoe SoobshcheBw#\zES), and
the Collective Security Treaty (CST), re-named@uodlective Security Treaty
Organisation (CSTO) in 2002. These organisatiofidoeidiscussed in greater detail
in the trade and security chapters, respectivelyAEES provided a framework for
trade co-operation, but with mixed results. The OSdn the other hand, did provide
an overarching security framework that deliveressémntial rules’ as well as several

public goods to the states of Central Asia.

The CST joined all four Central Asian states int@ common defence alliance.
Shared membership and Russia’s dominating positisecurity affairs may have
been an important factor precluding hostile militeglations among the Central Asian
states. This success is an example of ‘essentéd’ in its most vital form, and shows
how Russia fulfilled an important hegemonic funoti€ST membership also
provided various important benefits — such weagmmshases at lower cost,
deployment of Russian border guards, and wide-rengimission of Central Asian
officers to Russian higher police and military amaies’®* Russia’s role in forging
peace in Tajikistan in 1997 increased stabilityhie region and testified to both its
diplomatic and military might®® True, Uzbekistan’s withdrawal from the alliance in

1999 undermined the unity that the defence allidrazkprovided for the region. Still,

282 Russia maintained a border-guard training uniyrgyzstan after withdrawing troops in the early
1990s. In Tajikistan, Russian border guards pattdhe Afghanistan—Tajikistan border until Russia
agreed to a gradual withdrawal in 2004. See S. &tMarlane and S. TorjesEgrgyzstan: a small
arms anomaly in Central Asig&eneva: Small Arms Survey, 2004); S. TorjesenWVille and S. N.
MacFarlaneTajikistan’s road to stability: the reduction in atharms proliferation and remaining
challenges(Geneva: Small Arms Survey, 2005).

283 Russian Foreign Minister Yevgeni Primakov playdaw role in ensuring a successful outcome to
the peace negotiations between the warring sid&sjikistan’s Civil War, which started in 1994. The
agreement resulted in a power-sharing mechanisweletthe government faction and the Islamic and
democratic opposition faction. Uzbekistan protesitedinclusion of the Islamists in the government
and sought to undermine the new unity governmaerthis way, Moscow's policies towards Tajikistan
ignored Uzbekistan’s concerns and representedeavdasre Russia pushed through a solution and
undercut Uzbekistan’s position as a regional play&entral Asia. See Torjesen et agjikistan’s

road to stability: the reduction in small arms pfetation and remaining challenges.
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the security guarantee provided by Russia forhheetother states may have helped
to further rule out military hostility between U#istan and the rest in periods of

soured relations.

As with the US, the track record of the Russianeinegnic presence is mixed. On
most issues, and for most of the 1991-2004 peRadsia’s economic presence was
limited, although towards the end of that period aimce 2004 Russia has managed
to regain an important economic foothold. Russiadian forging viable multilateral
institutions, but the consequences of its milimngagement for defining inter-state

security in the region provided important essemtidds in military affairs.

What conclusions can one draw concerning the effeicRussia’s presence on
regional co-operation? Unlike the US, Russia dithave the specific policy aim of
enhancing indigenous regional co-operation. Ratflescow sought to link the
Central Asian states into structures where Rudaiged the leading role — and as a
side effect, co-operation among the Central Astates might have been enhanced.
From the outline above, however, it seems cledrithaost issue areas, Russia
simply had no major effect on regional co-operation the other hand, the provision
of an important favourable and underlying conditionco-operation — the absence of
military hostilities — could have allowed the sttd the region to initiate their own

regional co-operation.
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China

China became an increasingly relevant player irre¢lgeon in the period from 1991—
2004, although the scope of its engagement waassignificant as that of the US or
Russia. Security concerns were the initial pultdacwith two issues dominating the
agenda: border delineation, and Uighur separatstina Xinjiang Uighur
Autonomous Region. China’s rising energy consunmpélso gave it a strong interest
in Central Asia’s oil and gas reserves, alongdigegrowing interest in the region as a
market for Chinese consumer produéfsThis push into Central Asia coincided with
the adoption of a new security concept in Chinat faunched in 1997 and officially
adopted in 2003% The new concept stressed ‘mutuality’ or interdefeeice in
security, and envisioned the use of multilateralisigy co-operation and dialogue.
This vision has served as an underlying principl€lnina’s multilateral efforts in
Central Asia since the late 1990s. A keen intareseeking co-operation and a
mutual understanding with Russia has also undeepii@hina’s approach to Central

Asian affairs?®®

It is important to stress that China’s approactheperiod 1991-2004 was primarily

limited to confidence-building and increased irgtate dialogue and co-operation. Its

24 China is expected to import 70 per cent of thét@ibnsumes in 2020: R. Dongferihe Central
Asia policies of China, Russia and the USA, and Ham@hai Cooperation Organization process: a
view from China(Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Res$ebustitute, 2003), p. 7. Ren
Dongfeng holds that China’s ‘strategic intentiottsvards Central Asia included: “strengthening
security co-operation with Central Asian states prmanoting the stability of both Central Asia and
China’s own Western territory by cutting off thess-border links between terrorist organisations;
extending economic and trade relations with Certsidin countries and establishing a source of
energy to meet growing domestic demand; broadehimgo-operative dimension with Russia;
creating a new diplomatic image for China by essaliig a local model for multilateral co-operation
(the SCO); and promoting an international procégmbtical multipolarity.’ Ibid, p. 6

285\, Baiyi, 'The Chinese security concept and itsohisal evolution' Journal of Contemporary
China,vol. 10, no. 27, 2001.

8% Dongfeng,The Central Asia policies of China, Russia and tiS#\Uand the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization procesy. 6.
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role in the region after 2004 has been substaibiid),in view of the limited goal and
scope of China’s engagement prior to 2004, it cmeseem useful to discuss China
in the context of potential hegemonic roles thatigght have played . On the other
hand, China has certainly been a key outside play&gional affairs since 1991, and
the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (to whicm&hielongs, as do Russia,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekisteag been an important arena for

inter-state contact in the region.

With the break-up of the Soviet Union, Russia drel@entral Asian states inherited
several unresolved border disputes with China. Biates (Russia, China, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan) set up a negotiating ma@csm, the ‘Shanghai Five’,

which resulted in an agreement on military confrebuilding along the border areas
in 1996, and a 1997 agreement on reducing milfiaiges along the border regions.
These agreements enabled the initiation of furtbafidence-building measures and
provided the framework for various bilateral agreets on specific disputed

territories.

The increasing institutionalisation of diplomatutigity involving China, Russia and
the Central Asian states coincided with the infiizeion of Uighur separatist activity.
China was concerned about cross-border activififseoseparatist groups, and this
worry spurred further co-operation. Uighur sepatatiwere receiving training in
Afghanistan, so China shared the Central Asiaestétar of militant movements
operating in this area. Since 1999, the ‘Bishkedugi led co-ordination of efforts to

deal with separatism and ‘cross-border crime’, wéthular information-sharing
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meetings involving the heads of the law enforcenagt special services of the five

states.

Shared regional security challenges thus acteldeakaly rationale and driving force
for increasingly close diplomatic relations amohg tive (later six) states.
Uzbekistan participated in the group as an obsesinee 2000, and officially joined

in June 2001, when the states formalised theirparaiion and formed the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation (SCO). Security co-opendtiecame more marked and
tangible. Kyrgyzstan and China held joint militayercises in October 2002, and a
five-state anti-terrorism exercise (which excludi&bekistan) took place in August
20032?%" In the years up to 2004, the member states disdusays of strengthening
the institutional framework and launched the fastlines for expanding co-operation
into the economic sphere. They adopted a plan tdtilateral economic and trade co-

operation was adopted in 2004, and launched an<®€f@tariat the same y&at.

The events of 11 September 2001 and the subsed&edéeployment of troops in
Central Asia had a mixed effect on the SCO. Tlgawisation initially expressed
support for the US-led war on terror and offereylialified endorsement of the
temporary deployment of US troops. On the othedhdre forceful US removal of
the Taliban from power also exposed the limitedireabf the SCO’s security
relevance and its resolve against threats eman@atingAfghanistarf® Later, the
continued presence of US troops in Central Asiafmecan increasing concern for

Russia and China. In those circumstances, the $6@ded a useful platform for the

287'China, Tajikistan to hold military exercise$inhua News Agenc$9 September 2006.

288 China, People’s Republic @hanghai Cooperation Organizati¢Beijing: Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, 2004)

293, Blank, 'The Shanghai Co-operation Organisatimhits future', Central Asia - Caucasus
Analyst,22 May 2002.
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two countries to argue for US withdrawal, whichunn strengthened the relevance of

the organisatioA®”®

From 2002 onwards, China heightened its engageméiitteral and multilateral
terms through the SCO, with greater investmentkeroil and gas sector of
Kazakhstan and increased aid to the other statas.rhil and road routes opened, and
trade flows expanded’ The SCO annual summits became important evenesewvh
China and the Central Asian states could forge niajateral deals on the sidelines.

In 2004, China gave Uzbekistan a loan of USD 950ani*® In the near future, as |
will discuss in the epilogue, China might reacleael of involvement in the region
that could make it relevant in terms of ‘predomicelirand providing the ‘rules of the
game’. Moreover, Central Asian leaders seem ingrghsappreciative of China’s

support for regime stability?>

Turkey

In the early 1990s, Turkey envisioned a Turkic canmealth, complete with a
common market and Turkish development bank. Thdynextependent states,

however, were concerned that such close ties wouittheir new sovereignty. The

2903 Blagov, 'Shanghai Cooperation Organization estggnew Russia—China link¥mestown
Foundation Eurasia Daily Monito§ July 2005.

91| Bobokulov, 'Alternative transport routes betpremerge in Central AsiaGentral Asia —
Caucasus Analys20 April 2005.

292 A llkhamov, 'Profit, not patronage: Chinese iats in UzbekistanJamestown Foundation China
Brief, 27 September 2005

293 A former top-level Uzbekistani government officiated in an interview for this thesis that the
SCO had served as a forum for leaders to discepsmnees to the political upheaval in Kyrgyzstan in
2005. President Askar Akaev had requested morafiaadcial support from the SCO member
countries when faced with domestic challengeshbdtbeen refused due to the other state leaders’
disapproval of his poor handling of the politicaiation. (Interview, former high-ranking Uzbekista
foreign ministry official, Tashkent, 30 March 200&hina, however, did give direct financial
assistance to Uzbekistan in the wake of the dermatitsis and subsequent government crack-down in
Andijan, 13-14 May 2005.
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Central Asian states dismissed the Turkish vistadheafirst Turkic summit in

1992%°* Moreover, Turkey’s financial resources provedtéar limited to allow it to
exert significant influence in the new Central Asstates. Turkey has nevertheless
been an important actor in some issue areas.dsleokey stake in energy
transportation, and has lobbied actively for the olsWestern routes crossing Turkish
territory. This concern with energy issues promptgdtively close relations with
Kazakhstan. Relations with Uzbekistan turned prolligc, however, following
Uzbek accusations in 1999 that Turkey was harbguuirbek opposition leaders.
Turkey has lent substantial support to multilatéraiatives in the security sphere. It
was a focal point for activities under NATO’s PfRgramme and has also provided
military assistance, such as officer training anlitamy equipment, to the Central
Asian state$> Otherwise, however, Turkey has not been activelglived in

developments related to trade co-operation or waseles.

Iran

A lack of resources prevented Iran from playingoenthant role in Central Asia after
1991%°° |t pragmatically chose neither to promote an Istaagenda nor to seek
military involvement in Central Asia, stressing ldimatic and economic co-operation
instead. Along with Turkey, it was a founding membgthe Economic Co-operation
Organisation (ECO), which invited the Central Assates to join after they gained

their independence in 1991. The organisation aitnddcilitate economic co-

294G, M. Winrow, 'Turkey and Central Asia’, in Allisamd Jonson, ed€entral Asian security: the
new international conteXtondon: Royal Institute of International Affair)01).

2% pid. See also R. Bhatty and R. Bronson, 'NATO'semlisignals in the Caucasus and Central Asia’,
Survival vol. 42, no. 3, 2000.

2% H. PeimaniRegional security and the future of Central Asia: tbenpetition of Iran, Turkey, and
Russia(London: Praeger, 1998).
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operation, but functioned mainly as a forum fola@e and diplomatic exchanges.
Edmund Herzig concludes that ‘the ECO’s concreleeaements are considerably

less impressive than its declaratory recé?d’.

Iran worked together with states in the regionrtd the Afghan civil war, settle the
conflict in Tajikistan and counter terrorism in p&oviet Central Asia. However, Iran
provided little financial investment to Central Asexcept for several infrastructure
projects®® Iran was of some importance as a trading paringtrit also acted as much
as a competitor to the Central Asian statéfmportantly, Iran — like Turkey — could
potentially offer a vital transport route for goaaisd energy resourcé®.However,

due to its hostility to the Tehran regime, Washamgsought to undermine the Iranian
option, which reduced the viability of the Iranianutes®®* Similarly, since Iran’s
‘strategic predicament’ — that of hostile relatiovigh the US — was different than
those of the Central Asian states, Iran’s co-opmratith states in the region was

more difficult — in particular vis-a-vis Uzbekistaf

297 E. Herzig 'Regionalism, Iran and Central Asigérnational Affairs2004 vol. 80, no. 3, p. 513

2% |pid. p. 514-515

29R. W. T. PomfretCentral Asia turns south?: Trade relations in traiwi (London: Royal Institute

of International Affairs, 1999).

300 A key objective of Iran has been to secure Ceitsidn commitment to a southern pipeline.
Turkmenistan shipped a small percentage of its dmgasaexport via a new 200 km-pipeline between
Korpedzhe (Turkmenistan) and Kord-Kuy (Iran). Kdzstan similarly exported a small percentage of
its oil via Iran by means of energy swaps. As ifegre has been no firm commitment by Kazakhstan or
Turkmenistan for larger quotas through Iranian teryi Iran had particularly extensive relationshwit
Turkmenistan in the period 1996—2001. See E. He'teémp and Central Asia’, in Allison and Jonson,
eds,Central Asian security: the new international comtex

301 ys policies prevented US firms from working withr. US government restrictions on the Iranian
route were not always welcomed by representatif/ésedJS oil industry. At a US Senate hearing,
Conoco representative Mike Stinson, referring sodtsincentives to working with Iran, stressed that
‘in effect, our government is asking industry ttsidize the sanctions imposed against Iran. Thas is
exercise in private sector subsidization of govantn ('Oil Companies unwilling to invest in
mammoth pipelineWashington File9 April 1999.)

392E. Herzig 'Regionalism, Iran and Central Asia' @7 5
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Conclusion

The mixed record of US and Russian engagementehssvthat of China, Turkey
and Iran, has implications for my interpretatiorttod nature of geopolitical
competition in the region. In contrast to the comm@w of the region as an arena
for a new Great Game between Russia and the U$re fmuitful approach might be
to recognise that on many issues, the region waseara of symbolic and rhetorical
clashes between the great powers, rather thanfangenuine race for presence and

control- although energy and, in part, securityenerportant exceptions.

Russia was rhetorically committed to being the npaiovider of essential rules in
Central Asia, but failed to deliver in several arddeanwhile, US engagement was
marked by unevenness and, at times, insignificafioe.great powers had several
shared interests — including curbing drug flowsnshing radical Islamic groups,
combating terrorism, enhancing border controls @nedenting weapons proliferation.
In some issue areas, there were signs of ‘peacefakistence’ and even co-operation
between the outside powers. Kazakhstan’s closgeoation with both Russia and
the US illustrates well the multifaceted natureéha international relations of Central
Asia. In the period from 1991-2000, Kazakhstaniveckthree times more assistance
than Uzbekistan from the US, and continued to xeckirge volumes of assistance
afterwards. And yet, alongside this substantialsufport, Kazakhstan remained a

vital and close ally of Russia.

Outside engagement in Central Asia was a patchpleekomenon, embodying both
great-power presence and great-power absence. Rrognbtendencies towards

competition, co-operation and co-existence existeuliltaneously in the approaches
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of the outside states. This dynamic has importaptications for the relevance of
systemic approaches to understanding regional ecatipn in Central Asia. The
relevance of outside engagement for regional coadio® varied according to issue,
since only some spheres experienced substantettgosver involvement. Security
may have been one area where outside powers cliegiedant parameters for inter-
regional co-operation. By contrast, neither therld6Russia had strong interests on
water issues. Moreover, the particular great-paoaistellation (co-operation or
competition) on a given issue might have had difgeffects for different topic areas.
In the sphere of trade, two sets of rules wereftar &rom the outside —those of
EvrAzES and WTO - but these may have complemeraek ether, rather than

challenging the states to choose one, or undermir@igional trade co-operation.

The influence of great powers on co-operation int@g Asia from 1991 to 2004
remains an open issue. It is impossible to dedugeori from the interests and
strategies of the outside states the impact inipé&sue areas. The three subsequent
case chapters will provide good testing groundsHerrelevance of outside powers in
relation to specific areas of regional co-operatitmthe next chapters, | assess

patterns of regional co-operation in three sphdrade, water and security.
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Chapter 4: Trade co-operation

After independence in 1991, Central Asian statddespromised co-operation and
openness in regional trade. However, little tram@litation and trade liberalisation
actually materialised in the region. Despite dipddiminitiatives, trade flows
generally decreased, and several formal and infldoaraiers to trade were
established. These barriers prompted a consideiratskase in smuggling and bribery

activities, which in turn formed part of the praets associated with ‘indirect rule’.

The key argument of this chapter is that conflgtimational interests provide the best
overall account of why regional co-operation ird&atalled. However, this factor
was closely linked with that of diverging economaform policies, which shaped the
states’ interests in relation to trade co-operatiareover, attention to ‘indirect rule’
can shed light on how co-operation patterns failddle attention to fagcade-making
can help to account for the wide discrepancy beatveegportive rhetoric and

destructive state policies in the sphere of trade.

Organisations with members inside and outsidedgen, including ECO, EvrAzES,
TAS, the Unified Economic Space (UES) and the Wp@¢laimed their intentions
of promoting free trade in Central Asia. The ECEeftrade agreement never
progressed beyond the ratification stage, whildig§ initiative (Belarus, Russia,

Kazakhstan and Ukraine) halted after Victor Yusimioebecame the president of
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Ukraine in December 2004° For these reasons, | will focus primarily on TAS,

EvrAzES and the WTO.

The chapter starts by discussing officially recdrttade flows and listing the types of
commitments Central Asian leaders made towarde tiadralisation and co-
operation after 1991. It then outlines the varifausal and informal barriers to trade
that developed in the region. | also discuss smuggincluding new findings on
illegal trade flows to and from Uzbekistan. Thesginal data indicate exceptional
degrees of collusion by state agents in smuggénd,show the prevalence of bribe-
taking. This account also covers EvrAzES and theDMhcluding past and potential
future implications for trading arrangements in tbgion. The chapter concludes by
discussing how one can best understand the digtattgrn of regional co-operation

failures in the sphere of trade.

Defining trade co-operation

Co-operation on trade issues in Central Asia isddfin this chapter as co-operation
in setting intra-region tariff policies and harmsing and co-ordinating trade
facilitation. The United Nations Economic Commissfor Europe (UNECE) defines
trade facilitation as encompassing ‘the systentiomalisation of procedures and

documentation for international trade, where thaaeedures are the activities,

393 ADB, Central Asia: increasing gains from trade througlgianal cooperation in trade policy,
transport, and customs trangManila: Asian Development Bank, 2006).
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practices and formalities involved in collectingegenting, communicating and
processing data required for the movement of gaodgernational trade®®

There are various types of regional co-operativeharisms in the sphere of trade. In
afree trade aredFTA), trade restrictions among member countrresremoved, but
each country retains its own tariff structure agaautsiders’® A customs union
entails a free trade area coupled with common eateérade policies. Aommon
marketis a customs union that also allows for free mosenof factors of production.
Lastly, aneconomic uniotms a common market that includes some degree of
harmonisation of national economic policies of memdtate$®® The states of

Central Asia have primarily engaged in free trad®and customs union initiatives.

Officially recorded trade flows

In Appendix 1 | outline officially recorded on tradlows in Central Asia. The

figures show that the trend in intra-regional trliders was predominantly negative.
Most states saw a drop in the volume of trade nétighbouring states in this period.
Exchanges involving Uzbekistan had a particulakbak trend, but some minor
improvements were visible in Kazakhstani — Kyrggmsexchanges and in
Kazakhstan’s exports to Tajikistan. Overall, tretesd in Central Asian traded less and

less with each other in the period from 1991-2@Mhough some of decline in

304 UNECE TRADE/2002/21, quoted in L. Annovazzi-Jakab, $rborder trade facilitation issues in
the Central Asian regionGentral Asia at the crossroads of foreign tradeppartunities and
challengegGeneva, 2003), pp. 33—-36.
305B. Hoekman and M. M. Kosteckihe political economy of the world trading systéne WTO and
:EJO%yond(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), p. 347.

Ibid.

165



reported trade flows was also due to the factttiaders in Central Asia were

increasingly operating outside the formal economy.

The overview in Appendix 1 also indicates that Raussmained a key trading partner,
although export markets outside the region and meyrussia grew in importance for
the four countries. This growth can be attributethe predominance of Central Asian
states’ raw material exports. Key export flows tarkets beyond the former Soviet
Union consisted of oil, gas, cotton, aluminium amderals. The Central Asian states
shared an over-reliance on the export of raw nal&erthis reliance made for low
trade compatibility, as they appeared as compstdaarworld markets in similar
product categories. In this way, the pattern aldraxchanges was a further indication

of the low levels of interdependence among thestat Central Asia.

Of the four states, Uzbekistan had relatively tiglde interdependence with its
neighbours and also with the CIS. In the introdugti noted that writers such as
Mark Webber have stressed that interdependenceajesa push towards co-
operation. In Central Asia, however, this was hettase. Uzbekistan has lagged
behind in trade facilitation and liberalisationthviegard to both the CIS and Central
Asia. Kazakhstan, by contrast, has been a diplaadtikeen supporter of CIS and
regional free trade arrangements — even thougha@dSCentral Asian export and
imports are much less significant for its econolmntfor Uzbekistan’s. Policy

choices, and not trade flows, seems to underpiomigtic co-operation initiatives.
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Official initiatives on trade facilitation and trad e liberalisation since 1991

Considerable diplomatic efforts have been undenakestablish a framework for a
free trade area in Central Asia. As noted in Chapten 10 January 1994 Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan signed the ‘Agreement on the fomnatf a single market’ in
Tashkent®” while Kyrgyzstan followed suit six days later ifsBkek. This agreement
was the basis for the establishment of the CeAs&n Economic Co-operation
Organisation Tsentral’'no Aziatskoe Ekonomicheskoe Soobshch&s&S), re-
named thé sentral’no-Aziatskoe Sotrudnichestié\S, on 28 February 2052°

Tajikistan joined the organisation in 1998.

The 1994 agreement led to intense efforts to astabistitutions and legal
frameworks for co-operation and the facilitatioraofommon market. In Article 4 of
the 1994 agreement, the countries pledged to int®¢bint customs procedures,
regulate import dutiegpbshling, lower taxes, simplify customs procedures,
harmonise customs legislation, and introduce umifdocumentation requiremenits.
In 1995 they adopted an extensive five-year planhe realisation of the common
market . Qdobrena programma ekonomicheskoi integratsii me&espublikoi
Kazakhstan, Kirgizskoi Respublikoi i Respublikobé&kistan do 2000 g. i
pervoocherednie investitsionie progkt# April 1995, Shymkent). This plan was
followed by another in 1998, when the member statkpted a programme of action

for the formation of a common market and for thegnation of the TSAES

307 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and UzbekisBwogovor o sozdanii edinogo ekonomicheskogo prostean
mezhdu Kirgizskoi Respublikoi, Respublikoi KazakhsRespublikoi UzbekistafTashkent 10
January 1994).

308 G, G. RakhmatulindDinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsessov vugtasstvakh SNG i
perspektivy formirovaniia edinogo ekonomicheskagstpanstva(Almaty: Kazakhstanskii Institut
Strategicheskikh Issledovanii pri Prezidente Rebkiukazakhstan, 2004), p. 94.

399'Cherez granitsu bez poshlixechernii Bishkek23 February 1994.
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countries’® During a working visit to Tashkent by KyrgyzstafPeme Minister in
July 1999, joint measures to realise a Centrals@onomic free zone by the year
2000 ranked high on the agenda. In 2000, at thé&nkse summit of heads of state,
the leaders adopted a strategy for integrated dprednt for the period 2000-2005.
Uzbekistan’s Islam Karimov used the TAS meeting20A1 and 2002 to re-work and
re-launch a strategy for achieving a common matkéts time to be realised in three
stages over a fifteen-year peridd Since then, Uzbekistan has retained the lead in

developing a concept for this proclaimed three estaglisatior?*?

As with most TAS agreements, the common markeaaine was accompanied by
ambitious rhetoric from Central Asian state leadatsa TAS summit in 28 May

2004, Uzbekistan’s President Islam Karimov noted:

..the significance of [TAS] as one of the impattastitutions of Central
Asian cooperation is growing immensely... our caji@s and interests for
our region will...increase immensely if we unanimguséclare and make a
critical decision regarding our aim gradually teate the Central Asian single
market. In our opinion it should be a common, laaigd capacious market of
commodities, services, workforce and funds. Oniyaaket that is not divided
into narrow national borders is able to sustainailtisact a significant inflow
of investment into all branches of the econaiily.

Initiatives for creating a free trade area were glemented by efforts to establish
regional institutions. As noted in Chapter 2, ttedess agreed in 1994 to form an Inter-
State Council consisting of heads of states ofhihee countries to serve as the main

forum for decision-making. They also establishg@amanent implementing

319 RakhmatulinaDPinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsessov

31 Interview, ADB Regional Co-operation Specialistsfikent, 23 March 2005.

312 |nterview, representative Pragma Corporation (&r&dcilitation and Investment Project) Tashkent,
28 March 2005.

33'Uzbek leader warns of strategic uncertai@BC Worldwide Monitoring30 May 2004.
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committee®™* The member states agreed in 1994 to establisBeh&ral Asian

Development BankSoglashenie ob uchrezhdenii Tsentralnoiaziatskagk&
Sotrudnichestva i Razviti&, July 1994, Cholpon Ata). They decided that teatéal
Asian Development Bank should be provided with UBmillion in starting capital
from each of the three member states. Howeveglatanking representative of the
TSAES implementing committee, noted in an intervienthis thesis that Uzbekistan
had actually refused to pool its contribution iat@int fund and had considered only
Uzbekistan-based investment prospects. From thi tta activities of the bank were

very limited, and they remained so in subsequeats/&>

Formal trade barriers

Despite formal initiatives and ambitious rhetofey improvements in regional trade
flows ensued. | have already indicated that theéettaends for the region were
predominantly negative after 1991. Moreover, tiveeee no upswings in trade
following the key initiatives under the TAS umbeelsuch as the introduction of
Article 4 in the 1994 agreement or the programmaotibn on establishing a common
market in 1998. This inaction indicates that eBat trade liberalisation and trade
facilitation through TAS had little or no effechdeed, in interviews, representatives
from trade ministries in the region stressed ths® Bgreements were largely
disregarded by policy-makers and had thus beelevaat for trade flows throughout

the period in questioft® Instead of moving towards liberalisation and lfeation,

314 RakhmatulinaPinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsessqy, 94.

313 Interview, high-level representative of the EvrAz&Sretariat/formerly representative of TSAES
implementing committee, Almaty 4 May 2005.

3% nterview, representative, Ministry of External lesand Industry Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 21
February 2005; interview, representative, MinigiffFinance, Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 25 February 2005;
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trade exchanges were increasingly hampered byterally imposed formal and

informal barriers.

There were two types of formal barriers to tradgport tariffs, and additional state

regulations pertaining to trade flows.

Despite professions to the contrary at TAS sumradsh state adopted its own
unilateral tariff structure. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstard Tajikistan developed relatively

liberal tariff structures, while Uzbekistan opted high tariff levels.

Table 9: Average import tariffs, in percent

1997 1998 1999 2001 2002
Kyrgyzstan | 11,0 11,0 9.2 5.2 5.2
Tajikistan 5,0 5,0 8,0 8.3 8.3
Uzbekistan | 21,0 29,0 29,0 19,0 19,0
Kazakhstan | 13.3 13.3 7.8 7.9 7.9

Source: World Bank Trade performance and regiontggration of the CIS countries, Economic Sectork/@/ashington, DC:
World Bank, 2004), p. 9

The EBRD rated the movement towards trade libextidis by Kazakhstan and
Tajikistan as ‘fairly good’. Kyrgyzstan receivedrark close to the top score,
whereas Uzbekistan was given a low score denotwdgespread import and/or export

controls’3Y’

interview, representative, Department of Foreignrieooic Relations, Ministry of Industry, Tajikistan,
Dushanbe, 12 April 2005.

3" The EBRD index ranges from 1.0 to 4.3, where 1.@tsnwidespread import and/or export
controls and very limited access to foreign excleamagd 4.3 denotes standards and performance
norms of advanced industrial economies. EBR&nsition report 2005: business in transition
(London: European Bank of Reconstruction and Devetyt, 2005).
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Figure 5: EBRD index of foreign exchange and tradéberalisation
Source: EBRD Transition report 2005: business ansition (London: European Bank of Reconstructind Bevelopment,
2005)

Some of the Central Asian countries concludeddniddtfree trade treaties among
themselves (outside of the TAS framework) thatdsifed duty-free bilateral trade. In
addition, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan formed a custonion in 1995 with Belarus
and Russia, where they committed themselves tovenmoport tariffs (see below).

Tajikistan joined the customs union in 1999.

Table 10: Bilateral Free Trade Agreements

Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan Uzbekistan Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan — No Yes Yes
Tajikistan No — No Yes
Uzbekistan Yes No - No
Kazakhstan Yes Yes No —

Source: World Bank Trade performance and regiontdgration of the CIS countries, Economic Sectorkd/ashington DC.:

World Bank, 2004) p. 1

However, these bilateral treaties and the custanr@wpened the way for

unspecified potential exemptions, temporary pratestand anti-dumping
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measures'® Some treaties were from the outset accompaniesideyprotocols

specifying exemptions for certain goods.

Both Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan had additional takasports that were not levied
on domestically produced goods. In Kazakhstanctiverage of excise taxes on
imported goods and domestically produced goodsideadical, but the rates of the
former were considerably high&r.In Uzbekistan, a wide range of imported products
were subject to excise tax, but similar goods pcedudomestically were exempt.
These goods included: ice cream (200 per centexaig, mineral water (100 per
cent), most types of juices (70 per cent), pouttgat (70 per cent), cheese (50 per
cent), yogurt (50 per cent), plastic tableware kitchenware (50 per cent) and soap

(20 per cent§?°

The extensive use of temporary measures madeaiti@drenvironment uncertain and
less conducive to long-term planniffg Temporary measures were particularly
prevalent during the 1998 Russian financial crisisl998 and 1999, both Uzbekistan
and Kazakhstan introduced several additional tearganeasures. In April 1999
Uzbekistan increased the number of goods subjesgdoial licence§od aktsizm)
which entailed additional taxes of 10 to 100 petntad the value of these goods.
Similarly, in February 1999 Kazakhstan raisednpart dutiegposhlina)on goods

from Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. Accordingtechernii Bishkekhese measures

*18\World Bank,Trade performance and regional integration of tH& €ountriegWashington, DC:
World Bank, 2004), p. 2.

%1% ADB, Central Asia: increasing gains from trade througlginal cooperation in trade policy,
transport, and customs trangManila: Asian Development Bank, 2006), p. 27.

320 |pid. p. 37.

321 Findings from economic theory stress that thdlitiked of future tariffs and regulations, evendtn
actually adopted, can have serious detrimentatisfien trade expansion. See Hoekman and Kostecki,
The political economy of the world trading system
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increased by 100-200 per cent the import pricemofmon Kyrgyzstani and
Uzbekistani export goods like rice, flour, margarialcohol, tobacco and ceméftt.
Kazakhstan’s Minister of Trade, Industry and EneiMykhtar Abliasov, explained
these measures as follows: ‘In the conditions ofenicy devaluations in practically
all of our CIS neighbours we are put at risk ofihg\wall our industrial production
disappear.’ He stressed that with the new meastaeakhstan could maintain the
competitiveness of its producers, while at the same ‘money would be earned for

the state budgef®

Kazakhstan later abolished some of its additio@8R1tariffs on imports from
Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. Uzbekistan, howeveriretd much of its complicated

system of high levies.

Frequent border closures by Uzbekistan also madie tmore difficult. The border
with Tajikistan was kept closed throughout mosthef late 1990s, and commercial air
traffic between Dushanbe and Tashkent was baniséehgibly in an attempt to halt
drugs smuggling and guard against Islamic extreniféim 2002 Uzbekistan
temporarily closed its border with Kazakhstan amugyzstan— according to the
UNDP, ‘officially to protect against an epidemiajthn fact also preventing people

from visiting, shopping, or working in the neighiimg countries®?®

322'Glava Uzbekistana kritikuet sostoiavshuiusia vskie vstrechu rukovoditeli stran tamozhennogo
soiuza'Vechernii BishkekK3 March 1999; 'Kazakhstan vvodit tamozhennuiu sty 200% na
tovary iz Uzbekistana’echernii Bishkekl2 February 1999; 'V Uzbekistane prinimaiutsia
dopolnitelnye mery dlia uporiadocheniia vvoza i ga potrebitel'skikh tovarovy/echernii Bishkek,
29 December 1998.
323 'Kazakhstan, vozmozhno vvedet zashchitnie metheshenie importayechernii Bishkek2
February 1999.
zig UNDP Central Asia Human Development Report 2005%3.

Ibid.
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Exports from the four Central Asian states to nlearing countries and elsewhere
have been subject to extensive certification rulegikistan, for example, continued
to use the comprehensive system of mandatory s@sf@m Soviet days. The
World Bank, however, argued that Tajikistan washle#o properly administer such
a system, which ‘requires well equipped laboragrieghly qualified staff and
effective enforcement?® This disjuncture caused delays and increased apptes
for rent-seeking among government officials. Bribhegally helped speed up the

certification proces&’

The range of regulations in each of the CentrahAsiountries was extensive and
puzzling, making it difficult for civil servants drtraders alike to navigate the system
effectively. In Kazakhstan, in the 1990s there waoge than 1000 laws, instructions,
decrees and orders issued, amended or overruledlating to various specific
aspects of customs regulatithi The regulative framework in Kyrgyzstan provided
another illustration. Gulja Osmonbaeva, presidéth® firm ‘Interpravo’, which

works with trade issues, argued in September 11987 t

An interesting situation has occurred with regartariffs and taxes: the state
organs do not know which [of the regulations] tsépuld follow, while the
enterprises do not know according to which custtabkes they should pay.
Because we have Acting Provision of the Governroéttie Kyrgyz Republic
of 30 December 1993 N 613 edited with Provision@\b221 January 1994, N
358 of 26 may 1994. And in the Provision N 358 ¢heere introduced the
changes Provision N 789 of 24 October 199462 of 18 August 1994, N
901 of December 1994, N 56 of February 1995, NdfiZ6 February 1997. In
the N 901 there were introduced changes with tbgision of 14 August
1995, and N 352 of 1 July 1996. In this way in fgaars there have been so
many changes that from the original provisions ahyname remains’

326 \World Bank,Tajikistan trade diagnostic studyvashington, DC: World Bank, 2005), p. 11.
327 {hi
Ibid.
328 | Annovazzi-Jakab, 'Cross-border trade facilitafissues in the Central Asian region'
329 Tamozhennii soiuz: blef ili real'nosWechernii Bishkekl7 September 1997,
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A final formal measure that posed serious diffiegtfor Central Asian trade was the
imposition of transit regulations. Kazakhstan ammbékistan introduced high fees for
goods transit through their territories, which teela serious challenge for
Kyrgyzstani and Tajikistani exportet® Uzbekistan’s transit fee was USD 368 In
1997, Kazakhstan's total costs of fees were claitoednount to USD 1000, but this
was later reduced to 308%In 2004, Kazakhstan also removed its transit éee f

Kyrgyzstani drivers in a bilateral agreement.

The poor facilitation of transit also resulted isgtoportionate time costs on routes
crossing Uzbekistan. A World Bank survey found thagrage journey time from
Khudjand in Tajikistan to the Benelux countries was days longer than road
transport from Tashkent to the Benelux countriesen though the two cities are

only three hours apart in driving distaric.

The persistence of transit fees in the two largesntries in the region for much of
the period under study is striking. The transigobds did not directly challenge
domestic producers or domestic markets. Nor woadsthemic security considerations
justify these measures. It seems more likely they reflected a disregard for the
regional benefits that might accrue from enhancestall regional export levels, and

instead indicated a strategy aimed at maximisirigpnal income in the short term.

330 IMF, Republic of Tajikistan: selected issues and statisappendiXWashington, DC:
International Monetary Fund, 2005).

1 This is particularly problematic for Fergana Valtegde, where many roads still cross the territory
of Uzbekistan. The distance could be only a fewrkétres, but fees were still demanded.
332:Kyrgyzstan v blokade?Vechernii Bishkek7 July 2000; 'Uzbekistan predprinial otvetnie inner
vvedenie Astanoi shora sa v'esd avtotransportemiario Kazakhstanalechernii Bishkek20 May
1999; interview, representative, Ministry of Extdriieade and Industry KyrgyzstaBjshkek, 21
February 2005.

333 World Bank.Tajikistan trade diagnostic stugyVashington, DC: World Bank, 2005), p. 37.
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These measures stood in stark contrast to key gdehgude in the 1994 free trade

agreement.

Thus it is clear that the Central Asian stategthtb implement their commitments to
trade liberalisation and trade facilitation. Thaddre, in turn, precluded the
development of a regional common market. Uzbekistamoice of high import duties
was a key deterrent to the development of regiatewiade, but the other countries
introduced various formal trade barriers as wedz&hstan, Tajikistan and
Kyrgyzstan introduced preferential import dutiesdach other, but this move was
facilitated through their membership in trade orgations outside of the region.
Moreover, when combined with all the other formalriers to trade, preferential

treatment on tariffs had limited positive impact.

Unilateral tariffs and the plethora of regulatiggestaining to trade created
uncertainties and confusion. Moreover, as | wildigcuss below, the multiplicity of
regulations opened the way for interpretation agehay on the part of government
institutions dealing with trade flows, such as thistoms agencies. This served to fuel

the rise in informal barriers that came in additiorfiormal ones.

Uzbekistan’s trade policy and pledges had a styligidual nature. As noted above,
Uzbekistan has claimed the lead in re-developiegctincept of a Central Asian
common market. However, a senior official in Kyrgian’s Ministry of External
Trade and Industry commented that Uzbekistan’s ciomemt to free trade seemed
dubious in light of its history of trade restrici®on Kyrgyzstani goods. Similarly, the

representative directly responsible for TAS issndabe foreign ministry of another
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Central Asian country argued in a confidential ivitew that Uzbekistan’s new
common market initiative was merely a way for Islgarimov to obtain control over
the process while ensuring that real implementaticen common market would

happen only in the distant future, if at 3.

Informal barriers to trade

All border crossings in Central Asia were manneddpresentatives of at least two
government branches: customs agencies and bordedggun addition, at major
crossing points there was often a road policeastdticated prior to the actual
crossing, a sanitary inspection post, an ecology @® well as vehicle and weight

inspection near the crossing.

These agencies were regularly accused of corruptianore precisely, they allegedly
offered reductions in prevailing customs fees dmdd by the inspectors, in return

for in-kind or monetary rewards to the inspector.

A study by Pragma (see table below) found thatayepfficial and non-official
payments at Kazakhstani customs posts for Kazakihdtizers came to the
equivalent of USD 54. Kyrgyzstani truck drivers, dontrast, had to pay an average
of USD 142. Some of the discrepancy may stem féfiaial extra charges levied on
Kyrgyzstani trucks. Nevertheless, the size of the gnd the variations between
maximum and minimum payment for Kazakhstani andgigstani drivers is striking,

and indicates that customs officials levied feearirarbitrary and irregular manner.

334 Interview, representative, Ministry of External @esand Industry Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek 21 February
2005; interview, representative of a Central Agtaneign Ministry, city: confidential, 13 May 2005.
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This behaviour was confirmed in interviews for tthiesis and in newspaper

reports®® One Kyrgyzstani truck driver noted that a majaarshof the expenses

incurred on the Bishkek—Almaty route were bribes.dttessed that international

agreements regulating trade between the two cesnirere irrelevant and did not

affect the volume of expenses on that rdtité\ businessman who was based in Osh

province, exporting nuts to and importing factorgda carpets from Turkey by trucks,

stressed that customs tariffs always were ‘negletidfy’

Table 11: Total payments (official and non-officia) by Kazakhstani and

Kyrgyzstani truck drivers at inspection posts in Kazakhstan (currency 152
Kazakh tenge = 1 USD)

Type of Kazakhstani truck drivers Kyrgyzstani truck drivers

check Minimum Maximum | Average Minimum Maximum | Average
point

Customs | 800 20,000 8,325 7,000 30,000 21,596
post

Sanitary | — - - 2,000 5,000 3,250
post

Traffic 850 10,000 5,395 750 7,500 3,563
police

Ecology - - - 2,000 3,000 2,500
post

Transport | — — - 5,000 15,000 15,000
weight

inspection

Source: Pragma-Corporation Transport barriers beénekyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan (Bishkek: Pragma @aton, 2002)

335 Tamozhnia pod deputatskim okoiviechernii Bishkek April 2002

33 Interview, Truck driver (anonymous), Bishkek, 2-bRery 2005.

37 Interview, Businessman (anonymous), Jalalabad ©@yMarch 2005.
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Table 12: Time spent by Kazakhstani and Kyrgyzstaniruck drivers at

inspection posts in Kazakhstan

Type of Kazakhstani truck drivers Kyrgyzstani truck drivers
check point | Number of Total time Number of Total time (hours)
inspection (hours) inspection posts
posts
Customs From2to7 1t03.5 From 3to 9 From 46.5 to 139.5
post
Sanitary 1 - From1lto4 From 0.5t0 2.0
post
Traffic From4to9 0.2t0 4.8 From 10 to 20 From 5 to 10
police
Ecology From 1to 2 0.2t00.3 From2to 4 From 0.6 to 1.2
post
Transport From1to 3 0.5t04 From4to 8 From 9to 18
weight
inspection

Source: Pragma-Corporation Transport barriers betnekyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan (Bishkek: Pragma @atwn,2002)

A World Bank survey of truckers transiting Uzbe&istfound that unofficial transit

payments were higher than official fees and trysération costs. Official and

unofficial border crossing and transit payment gbekistan made up more than 30

per cent of the overall costs of road transpontafiom Dushanbe to Moscot

Uzbekistan had considerably higher unofficial cadlstsn Kazakhstan and Russia.

338 World Bank,Tajikistan trade diagnostic studgp. 38—39.
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Figure 6: Dushanbe—Moscow road transport, per truk, USD
Source: World Bank Tajikistan trade diagnostic st¢d/ashington, DC: World Bank, 2005) p. 40

At the 2003 round table on ‘Central Asia at thessroads’, an international trade
expert who had studied formal and informal tradeiees in Central Asia described
the situation as follows:

This insecurity and unpredictability linked to therrent situation at borders
and internal control points, add to the travel timetransit shipments, and
creates costs for traders. This means that evemadisé well-prepared and
competitive traders are obliged to include an udigtable amount of money
in their calculations. Such a scenario certainlgacts on production and
marketing decisions. However, it also means tharactical terms, drivers
must be entrusted with large amounts of cash tcagmthe unpredictable
circumstances caused by the numerous unofficiahpays required in order
to transit, enter or exit a Central Asian counhys creating added insecurity
for traders>>®

339, Annovazzi-Jakab, 'Cross-border trade facilitaigsues in the Central Asian region', pp. 33-36.
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Intra-state informal trade barriers

In addition to the inter-state informal barriergetbabove, a further type of hindrance
should be noted: intra-state barriers. It is qoestble whether fully-fledged national
markets existed within each of the four republicsmy the whole of the period under

consideration.

In the early years after independence, securityavagjor problem for road
transportation between cities. As late as 199%&thare reports of road robberies in
Kyrgyzstan. In the southern Kyrgyzstani provinc€lsh, a special decree by the
provincial office of internal affairs (OVD) ordergke establishment of a special law
enforcement unit for the protection of commerciad transpori?® In an interview, a
successful Tajikistani businessman recalled hovenatire had been shipping
vegetables through Central Asia to Russia in ti®@drom 1991-1997, large
stretches of the route had been practically lawldssthern Kazakhstan was
particularly problematic. Not only were parts oétl86 Magistral road’ (known
among truck drivers dggin) missing, but convoys of trucks driving througistarea
were regularly stopped by organised criminal greups in some cases, groups of

law enforcement officials with similar physical éats and demands for mor&y.

The internal market in Tajikistan was particulachallenged. During the civil war
and in the post-war years up to 2000, civil war s@nders controlled sections of the

main roads in Tajikistan, demanding informal femsgassengers and goods transiting

340'Gruzy soprovozhdaet militsiia’echernii Bishkekl0 May 1997.

341 |n the mid-1990s transport costs made up 40 perafehe expenses incurred in exporting goods
from Tajikistan to Russia; bribes represented 75cpat of these transport costs. Interview,
businessman, former exporter of goods from TajikistaRussia, Dushanbe, 13 April 2005.
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their check post$* This control also extended to the country’s exdehorder. One
Tajikistani businessman interviewed for this themted that at any time of the day,
one could contact and persuade a war lord, foe atéeopen the state border for a

commercial shipment?

In the late 1990s lawlessness in the form of agtdagkcriminal groups along Central
Asian roads decreasé&f.Nevertheless, there were other challenges tauthetibning
of nationwide markets. One was the province- aridisspecific implementation, or
lack thereof, of national regulations. The PragmegpGration ran a USAID-financed
trade facilitation scheme in the four Central Asssaites. According to Pragma
representatives, a key problem was the lack afiavherent implementation of
multilateral as well as bilateral and national &gablicies in all four republics. They
argued that the multitude of laws, regulations iaternational agreements made it
difficult for local authorities to remain informexbout which trade regulations should
be enforced and to enforce them. At times, Pragobedn the national regulative
framework also seemed contradictory. In effecthgaiece of legislation improving
trade conditions for local enterprises needs tmbieied for in each individual
province — creating a plethora of regulatory pesiacross the countyy. The
difficulties encountered by pharmacists in Shymk&aiuth Kazakhstan province
illustrated these difficulties. The import of meidie from Uzbekistan was difficult
due to national licensing regulations that demandegistration of imported

medicines every six months. Most pharmaceuticatlgdast longer, and re-

342 |nterview, representative of Tavildara Developm@ammittee, Tavildara, 24 August 2004.

343 Interview, businessman, former exporter of goedmfTajikistan to Russia, Dushanbe, 13 April
2005

344 bid.

3% Interview, Pragma Corporation Central Asia Regid@ieector (International Trade and Customs)
and Country Director, Kazakhstan, Almaty, 24 ARGI05.
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registration twice a year meant considerable aédpénse for local pharmacists. A
CIS provision, however, allowed for the mutual rgaition of medicinal certificates —
which would make re-registration every six monthaecessary. The pharmacists’
union in Shymkent spent over a year lobbying l@eahorities in order to get the CIS
regulations implemented. Finally, the Shymkent bresucceededf® Pragma,
however, was unable to get a similar regulatorymegapplied in other provinces in

Kazakhstarit*’

A second challenge to the existence of nationakatarwas the tendency of law
enforcement officers patrolling the highways to dewh payment of formal and
informal fees. This problem was particularly aocwtth the road police, but units like
the ‘environmental protection’ road posts and Iquaice (uchastkovaya militsya)
could also make similar reque3f8 The road police had both fixed posts and some
mobile units. The number plate of a car was cruni#the determination of bribes and
informal fees. Number plates in Central Asia intkchplace of registration, and
hence usually the driver's home area. Moreoves tagovernment service, or cars
driven privately by government officials, had disti numbers and were easily
recognised?® Cars and trucks that were not government sengbicies, and that
were registered in provinces and districts othantthe one where the inspection was
taking place, were more vulnerable to arbitratyoacby the inspectors and more

likely to be forced to pay high bribé&¥ These charges may not have posed an

38 |Interview, representative South Kazakhstan Brariche Association for the Support and
Development of Pharmacies, Shymkent, 17 May 2005.

347 Interview, businessman, former exporter of goedmfTajikistan to Russia, Dushanbe, 13 April
2005 See note 42 above

38 |bid.

349 Field trip observations, Dushanbe, 8—-22 April 2005

0 This practice seemed operative in all four coustrie Tajikistan the situation was even more
challenging — taxi drivers driving to Dushanbe fropposition areas in some cases parked theircars i
the nearest formerly opposition-affiliated city ament by bus the last leg so as to avoid the Dushan
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unbearable financial burden to traders, but thebitrary nature left the entrepreneur
with little security or ability to plan ahead — ahence figured as a deterrent to

expanding businesses to a larger national market.

A World Bank survey found that at each of the 14i8try of Interior (police)
checkpoints between Khudjand and Dushanbe, Taikistwo major cities, truck
drivers were on average asked for the equivaletitree dollars in bribes. The World
Bank estimated that informal payments at interhalc&points could amount to USD
15 million per year, or 1 per cent of Tajikista@®P *! Kazakhstan faced similar
problems in the 1990s. After 2004 it began to distheamany of its internal
checkpoints — reportedly after the Minister of e had travelled incognito with a

truck driver and observed the difficulties credgahe checkpoint§>?

road policemen — many of whom were former membegowvernment-affiliated militias. S. Torjesen,
C. Wille and S. N. MacFarlan&ajikistan’s road to stability: the reduction in atharms proliferation
and remaining challengg§eneva: Small Arms Survey, 2005). S. Torjesensand. MacFarlane, 'R
before D: the case of post conflict reintegratio ajikistan' Journal of Conflict, Security and
Developmentyol. 7, no. 1, 2007.
zz;WorId Bank,Tajikistan trade diagnostic studyVashington DC: World Bank, 2005), p. 19.

Ibid. p. 20.
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Figure 7: Bribes at internal checkpoints in Tajikisan
Source: World Bank Tajikistan trade diagnostic st@d/ashington DC: World Bank, 2005) p. 20

Illicit trade flows to and from Uzbekistan

Unpredictability and the high formal and informalsts involved in export and import
in regional trade have spurred extensive smugglfrgpods across Central Asian
borders. In the case of Uzbekistan there werestisng incentives to smuggle to
other countries a range of goods that were sulesidig the government or had
government-fixed prices. The former included oidl dertilisers; the latter pertained
particularly to cotton, obtained by the governmafnt/zbekistan at prices below

regional and world market levels.

The rise in smuggling activity in Central Asia waaded by the long stretches of open,

unguarded borders — in particular those in mountamegions. The borders of
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Uzbekistan were, however, an exception. From 1883%e were increasingly fortified
with fences and border guards positioned at regdlesely spaced intervals. Some
areas along Uzbekistan’s border with Tajikistan Kgyyzstan were also heavily

mined®®®

As a result, smuggling activities on the Uzbekidtarder were logistically more
demanding. This difficulty promoted the rise ofarhal micro-economies in
relatively densely populated border areas aloregdtes of Uzbekistan’s border with
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. Informedesbers confirmed the existence
of major informal crossing points for goods andglemn the Tajikistan—Uzbekistan
borders and on the Uzbekistan—Kazakhstan bofd&Fe informal activities at the
Kyrgyzstan—Uzbekistan border are described in de¢édow. Additionally, exports
from and imports to Uzbekistan increasingly comdairthe control of high-level

officials who protected illegal regional trade flswrossing official border post¥

There is, obviously, very little formal documentatiand assessment of the nature and
scale of the border micro-economies that facilisateiggling. On the basis of my

field notes and interviews, | outline the functiogiof two such micro-economies

353 Landmine Monitor 'Uzbekistari:andmine Monitor Report 200®ttawa: International Campaign
to Ban Landmines, 2002).

%4 Interview, independent journalist, Shymkent, 17/\2805; interview, journalist, major national
newspaper, Uzbekistan, Tashkent, 1 April 2005; uer, representative of International Organization
for Migration (IOM), Dushanbe, 15 August 2003.

35 A UNDP study interviewed small scatbelnoki(‘suitcase traders’raders in December 2004, one
trader described arrangements on the Almaty—Tashkate in this way: ‘...it is more expensive
[now].There are people everywhere, they have fasiitiefeed. The border and customs officers and
the cops have to earn their money as well. So wie $kings with them.” Asked what was the key to
business success, the trader answered: ‘get ybarssdf. Without it you will earn nothing, with yiou
will have to pay a lot, but you will also have someney for your own needs.” UNDBentral Asia
Human Development Report 20@6 54. The UNDP study provided the following défon of ‘roof”:

‘a slang word for someone (it might be a publiozaat or security officer or some other influential
person) who can protect a business from adminiiggrabntrol. The cost of a “roof” varies according
to the nature of the business; in retail salesiieported to be at least $300 per month.’ (Ibi@5.)
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below>*° A detailed look at how the flow of goods was fiated gives important
insight into how the actions of state agents formedtegral part of the illicit border
economies, which in turn may help to explain thkufe of official regional co-

operation in trade.

Border micro-economy 1: Kara Suu

The Kyrgyzstani border city of Kara Suu is hosatlarge market, mostly retail-based.
It is officially registered, and trading at the rairis part of the formal, legal
economy in Kyrgyzstan. Kara Suu straddles Uzbekistad Kyrgyzstani territory,
with a river running through the city marking thertéer. Some 60 per cent of the
buyers at the market were estimated to be from kigtas, while 20-30 per cent
came from Tajikistan and the remainder from KyrdgasKazakhstan and
Turkmenistan. Of the 18,000 stall owners, aboud@@were citizens of Uzbekistan
or ethnic Uzbeks with Kyrgyzstani citizenship. Téevas an increasing number of
stall owners from China, perhaps as many as 50@Dtreere are plans for more to
come>*’ Most types of goods could be purchased at or theamarket, ranging from
meat and vegetables to electronics, cars and fweniCheap consumer articles and

textiles from China and, to a lesser extent, Turkegdominated.

As the majority of buyers were Uzbekistani, mosthaf goods made their way to
Uzbekistan. Within the bounds of Kara Suu cityeaist four illegal border crossings
were in operation, manned by two or three young oreaither side. Some of the

crossings consisted of permanently fixed steels\steetched over the river. A steel

% Field trip observations, Kara Suu, 6 March 20@&ftrip observations, Dostyk, 6 March 2005
%7 Interview, RFE/RL local correspondent, Kara Suu, @& 2005.
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cage attached to the wire carried people or gowds @&t another crossing, there was
a rubber tractor tyre floating in the river, fixexla rope. These posts were located in
the backstreet riverbank areas of Kara Suu, and netrimmediately visible to
visitors. The fourth crossing was, however, visiapparent in the town centre. In
2000, the Uzbekistani government destroyed one difthe central road bridge
between the Uzbekistani and Kyrgyzstani parts oBk3uu®>® The bridge still
functioned: a two-meter-long metal plank was sinypijled from beneath the bridge
structure on the Kyrgyzstani side and connectedallly to the Uzbekistani side when
someone wanted to cross. Two young men operategaist on the Kyrgyzstani side
and one man on the Uzbekistani side — this peraaed people or goods through a

hole in the fence and down to the provisional pland illegal crossing point.

There was constant traffic in goods and peopld af éhese posts throughout the day,
with special peak times when the Kara Suu markeheg in the early morning (57
am) and closed in the evening (5—-10 pm). Major gaidpments took place during
the night. The border on the Uzbekistani side feased and border guards were
posted at regular intervals. They often stood oméyers away from the crossings, but
did nothing to halt the illegal trespassing of bleeders. The cost for one person to
cross one of these posts was 200 Uzbekistami or about 20 US cents. One load of
goods cost 508o0m -the equivalent of half a dollar. The young men niagithe

posts claimed that they kept 260mof this for themselvesnd gave the remaining
300sumto the border guards. The goods from the Kara Sankeh were re-sold at

other markets in the Uzbekistani parts of the Feagéalley, like Andijan or Fergana

¥8:'Central Asian border tensions: the worsening Kgrgzbek relationsThe Central Asia -
Caucasus Analysti,3 August 2003. Authorities in Uzbekistan arguadtfie destruction of the bridge
due to the alleged presence of over 2000 Hizb atiTeympatisers at Friday prayers in the mosque
located in the Kyrgyzstani part of the city. Intew, IWPR local correspondent, Osh, 6 March 2005.
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city. By the time these small-scale traders haasparted the goods to their final
destination, they had paid the equivalent of up twllars in Uzbekistarsomto the
road police. If a trader lacked a customs declamathen the road police were in a
good position to demand a brif® Five dollars could represent a significant logs fo

the traders, as competition was stiff and profitgives low>®°

Border micro-economy 2: Dostyk

The Dostyk customs and border post is the maigiaffcrossing point on the border
between Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. It is locatethenoutskirts of Osh, the second-
largest city in Kyrgyzstan, less than an hour'seliaway from the major Uzbekistani
city of Andijan. Between 3000 and 5000 people addsere legally every day.
People were allowed to bring toll-free goods otapSD 100 with them when
crossing®®* Many Uzbekistani citizens crossed the border beegy day to go to

work in Kyrgyzstart®?

There was a border village located 500 meters guitie official border post. In the
village was a large open field, and here illegatleo crossings were made. People
chose this border crossing over the official ortbdly lacked the right documentation
(e.g. a passport) or to avoid customs fees. Ab000 people used this illegal

crossing every day?> Minibuses left regularly from the main road jusfdre the

39 Interview, small-scale importer of goods from K&tau market, bazaar trader, Uzbekistan, Fergana
City 5 April 2005.

30 |pid.

31 Interview, representative NGO (legal advice ordeorcrossings), Osh, 15 March 2005.

32 50me worked in the markets, others as domestiastr or on farms in Kyrgyzstan. Some shared
farms with Kyrgyzstani land-owners, contributingthe labour and subsidised Uzbekistani fertilisers
but shared the profit with the Kyrgyzstani land-@wnrinterview, representative NGO, Osh, 2 March
2005.

33 See note 64 above.
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official border post and transported them to tHerimal crossing point. The drivers of
the cars entering the open field were often asked tmall fee by Uzbekistani men.
At the field, some 40 to 50 women offered to cayopds on foot over the border,
charging 500 Uzbekistasbpmor 50 US cents per load. There were also 10 to 15
young men and boys on horses with rudimentaryages; here the charge was
around three US dollars a load. The women walkedt avsmall plank stretched over
a narrow stream. Just before the plank, an Uzlakistan collected a small fee. The
day | made these field observations, the womemedithat Uzbekistani border
guards had been there until lunchtime, demandiitgeby after lunch they had been

replaced by a civilian.

The horses crossed 10 metres further down fronfotbteridge. This crossing point
was staffed by one man, who demanded a consideehléle noted each crossing in
a small notebook (containing date and the entlied+1’ etc). Some 100 m. from the
illegal crossing on Uzbekistani territory, theresngabus station for minibuses going

to Tashkent and to most cities in the Uzbekistamigoof the Fergana Valley.

A rudimentary post staffed by one Kyrgyzstani bagd &avo Kyrgyzstani men in
civilian clothing demanded a fee from cars trangpgrgoods. Some observers
claimed that this post represented or was linkdtledyrgyzstani border guards,

while others said the men were from the local mafia

The goings-on at the crossing could be observemhlggne, including journalists. The

only restriction was a prohibition against takingpfos. Local journalists said that the

informal crossing point was very well monitoreddarerhaps even controlled by law
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enforcement agencies in Uzbekistan. Once a jostratiempted to take a picture, and
was immediately stopped by a man in civilian clstHewas hinted that the taking of

any photos might give the journalist trouble witle Uzbekistani Security Servic¥.

The goods crossing the informal posts from Kyrggusiere consumer goods
purchased at the Kara Suu market, in some casatpstand other vegetables —
though these were mainly shipped through the legesing. The goods shipped from
Uzbekistan were cement, oil and petrol. There weperts of substantial illegal
export of cotton from Uzbekistan to Kyrgyzstan, wehi could be sold at world
market prices rather than the low government-séieWistani prices, but it was
unclear which crossing points the cotton passemltir. Many villages on the
Kyrgyzstani side of the border experienced substhmses in income due to the
illegal border trafficking and the re-sale of chédgbekistani products. House prices
rose disproportionately compared to the levelsndisee in Osh Provinc&® Large
sacks of cement or other contraband goods coul@étsm®s be observed in the yards

of Kyrgyzstani houses situated on the border.

Above, | have shown that not only were diplomatiale co-operation initiatives in
Central Asia largely irrelevant or weak, but thesre also deliberate formal and
informal barriers to trade in the region. Theseibes helped to spur the rise in illegal
trade flows, as evident from the two micro-cases/abBefore turning to a discussion

of how best to account for this distinct patterradlure in the sphere of trade, | must

34 Several other testimonies indicated heavy involeinn illegal activities on the part of the
Uzbekistani border guards and other branches dfjtekistani law enforcement. One person recalled
how opposition literature had been smuggled intbddistan in cigarette boxes and passed easily
through the border as a result of bribing of thve ¢éaforcement officer. Interview, anonymous, city:
anonymous, 6 March 2005.

3% Interview, representative NGO, Osh, 2 March 20 trip observations, Dushanbe, 8—22 April
2005.
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assess one final and larger issue associatednadh:tCentral Asian states’

membership in EvrAzES and the WTO.

Frameworks for trade co-operation involving outsidestates

In addition to indigenous multilateral and bilatedgolomatic attempts at supporting
regional trade, Central Asian states dealt with otheer important free trade
frameworks, both originating from beyond the regithre Eurasian Economic
Community(Evraziiskoe Ekonomicheskoe Soobshchestvo, Evr/AxieShe World
Trade Organisation (WTO). At the outset of thispties, | indicated that diplomatic
agreements on trade within TAS failed to producgitale effects on trade policies or
trade flows. The section below evaluates whetheAES and the WTO were
equally unsuccessful in bringing about meaningégional co-operation on trade, and

examines the relationship between these two outsitiatives.

EvrAzES

In 1995, four CIS members (Belarus, Kazakhstangi®stan and Russia) committed
themselves to creating a customs union aimed gtethé®g economic integration.
Tajikistan joined in 1999. The initiative led taetformulation of policy aims and
strategies for free trade, as well as pledgesnstaact common external trade

barriers®®® EvrAzES succeeded in one important aspect whag&Had failed: It

3% Rakhmatulindinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsesspy142.
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prompted member countries to abolish import tanfisgoods from other member

countries>®’

However, the customs union framework did not caleaspects of trade flows.
Moreover, many provisions were poorly implemengad the informal barriers to
trade identified above in relation to Kazakhstayprdg¢zstan and Tajikistan remained.
The difficulties that Kyrgyzstani trucks encountkan the border with Kazakhstan
were, of course, contrary not only to the spiritted TAS common market agreement,

but also to customs union provisions.

Kazakhstan and Russia, two of the main propondrEszES, devoted a large part
of their bilateral relations to negotiations oraage of minor bilateral trade issues.
For example, in 2000 Kazakhstan’'s embassy in Ruspi@rted that the two countries
were working out an agreement ‘On the principlew§ing indirect taxes on inter-
trade’3%® In the same year, the Russian customs committegaerily halted
shipments of Kazakhstani sulphuric acid and cyaatcium through Russian border
regions to an end destination in Kazakhstan (tad retwork in northern Kazakhstan
transits Russia). This decision led the two sidesitiate work on a separate protocol
‘On the order of transfer of goods moving from Kidzstani territory to Kazakhstani
territory through Russia, and also transfer of golodm Russian territory to Russian

territory through Kazakhstari®®

37 Interview, High-level representative, Ministry loflustry, Tajikistan, Dushanbe, 12 April 2005.
38 Kazakhstan, Rep. ofazakhstansko-Rossiiskie otnosherigefing to Parliament (Moscow:
Embassy of Kazakhstan to the Russian Federatiol®)2002.

39 Kazakhstan, Rep. #fazakhstansko-Rossiiskie otnosheniia: osnovnye gspetudnichestva
Briefing to parliament (Astana: Ministry of Foreigtifairs Kazakhstan, 2000), p. 4.
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A similar situation existed with regard to KazaldmsKyrgyzstani bilateral relations.
Between 1995 and 2004, accords signed by KazakbsthKyrgyzstan included
agreements on such matters as the transit of Kgtggzgoods through Kazakhstan
(26 March 2004¥/° the exchange of information related to breachékertax code
(March 2001)"* the ease of licensing procedures for cement esgdrom
Kyrgyzstan to Kazakhstan (July 1998jthe determination of Value Added Tax
(NDS) on imported goods (February 1997 and the regulation of the imposition of

licenses on particular goods (alcohol products)éJL097) "

The two countries also signed a transit agreenme2®943° Here, the parties noted
in the introductory paragraphs their wish to ‘tgiement provisions of the Protocol
on Customs Control of Goods and Means of Transpransferred Between the
Customs Bodies of the Customs Union Member States Bebruary 17, 20067°

The agreement then listed the specific measuresatrt@guide the transit regime of
Kyrgyzstani goods through Kazakhstani territoryMiistry of Trade representative
from Kyrgyzstan stressed that the country had poeés such a free transit regime
for several years, but that it was only during Kdesdan’s bilateral trade negotiations

with Kyrgyzstan on Kazakhstan’s WTO entry that Kidzstan had agre€d’

370'kyrgyz goods get simplified transit regime in kK#thstan'Times of Central Asi&0 March 2005.
371 'Glavnoe nachistotw/echernii Bishkek22 March 2001.
372'kazakhstan vvedet litsensirovanie importa tsem@nkirgistana’yechernii Bishkekl4 July 1999.
3731z punkta A v punkt B po miroviim standartaiviechernii Bishkek20 February 1997.
374 Tamozhni sakruchivaiut gaikVechernii Bishkel9 June 1997.
375 Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan Agreement Between thefBment of the Republic of Kazakhstan
and the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic on TraosGoods by Road Transport Through the
;I;grritory of the Republic of Kazakhstan (26 Marclt©2)

Ibid.
37" Interview, representative, Ministry of Finance,rfyzstan, Bishkek, 25 February 2005; interview,
representative, Ministry of External Trade and btdy, Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 21 February 2005.
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In general, the presence of a multitude of agreésramd initiatives on a range of
highly specific trade issues indicates that théamus union was unable to provide an

overall and comprehensive framework for enablieg firade.

Despite the poor implementation record of the austanion, in 2000 the five
countries initiated a more ambitious integratiooj@ct, which was to become the
EvrAzES. The Deputy Secretary of EvrAzES noted fthat need for real integration,
the pressure from globalisation processes, corfoetthe stabilisation of the post-
Soviet economy — all this enabled a new look afgbtential for integration and
facilitated a search for functioning mechanismsriitgraction. This is why in 2000
(...) the decision was taken to convert the custonisruinto (...) EviAzES®"® The
Kazakhstani EvrAZES expert Gulnur Rakhmatullina $iaslarly stressed that the
major tasks of the new organisation were to ‘insesthie competitiveness of the
economies of the EVrAZES states, ensure their ggeunrd oppose the dangers of

globalisation’"®

The new organisation merged the legal base of tleaoths Union, and a more
extensive institutional framework, with new mectsans for decision-making. Most
decisions required support from only 2/3 of allegmtand the proportion of votes was
distributed as follows: Russia 40 per cent, Belamnd Kazakhstan 20 per cent,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan 10 per cent. Moreoveg, lew organisation was intended
to facilitate multi-speed integration processegnre¥ not all member countries were
able to undertake the required domestic policy gbarat the same time, integration

would still move forward among those that had catgal the necessary procedures.

3783, Primbetov, 'EVrAZES i Vsemirnaia torgovaia oiigatsia’ Kazakhstan Spektenp. 3, 2004, pp.
3-6.
379 RakhmatulinaDinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsesspv143.
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A key part of activities within the EvrAzES framexkavas the creation of a list of
commodities for which the members were to agreeaonmon external tariffs. This
plan envisioned that 11,086 commodities would fpart of a harmonised system. In
September 2003, member states reached agreemarasic List covering 6,178
tariff lines, for which Russia, Kazakhstan and Begaset common tariffs. In addition,
they created three other lists, including one tanmodities for which tariff
differences were less than five per cent (4.2 pat of the total commodities) and one
for commodities for which differences in tariff estamong the members were over 5

per cent (25 per cent of totaff

The EvrAzES members also reiterated the ambitiahdlove the Custom Union
project: to create a free trade zone that wouldiklifting barriers on intra-EvrAzES
trade flows. This process included an ‘Agreementloservance of principles of free

transit’ 38!

The most tangible outcome of the new EvrAzES ititeawas the progress made by
Belarus, Russia and Kazakhstan in harmonising metéariffs. Interestingly, these
efforts were closely linked with the second majade framework of importance to

the region: the World Trade Organisation.

380 Each member also provided a list of sensitive codities which should be exempt from common
external tariff rates. During the transition perlwefore the customs union is completed, each member
is allowed to exempt 15 per cent of its trade imsg&ve commodities from the commonly agreed
tariffs. Tajikistan is allowed to exempt up to 25 pent in value terms, but only in aluminium. The
shares and values are reassessed each yeatCtuRtry report TajikistarfWashington: IMF, 2005).

31 RakhmatulinaDinamika razvitia integratsionnykh protsessov
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EvrAzES and the WTO

The WTO is compatible with regional trade organdse and provided certain
criteria are met, it supports the emergence of regional organisations. In this way a

parallel functioning of the WTO and EvrAzES coutdgrinciple be possible.

Article XXIV of the General Agreement on Tariffsciirade (GATT) permits
regional free trade organisations on the followgogditions: external trade barriers
after integration into the regional organisationndd rise on average (point 5); all
tariffs and other regulations of commerce are regdown intra-regional exchanges
(point 8); and the WTO is notified®® The crucial parameter the WTO in assessing
Central Asian trade is the first criterion: traderiers after integration must not
increase. This rule has proven contentious, ad®®4 a further ‘Understanding of
the Interpretation of Article XXIV’ was issued. Hethe WTO re-affirmed that
regional agreements should ‘to the greatest p@ssiient avoid creating adverse
effects on the trade of other [WTO] membef'A transition period for adjustments

to ensure correspondence with this rule was deftgears.

Within the EvrAzES framework, the member countdemmitted themselves to
establishing tariff levels similar to those of Riass even if Russia generally had
higher tariffs than the other members. In 2002ausrage import tariffs were 11.3 per
cent, while those in Kyrgyzstan they were 5.2, &jiKistan 8.3, and in Kazakhstan
7.9 percent. In the case of Kyrgyzstan, which jdittee WTO in 1998, this was

identified as a problem early: should EvrAzES fuityplement the agreements on

332 Hoekman and KostecKThe political economy of the world trading syst@m352.
383 |bid.
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common external customs barriers, then Kyrgyzstaml@vbe unable to move to meet

those levels if they proved higher than the oneshseugh its WTO membership.

This dilemma shaped the WTO negotiations of EvrAnkESnbers. Russia initially
proposed that all EviAZES members except Kyrgyzstemuld negotiate jointly and
enter as a unified blo&? This goal proved too difficult. The countries apte
negotiate individually, but to share informatiorttwother EviAZES members on the
status of their negotiations. The result was, ass@@mtine Michalopoulos writes, that
‘members of the Eurasian Economic Community [Evr8kBgreed to apply to join
the WTO individually, which means they recogniseal the Eurasian Economic
Community is not a Customs Union (which requiresicmn external tariff) but a
free trade area where each member has its owhdatitture on imports from the
rest of the world®®®

In 2005 the International Monetary Fund reporteat fajikistan had increased its
average tariff level from 5 to 7.7 per cent. Thdaral authorities had justified this
move, according to the IMF, both with referencé&he need to harmonise
Tajikistan’s tariff with the [EvrAZES] in accordamaevith the commitments
undertaken under the Agreement on Establishmeahteofustoms Union of February
17, 2000’ and with reference to ‘the intention tegerve some leverage on tariff
reduction in the upcoming negotiations on WTO asioes *° In fact, these two aims

were incompatible. Tajikistan needed to raiseaitsftlevels further if it wanted to

384 Interview, representative, Department of Foreigareeic Relations, Ministry of Industry,
Tajikistan, Dushanbe, 12 April 2005.

385 C. Michalopoulos, 'The integration of the low-ina@eountries into the world trading system', in
Shiells and Sattar edEhe low-income countries of the Commonwealth cfpeddent States
(Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund, 20@4271.

3% IMF, Country report Tajikistanp. 44.
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harmonise fully with EvrAzES standards and be p&# future customs union. But in
the WTO negotiations, it was likely to face pressuar reduce its tariff levels further.
The dilemma was one of sequencing: either the Bz8\members would first have
to raise their common external tariffs to EvrAzESdIls and then apply for WTO
membership, or they should first apply for WTO menghip and then deal with the
challenge of creating common external tariffs t@ild comply with their individual
obligations towards the WTO. At the EvrAzZES summit2003 and 2004, members
voiced support for the former approach, but in pcadoth Kazakhstan and

Tajikistan followed the latter stratedy.

Table 13: WTO accession status

Memorandum Working party Comments
submitted meetings
Kazakhstan 23 September 1996 19-20 March 1997|9First draft report of
October 1997, 9 working party
October 1998, 12-13 | submitted 20 May 200%
July 2001, 13

December 2002, 4
March 2004, 3
November 2004

Kyrgyzstan 24 July 1996 10-11 March 1997, 1&Kyrgyzstan joins WTO
July 1997, 5 February | 14 October 1998
1998, 6 May 1998, 23
June 1998, 17 July

1998
Tajikistan 21 February 2003 18 March 2003
Uzbekistan 21 October 17 July 2002, 29 Jurle
2004

Source: WTO 'Accessions’ www.wto.org (accesseéebpuary 2007)

As of 2004, the question remained open: would Tsipk, Kyrgyzstan and
Kazakhstan accept higher import tariffs in sectengre Russia, and not themselves,

needed to protect domestic producers, thereby ieigabirAzES to materialise? Or

387 Kazakhstan and Tajikistan entered into bilatergbtiations under the auspices of the Working
Party group. Kazakhstan had completed seven woitdamnty meetings by December 2005. Both
countries undertook these negotiations individuafiyg directly with WTO members. The two
candidates shared information with Russia, butauttinvolving it in the negotiation process.
Interview, representative, Ministry of External Teaahd Industry, Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 21 February
2005; WTO 'Accessions' www.wto.org (accessed 12Wepr2007).
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would they continue to keep a high proportion @ittexternal tariffs lower (in
accordance with WTO commitments) — thereby limitthgAzEs to a potential free

trade area rather than a fully-fledged customsruniibh common external tariffs?

An IMF working paper assessed the potential welédfect on consumers in
Kazakhstan and Tajikistan from the WTO and thelistament of EviAZES common
external customs barriers. It argued that an iseréaexternal tariffs due to EvrAzES
would mean added costs to consumers in Tajikistankazakhstan. If these
countries joined the WTO before EvrAzES launchea¢dmmon tariffs, WTO
membership would probably compel EvrAzES to keepraal tariffs low, and would
thereby benefit non-Russian EvrAzES consumiershe paper also noted that WTO
accession was particularly favourable for smaltarmdries, since once inside the
organisation their bargaining position towards éargtates pursuing accession would

be relatively enhancetf?

The muddled trade polices in relation to EvrAzEd #re WTO revealed two
important shortcomings on the part of Russia wétlpards to its role as a potential
hegemon. Russia had attempted to manage the jdi@ ¥try of several former
Soviet states. This proved to be a process beysmdntrol, and WTO negotiations
were left to each individual state. Moreover, by time Tajikistan and Kazakhstan
embarked on serious WTO negotiations, Russia hathanaged to secure a full and
final commitment from all EvrAzES states to thedyqf external tariffs it was
seeking. This failure placed EvrAzEs in potentedgardy, making its future

contingent on the outcomes of the various individM@ O negotiation rounds.

38p . TumbarelloRegional trade integration and WTO accession: wisdhe right sequencing? an
application to the CIS\Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund, 2005
39 bid.
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A final interesting point was the ‘disciplinary’ hefits expected to flow from the
WTO membership of the Central Asian states. Aceydo Khojimuhammad
Umarov, a trade expert in Tajikistan, ‘given talithe Central Asian states are going
to enter the WTO, all the unjustifiably high cus®and transit duties that Tajikistan
now pays will be lifted. Those duties have alreadst the country more than 15
billion US dollars’3*° A World Bank report similarly hailed WTO ‘disciples’
(monitoring and enforcement mechanism) as solutionise difficulties that had
beset trade co-operation in the region: ‘therensed to introduce WTO disciplines
in intra-bloc affairs thus establishing consisteés at least as favourable as the
WTO'.** The formal dispute mechanisms of the WTO, in pafdr, were highlighted
as beneficial and superior to those of the EvrAgBE&iework. Trade experts argued
that these formal mechanisms could help to safelgagainst the use of temporary

exemptions and oth@d hocmeasures.

In other words, trade experts assessing the rggimored higher hopes on the WTO
than on regional mechanisms like EvrAzES for féatiing freer trade flows. This
preference is in fact the opposite of what stanttaedries of regional economic
integration would predict: those theories predéigfional agreements to be better and
more easily enforced because of the closer proxiaiithe parties to the agreement,

in contrast to wider multilateral arrangements like WTO?%?n relation to

39 Free trade concerns in Tajikistan'stitute for War and Peace ReportirgJune 2006. While
Umraov’s claim that duties have cost Tajikistan di&billion USD is likely to be an inflated figure,
his statement nevertheless testifies to perceivadty associated with the trade barriers facing
Tajikistan.

391World Bank,Trade performance and regional integration of tH& €ountriesp. 10.

392 Bernard M. Hoekman and Michel M.Kosteci note tfragional agreements] may also allow more
credible commitments to be made. One reason ighbhdimited number, similarity, and proximity of
member countries reduces monitoring and implemiemntabsts’ (Hoekman and KostecKihe

political economy of the world trading systgm 351.)
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hegemony theories and the notion of ‘essentiaktulkee fact that Russia through
EvrAzES seemed less able than the WTO to enfotes rsian indication that Russia

failed to fulfil its hegemonic potential in the feg.

Understanding regional trade co-operation patterns

The above discussion relates closely to debatas dlegemony and the ability to
enforce ‘essential rules’. | will return to thissdussion below. First, let me consider
how we may best understand the distinct regioaaletico-operation patterns in

Central Asia.

In the introduction | emphasised different levdiguealysis in international relations
and listed approaches resting both at the systiewit and at the domestic level. One
approach accounted for co-operation failures bgsstng realism and the hegemonic
rivalry of Russia and the USA for control in thgian. A second realist perspective
emphasised the national interests of the locadstat third perspective focused on
interdependence, while the fourth approach movedttalysis to the unit level by
wanting to understand how regime types — and aitiéin@n aspects, in particular —
might make co-operation between the Central Adiates difficult. The fifth

approach continued this focus on the state lewlyiewed elements of ‘indirect rule’

as central to understanding failed regional co-afem.

One of the systemic approaches emphasised ecomuteridependence. Keohane and

Nye, and, in the post-Soviet context, Mark Webbeaxe argued that interdependence

may promote co-operation. On this point, Mearsheimas disagreed, stressing that
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interdependence can equally well lead states toesgiganced self-sufficiency. The
findings presented above do not indicate any deaelation between
interdependence and co-operation in the conte®eotral Asia. In connection with
trade flows, | demonstrated that Uzbekistan had degrees of interdependence,
both with the CIS and Central Asia, and yet it hasn the country least engaged in
co-operation efforts. The smaller countries of Kgagfan and Tajikistan had high
levels of interdependence and favoured co-operatieen if this co-operation was not

actually realised.

In assessing the overall trade patterns of Kazakhstterms of export value, the
country’s trading partners beyond Central Asia @8l are most important, because
of the large export revenue of Kazakhstani oil eigodHowever, it should be kept in
mind that Kazakhstan has had other important ecanlimks with Russia, including
tightly integrated industrial production in northdfazakhstan and dependence on
Russian pipelines for energy exports to world maKehis linkage helps to explain

Kazakhstan’s positive stance towards EvrAzES aasectollaboration with Russia.

On the whole, however, the interdependence—co-tiprrapproach fails to provide a
comprehensive account of interstate relations|eastt due to Uzbekistan’s reluctance

to support regional trade measures despite itslbigtis of interdependence.

Are the other systemic theories able to better auictor the policy choices of
Uzbekistan and the other states? One realist apipsieesses the role of local power
competition and national interest in accountingfédled co-operation. While

competition among the Central Asian states doe$eattire prominently in trade
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relations, attention to national interest does app®be an important factor. All states
(except Kyrgyzstan, in part) have erected variousél barriers to trade, and both
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan stressed the need usatkdomestic markets when
establishing these barriers. Kazakhstan’'s Ministdirade Industry and Energy
Mukhtar Abljasov even emphasised the benefitstilgit trade barriers would bring

for the national budget.

The existence of high transit barriers in Kazakistad Uzbekistan is a further sign
that these two countries sought to maximise theadiate and short-term interests of
high transit revenues, rather than to promote redittade flows. In the case of
Uzbekistan, high trade barriers in relation to $raand imports have constituted an
integral and important part of the country’s ecoimdevelopment strategy. The
safety of domestic producers had priority overithierests of domestic consumers or
regional trade. Attention to economic security ttrusnped any desire to facilitate
regional trade. This policy preference clearlywsddzbekistan’s commitment to the
immediate national interest. On the other handegtpected power rivalry between
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan does not seem to haviéestad in the sphere of trade.
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan did not levy barrierswtaild be particularly damaging.
Instead, they indiscriminately levied barriers mde flows according to their own
domestic concerns. These primarily hurt the twollematates, Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan — neither of which threatened the pop@sitions of the two larger

countries.

The ‘local powers’ realist starting point enablega explain a key feature of the

failed co-operation pattern: the creation of foripaitriers to trade. Moreover, given
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Uzbekistan’s distinct economic security concertig hational interest’ was closely
tied to the need for high trade barriers. In tlwnbekistan’s comparatively poor trade
record towards Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistavell explained by a realist

approach.

Why did Uzbekistan’s economic security concerngedifrom those of the other
Central Asian states? And how was this differeetated to the national interest?
These two questions bring us to a third approacmtierstanding failed regional co-
operation. The ‘regime studies’ perspective stiefise relevance of political systems.
In Chapter 2, | outlined Uzbekistan’s choice ofi@port substitution strategy for
economic development. This choice was rooted bothea country’s economy and in
its politics. On the one hand, Uzbekistan had gelandustrial base to preserve and a
sizable domestic market, making import substituaanore viable strategy than in the
case of the other Central Asian states. On the bed, Uzbekistan’s leaders
considered it essential to retain central contvalrdey economic sectors, including
manufacturing and cotton export. They were moreeomed than other leaders of the
region that the negative societal effects of rag@dnomic transformation and
liberalisation might cause instability, decreasetiz control or result in regime
change. As a result, Uzbekistan’s leadership chossconomic model that would
necessitate significant barriers to trade as veedantinued government involvement
in the economy. It was this model, which, in turrgade it Uzbekistan’s ‘national

interest’ to resist meaningful co-operation in &ad

Given the political underpinnings of Uzbekistartiategy, this was as much a choice

for the regime’s interest as for the ‘national re&’. Indeed, the negative
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consequences of the strategy for Uzbekistan’s ¢nastiand the ensuing low growth
rates indicates that it was primarily the regimeterests that were met. Thus, an
approach that takes into account the politicalesyss an important complementary

account to realism when attempting to understaieldfaegional co-operation in trade.

The introduction also suggested that mistrust amderns over losing control may be
integral to regime-type explanations. In fact,deg@o-operation is not particularly
complex: agreeing on a free trade area would ncé¢ssarily entail introducing supra-
national institutions. This means that the degoeshich concerns over control
mattered for the leaders of Uzbekistan or the atbentries is not highlighted in the
case of trade. There is one exception, howevervAlbindicated that there had been
attempts to establish a Central Asian DevelopmeamkBbut these had stalled in part
because of the reluctance of the Central Asiaestatzbekistan in particular, to pool
their resources into a regional body. And this oomis to the expectations of a

regime-type approach.

The combination of ‘local power’ realism and registadies can provide a
reasonably complete understanding of the centagilifes of regional co-operation
patterns for trade. It seems correct to stateattantion to national and regime
interest on the part of Uzbekistan is the prima&agsonvhyregional co-operation
failed so dismally. However, some further issuss dlecome evident in when

attempting to grasp fullijowsuch co-operation failed.

| have identified a distinct pattern of extensiwel@matic initiatives and pledges

concerning free trade co-existing with significkorimal and informal barriers.
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Moreover, the informal barriers were in part cangéid by irregular behaviour on the
part of state agents. Why was there such a magorepancy between rhetorical
pledges to co-operation and the actual resistantrade facilitation and liberalisation?
Why did Central Asian state leaders profess th@mmitment to free trade, when

their actual intentions seem to have been différétdw do we account for the high

prevalence of major informal barriers to trade?

To start with the latter question one should reitedlsystematic and large-scale nature
of the informal barriers. In Tajikistan, the intstate barriers on road transport were
estimated to constitute 1 per cent of GDP, whilekigrgyzstan 17 per cent of trade
flows went unrecorded. The major discrepancy betweeorded trade flows cleared
through customs in China with those cleared thranghCentral Asian states was a
further indication of possible bribe-taking by gawaent officials. The uncertainty
associated with bribe-taking at customs acted asfarmal barrier to trade. Lastly,
the informal barriers for road transit through Uglstan were estimated to be
considerably higher than formal ones, with eacbktpaying an average of USD
1,625 in ‘non-formal payment’. The figure for noorinal payment in Kazakhstan
was USD 210. These figures indicate that the in&bdmarriers in all four countries
weresystematicthe generation of side payments by state agerdsaudine and

deliberate.

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to debatehjo® much information the various
state leaders had about the scale of informaldrareind the extent to which they
endorsed bribe-taking practices, or even profiteariselves from such behaviour.

One trade expert argued that the system of brikiegan the customs and tax
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agencies in Kyrgyzstan was similar to a pyramicesad: it was controlled by high-
level government officials and involved lower-ramgiofficers who initially had to
‘buy’ their post. Thereafter, lower-ranking offitsavould continue to channel money
upwards, while also making sure, through bribegeioerate enough funds to cover
their initial ‘entrance’ feé”® The practice of buying posts in customs, police &@x

agencies was frequently mentioned in UzbekistanTaji#tistan as well.

Regardless of the level of endorsement or resistbnem the central leadership, the
system constituted @e factoviolation of the principle of separation of stafécials
and civil servants from ownership of the meansaMegnance. State officials used
their positions to generate private income that @ften considerably higher than
their official government salaries. The income gatetl privately by revenue-related
agencies and the police ensured the continued tipe i these structures despite the
turbulence of the transition from communism anddbkapse of the Soviet Union.
Bribe-taking in relation to trade flows was not align exception to an otherwise
smoothly functioning political system. Rather,aess to have been a central and
integral feature of the Central Asian states, ameltbat helped to generate order and
institutional continuity. Key state agents contidie generate sufficient funds to
maintain their local power and prestige, in turat@dimg them to uphold some degree

of formal and informal social control.

This system is, arguably, similar to Max Weber'siow of indirect rule, and clearly
deviates from what Weber termed ‘modern bureauceatministration’. The informal

barriers to trade were a result of lower-rankiniicefs’ violation of formal rules,

393 Interview, representative, Pragma Corporationhii, 23 March 2005.

208



while the execution of official duties was not béagoon written documents’ or
transparency. Moreover, the agencies that had ‘gesmted authority to order certain
matters’ in the sphere of trade persistently deddtom the principle that lower-
ranking bodies should not ‘regulate a matter byviddial commands for each

case”%

The state machineries available to the leadersotr@l Asia states were of a distinct
kind. Many employees of the agencies regulatindetiffows seem to have benefited
greatly from the existing informal barriers. Thig, state leaders, facilitation and
liberalisation of trade would not only have entdifermally ordering changes in
procedures and the lifting of tariffs: it would jpatoly also have necessitated
fundamental reform of key government agencies amd@nfiguration of the
relationship between the leadership and lower-rankificials. Central Asian state
leaders did not have a government apparatus readiljable to implement the free
trade policies they were pledging. This lack mayeheepresented a further deterrent
to free trade initiatives, which, alongside regiamel economic security concerns, can

help to account for failures in regional trade gem@tion.

Now to the second question: why did the state lesapleofess a commitment to free
trade when such a policy does not seem to havetheeractual intention? How to
make sense of the parallel existence of both etabgians for a Central Asian
common market, and increasing barriers to tradefpten 1 outlined Bhavna Dave’s
argument that the Central Asian states increasireggrted to symbolic and formal

state-making in response to the complex societdlarges they faced. The

394 M. Weber,Economy and society: an outline of interpretive stogjy (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1979).
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management of trade flows was one such complexlsssue, having become
enmeshed with the malfunctioning of ‘modern adntratsve bureaucracies’. State
leaders may have chosen to stress their committoérade facilitation and
liberalisation, even when they knew that that Wnsild be difficult to achieve, simply
because such statements gave a stiopgessiorthat they were attempting to solve
trade problems. Symbolic statecraft may have semgetbmpensation for the inability

to forge solutions and reform or restrain regulatio

Great-power engagement and hegemony in trade co-ajagion

| have argued that a combination of the ‘local powesalism approach and an
approach that stresses regime type can offer aiplataccount of failed regional co-
operation. Attention to state capacity provideshier complementary insights.
However, there is one additional realist approahfcivl have not yet assessed. As
noted in the introduction, one of the most commxpianations of the international
relations of Central Asia stresses the engagenfenitside great powers. The
geopolitical and Great Game versions of this apgrdenld that intra-regional
relations, including regional co-operation, arethgse to competition between outside
states for influence in the region. In a more ssiitated version, drawing on Waever
and Buzan, outside powers may help to define thetstres of regional relations, and
by supporting different states may augment diffeesrand tensions in a region. This

influence, in turn, might hamper co-operation.

Has outside competition or diverging support talgmwers undermined co-

operation in trade in Central Asia? In the econaspicere, there was substantial
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outside competition in energy matters, but outsidées had little or no direct interest
pertaining to regional trading patterns. RussiathedJS were affiliated with two
different outside frameworks for trade co-operatiewrAzES and the WTO, and the
US actively supported the Central Asian states@paring for the WTO negotiations
rounds. However, neither of these two trade initest was directly threatening to
intra-regional initiatives such as TAS, and thalgles of free trade made within the
TAS framework would probably have been compatihitd Wwoth the WTO and
EvrAzES. During the years of US—-Uzbekistan strat@girtnership from 2002 to
2004, the US might have helped to consolidate Uzbaks resolve to stay out of
EvrAzES, but this was a position that Uzbekistath held prior to the advent of US
support. On the whole, therefore, a focus on goeater competition fails to shed

useful light on co-operation patterns in the sploéreade.

The writings of Buzan and Waever also presentestarsl option in relation to great-
power engagement: ‘overlay’ or hegemony by one paeald suppress divisions
between states and foster regional co-operdtfo@hapter 1 showed how several
theories on hegemony argue that the structuralbmdgrance of one power might
enhance co-operation among subordinate stateghBistructurally predominant
power Russia provide ‘essential rules’ to CentrsibAn the sphere of trade?
EVrAzES represented a major attempt at providisgeatial rules’. However, Russia
was unable to convince Uzbekistan to join this giog, and in turn EvrAzES could
not provide an overall framework for regional trdlbevs. Moreover, EVIAZES
suffered many of the same deficiencies as did Tirle among member states was

still marked by high formal and informal barrienghich also existed in the sphere of

395 B, Buzan and O. WaeveRegions and powers: the structure of internatiomaisity (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003).
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transit. Russia did not provide a comprehensivebetles that amounted to a free
trade regime. It is not entirely clear whether th&s the case because Russia was
unable to do so, or because it was unwilling ontarested in facilitating trade. In
any case, the degree of overlay or hegemony wasufifatient to bring about
substantial co-operation. Trade experts concludatthe enforcement mechanisms
of the WTO would be better able to solve disputesfacilitate trade than EvrAzES

had been.

There was one particular item on the trade co-dpperagenda where Russia’s
commitment was unequivocal. Ever since 1995, th&dns Union had proclaimed
its intention of creating common external tariif¢ith the formation of EvrAzES, this
project gained momentum and Belarus, KazakhstarRaisdia managed to agree on a
Basic List of over 6,000 tariff lines. However, gi#e Russian efforts, the countries
reached no further agreement on tariff lines bekaeakhstan and Tajikistan
embarked upon their extensive rounds of bilategglotiations with WTO members.
This development made it uncertain whether Kazalkhanhd Tajikistan would
comply with Russia’s requirement that these coastraise their external tariff levels
to match those of Russia. IMF economists arguedftkazakhstan and Tajikistan
were to raise their external tariffs to protect §las producers, they would entail net
welfare losses to Kazakhstani and Tajikistani corens>*° In terms of hegemonic
theory, this behaviour on the part of Russia wasftort to combine the provision of
public goods (the establishment of EvrAzZES) with éxtraction of contributions

from subordinate states (supporting domestic prexduto the detriment of

3% TumbarelloRegional trade integration and WTO accession
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Kazakhstan and Tajikistan). Although basically weRlssia was acting like a malign

hegemon of the kind envisaged by Robert Giffin.

To conclude, the issue of trade offers a rangatefesting insights as to Russia’s
hegemonic pretensions while at the same time hargéliting the argument that

great-power competition constitutes a prime redsofailed regional co-operation.

This chapter has indicated that the attention pgithcal powers to their own national
interest and economic security remains the cemsniagble in accounting for co-
operation patterns, although regime-type and stapacity approaches offer
important additional insights. The chapter has dlgstrated the profound gap
between pledges towards co-operation and an erapigality characterised by
extensive formal and informal barriers as well ghighly malfunctioning state
structures. In this way, the chapter demonstréwesiability of the local power
realism approach, but also underscores the neetdtéortion to ‘indirect rule’ and

facade-making.

Having assessed co-operation in the sphere of,trambsv turn to co-operation

patterns on water issues.

%97R. Gilpin,War and change in world politid€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).
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Chapter 5: Water co-operation

Water is a topic well suited for an examinatiorrexfional co-operation in Central
Asia. To an even greater extent than in the spbfairade, there were serious and
extensive efforts to construct a regional co-opemnaarchitecture for water sharing in
the period under study, 1991-2004. The failurdnee mechanisms as viable tools
for inter-state co-operation illuminates some @ teasons why co-operation in the

region has been so difficult.

Outside powers were not directly involved in wassues in Central Asia, nor did
they have national interests at stake in the isBoe key actors in managing water
issues were, by geographic default, the Centrastates themselves — unlike the
cases of trade and security, where external poweirs more active. This lack of
outside involvement means that the case of wateratgorovide substantial insights
into one of the key approaches to understandingmatico-operation in Central

Asia — the approach stressing great power rivadowever, this chapter provides
ample opportunities for exploring the relevancetbier approaches, including that of
interdependence. In Chapter 2, | noted that leveisterdependence in Central Asia
were especially high in relation to infrastructwrén particular, on irrigation and

water issues.

Given the intense diplomatic efforts invested igioeal water co-operation, the case
of water also illustrates well the wide discrepaheyween pledges about co-
operation, and actual ability or willingness to antthese pledges. This gap is

particularly stark in relation to the desiccatidritee Aral Sea. While that case is not
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the central focus of this chapter, the materias@néed here documents a region-wide
rhetorical commitment to saving the Aral Sea, coratliwith state practices that
instead further reduced its water levels. At tintkes,official rhetoric of Central Asian
leaders bordered on deception of their populataa® the causes of the Aral Sea

desiccation, and the measures undertaken to retrergeological catastrophe.

The present chapter also highlights several additifeatures of regional co-
operation in Central Asia. A striking feature ig ttontinued relevance of norms and
social practices from the Soviet period. Theseifigd run counter to the previously
discussed arguments by other scholars who haveGs@ral Asia as a ‘periphery’
likely to be defined by chaotic and unpredictablei-state relations. Similarly
striking is the very conservative approach to watanagement. Co-operation often
codified existing practices and joint regionaliatitves bolstered old management

methods rather than stimulating reform or new $ohst

The basic argument of this chapter is that an ampremphasising the diverging
national interests of the states in the regionlest account for why regional co-
operation on water failed. Issues of interdepenédomed an integral part of this
failure, since some of the states felt that a tzfaknilateral control was damaging to
their national interests. Approaches stressingmedype and state weakness are not
as central to promoting an understanding of whygeration failed, but they can
nevertheless help shed light on the issues thaé mawistructive regional water

management so difficult to achieve.
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In order to fully appreciate the dynamics of intats water relations in Central Asia,
one needs a solid understanding of geographictdriaand historical practices. In
Appendix 2 | give an outline of the basic paranetemrelation to irrigation,

electricity and agriculture. In this chapter | staith an overview of the major inter-
state issues on the regional co-operation agemdadier, and then discuss Soviet
water management practices, so as to situate wateagement challenges and
responses in a historical context. The Chapter fate/ides an outline of regional
initiatives and chronology of agreements, follovisyda preliminary survey of the
national strategies of the Central Asian states. diralysis then addresses two cases:
inter-state negotiations over the major Toktogakrgoir, and efforts to establish a
supra-national Water and Energy Consortium (WE@g Ghapter ends with a
discussion of water inefficiency and how it relai@sndirect rule and state weakness.
| conclude by assessing how regional co-operatatteps on water can best be

understood.
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Map 3: Amu Darya, Syr Darya and Pyandzh

KAZAKHSTAN

KYRGYZSTAN

TAJKISTAN

UZBERISTAN

TURKMEMISTAN

Source: Map created in MaplInfo using Batholomewitaid>ata (2002)

Overview

Major inter-state policy issues

Inter-state dialogue on water sharing in CentrahAsthe period under study
encompassed several dimensions. One was the quesinvhat kind of institutions
should govern water management in Central Asiaréltvere debates about the
organisational makeup of the institutions and, miamgortantly, about degrees of
decision-making power and the yielding of soversida supra-national bodies. The
guestion of whether dams and water-release tabtaddsbe controlled by a supra-
national organ or by national authorities was patérly contentious. Also important

was the debate over short-term versus long-termeagents. Should the countries
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agree on water quotas each year, or should thefirdaklong-term mechanisms for
water sharing? Interestingly, there seemed to bmaiive agreement that water
should be shared between the states and that the doamst@untrieshouldget a
higher share — a continuation, as will be discusstdw, of Soviet-era outlooks. This
consensus implied that sharing and quota levels wet in themselves a central focus
of the disputes. It was rather the issues of tinsind whether water should be used

for irrigation versus electricity generation thay lat the heart of the disagreements.

A second central issue was financial compensaligjkistan and Kyrgyzstan had
high operation and maintenance (O&M) costs forrgservoirs. Should the countries
that reaped economic benefit from irrigation threinggh agricultural production
compensate Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan for the fumelsded for maintenance? Could
the upstream countries charge payments for watessft This issue was closely
linked to discussions on the system of barter exgés for the compensation of
upstream states. This system had existed in Stwies, and after 1991 debate
erupted as to whether or in what forms it shouldtionie. This debate was also
related to the issue of hydropower generation. atvextent could the upstream
states use their reservoirs to generate electgeiheration in the winter, instead of

saving water for summer irrigation in the downstnestates?

No viable solutions to most of these issues emergéiworth noting at the outset
the dire consequences of this failure. The countsiere unable to ensure that the
largest water reservoir in the region, Toktogulfifed its original task: the
accumulation of water for multi-year storage. Doi@nsecurities and disagreements,

more water was released after 1991 than in theeBperiod, bringing Toktogul to
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dangerously low levels — a situation that benefitede of the riparian states.
Moreover, on several occasions, failure to reachegents resulted in the halting of
gas shipments to Kyrgyzstan, including to its adishkek, which imposed serious
wintertime hardships on the population. Similadyg to failures to reach viable
agreements, floods caused by Kyrgyzstan’s releafs@ater in winter inflicted major

damage on the livelihoods of farmers in affectexharof Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan.

Soviet water management practices

Water management in Central Asia after 1991, bathinvand between states, was
embedded in dense historical traditions. Cottonlieseh grown in Central Asia since
before the Tsarist period, but only within seriéstnually rotating crops, with cotton
grown once every fourth year. In the Tsarist peramdton production expanded from
2.5 million pud (1 pudequalled 16 kg) in 1870 to 24 milligrud by 1916°%® After the
Bolsheviks came to power in 1917, they aimed atioamg high levels of cotton
production and export from the region, while alsarking to alter fundamentally the
organisation of agricultural production — includwgter management. Indeed, it
seems that water became a central element in Bokséforts to solidify control

over village communities in Central Asia. Land refidoroke up traditional tenure
systems and also facilitated land seizure by Raossimigrants. Implementation of
the reforms consolidated the role of theab and theaksakalas village-level ‘water

authorities’ — but also made them subject to ddfiejpproval. Gerard O’Neil argues

398 G. O'Neill, 'Land and water “reform” in the 192@gjrarian revolution or social engineering?', in
Everett-Heath, edCentral Asia: aspects of transitidghondon: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003).
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that this shift gave the central government a dinend in village affairs for the first

time. The threat of withholding water was a usédol in forcing compliancé®

Collectivisation marked the second stage in Sovager and land reform. Land
redistribution had created a plethora of smallegébts. Collectivisation gathered
these plots into larger units (either governmemntSavkhozesr collective peasant
farms under government contrlplkhoze¥in an effort to create large-scale
industrial and efficient agricultural complexes eTéstablishment of theolkhozand
Sovkhozsystem introduced additional important villagehautties, like theKolhoz
leader and the lower-levbtigadirs, who also obtained considerable influence in
local water distribution. In his World Bank repdvtike Thurman argues that
‘although major decisions such as water allocatamseng... [sub-units]... within
farms were formally made by a general meetingaat the farm director and his
cronies, the district [water] departmerdyvodkho} and the district Communist Party
executive committee decided how a farm’s resouneae used in order to meet

production targets'®

The role of the Ministry of Land Reclamation andt&®/&esources of the USSR

The increasing consolidation of Soviet power in €amsia brought with it a

growing role for the Ministry of Land ReclamationdaWater Resources of the USSR

(MLRWR). The MLRWR administered and implemented ldrge-scale expansion of

399 (i

Ibid.
%M. Thurman/rrigation and poverty in Central Asia: a field assenen{Washington, DC: World
Bank, 2001), p. 4.

220



irrigation and drainage in Central Asia in the 1968 19808%* Water management
became highly centralised. MLRWR existed at rejoylpkovince and district levels,
but ultimate decision-making authority over watdoaation rested with MLRWR
headquarters in Moscow. Republic, province andidislepartments ensured the
execution of orders by developing and implemensitagndardised schedules for water
flows. Branches of the MLRWR were also responsibte¢he operation and
maintenance (O&M) of inter-farm irrigation and drage systems (1&D). While the
expansion in irrigation and irrigated land was iegsive, Thurman holds that the
MLRWR’s near-monopoly position led to poor constioic and maintenance of the
I&D systems. The roles of customer, planner, cattraand quality controller were
concentrated within one ministry. There was lithersight at federal level until the
late 1980s. Due to structural incentives in thepéd economy, the MLRWR made
greater efforts to initiate projects than to corntgliiem and ensure their sustainability.
The MLRWR seems to have misreported levels of cetigi in order to meet
planned targets. Farmers were often left with inglete or hastily constructed
infrastructure. Drainage was particularly likelytte left half-finished — with serious

effects for the efficient use of water resource€amtral Asia*?

Water allocation

Water was allocated among the union republics @oegito overall provisions of

state protocols concluded in Moscow. The last eséhfor the Syr Darya region was

Protocol number 413, of 7 February 198%This document allocated 46 per cent of

“O1 Thurman (ibid.) notes that the area of irrigatedllan Central Asia rose by a factor of 1.5 in the
period 1960 to 1987.

92 |pbid. p. 7.

‘%3 world Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central A@iashington, DC: World Bank, 2004), p. 7.
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the total river surface flow of 22.7 BCM to the @KISSR, 44 per cent to the Kazakh
SSR, 8 per cent to the Tajik SSR and 2 per cethtetdyrgyz SSR. The protocol
stipulated annual releases from Toktogul of 9.43B@ith 75 per cent in summer
and 25 per cent in winter — a mode of operatiohhieavily favoured irrigation over
electricity generatio’® A complex set of exchanges of goods between fhebties
existed. The Kyrgyz SSR’s key tasks in the intezggté@oviet economy were provision
of water for irrigation and herding of livestock. feturn, it received oil, gas, grain

and other goods from neighbouring republics.

Thurman notes that water allocation on the locallevas reasonably equitable in
Central Asia in Soviet times, but he stressesrématseeking also formed part of the

system:

rent-seeking in water allocation is a traditiorCientral Asia that predates the Soviet
Union....during the Soviet period it merely becansneted to where it was ‘safe’,
meaning behind the office door of the planning slivi of the district water department
or executive committee...moreover... although waterside not pay for water in the
formal sense, it was possible to ‘buy’ a local mjrar, if more was required, the district
water department (usually with vodka, a sheep aneyj'®

Several interesting developments occurred in tea af water management in Central
Asia in the 1980s. One was the growing acknowledgerand awareness of the Aral
Sea crisis and the emergence, in the late perestpeiriod, of vocal and critical
environmental NGOs in Central Asia. Policy-makerd their interlocutors debated
various solutions to the crisis. One project ideznpnent among policy-makers in

this period proposed to redirect a major Siberiaerto the Aral Sea. Environmental

04 bid. The World Bank reported that the average evintleases were not expected to exceed 180
cubic meters per second.
% Thurman rrigation and poverty in Central Asja. 7.
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concerns and financial costs, however, led to #emial shelving of that proposa.
Instead, the twelfth five-year plan adopted in 1888w attention to the grave
inefficiencies in Central Asian water use and chftar the initiation of measures to
remedy this problem. The government took some stettee 1980s to enhance the
decision-making power of republican-level water istimes in the region. To support
these decentralisation moves, two basin-wide agsenrebne for the Syr Darya and
one for the Amu Darya — were established and taskidco-ordinating, controlling
and monitoring water allocation. These agenciegwaso intended to manage the
cascades of the reservoirs, water withdrawal fasliand pumping stations. The
headquarters of both basin agen¢@asseynoe Vodnoe Ob’edinenie, BW@)e
located in Uzbekistan — the Syr Darya BVO in Tastikand the Amu Darya in

Urgench®®’ Both were subordinate to the MLRWR.

Regional initiatives and chronology of agreementsfier 1991

Central Asian countries undertook various intetestaitiatives to facilitate regional
water management after independence in 1991. Bislaw overview of events and
agreements in inter-state water relations in theore The emphasis here is on
agreements related predominantly to water shariaugd-not the Aral Sea, although at
times these initiatives overlapped. Furthermorbedrs stressing that this is a
selection of only what appear to be the most reieagreements. Eric Sievers, who

has assessed legal water frameworks for Central, Astes that he found over three

408 3, Salay, 'The Soviet Union river diversion prajé@bm plan to cancellation 1976-1988hpsala
papers in economic histarpo. 10,1988.

07 E. Weinthal State making and environmental cooperation: linkiiegnestic and international
politics in Central AsigCambridge: MIT Press, 2002), p. 92.
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dozen bilateral, trilateral, quadrilateral, regibaiad CIS water agreements relevant

for the Syr Darya alon&®

‘98 E. W. Sievers, 'Water, conflict, and regional sigtn Central Asia'N.Y.U. Environmental Law
Journal,vol. 10, no. 3, 2002, p. 338.
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Year Initiative/title of Content
agreement
1987 Creation of BVO Amu Darya and BVO Syr Darya urttle auspices of MLRWR
of USSR.
1991 (12 Intermediate Old practices in water management would continu# new international
October) declaration by agreements could be elaborated and enacted.
heads of states in
Central Asia
1992 (18 ‘Agreement on Co-| Confirmed the principle of equal rights to use & tegion’s water resources
February) operation in the (article 1)*°° Established, ‘on parity conditions’, an ‘Interst&to-ordinating Water
Joint Management| Management Commission’ (ICWMC) to meet on a quartealsis, consisting of
of, Use and members from the national water management agefarigde 7) to determine
Protection of, water management policy in the region, to elabdtegads for the needs of all
Trans-boundary branches of national economy’ as well as waterlinsies and operating schedules
Water Sources’ (article 8).The ICWMC was to consist of four struesirthe ICWMC secretariat,
the ICWMC Scientific Information Centre (a renamingagfrevious Soviet
institution: the Central Asian Irrigation Instittend the Basin Water Organisations
for the Syr Darya and the Amu Darya .
1993 (26 ‘Agreement on Created additional and parallel structures to the MAfo deal with
March, Joint Activities to | comprehensive water management in light of the 8eal crisis: the Interstate
Kyzyl-Orda ) | Address Problems| Council on the Aral Sea Basin Problems (ICAS), thechtige Committee of
of the Aral Sea and ICAS, the International Fund for the Aral Sea (IFAS)
its Surrounding
Ared’
1994 ‘Programme of Included creation of the Aral Sea Basin Programnuanaprehensive regional plan
(January, Concrete Actions | of initiatives — many designed for support fronemmational donors. The ASBP
Nukus) on the was to be administered by ICAS.
Improvement of
the Ecological
Situation in the
Aral Sea Basin’
1997 (28 ‘Changes in the Reorganised the structures formed in 1993 for tte¢ Bea: executive committee d
February, Structure and ICAS and executive committee for IFAS merging intoeav IFAS. Obliged states
Almaty) Management of to make the following contributions to IFAS in U8lidrs from 1998 onwards:
IFAS and in Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan 0.3 pearafeéprofitable part of the
Management of the (national) budget’, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan Oek pent.
ASBP’
1997 (29 ‘On the Status of | Made the ICWMC a separate yet integral part of IF&®| charged the IFAS
May, the IFAS and its executive committee with the task of ‘assistingdhbavities’ of the ICWMC.
Tashkent) Corresponding However, the ICWMC apparently retained autonomy @tinued to receive
Institutions’ instructions directly from water ministries and thditical leadership of the
individual states.
1998 (17 ‘On the Use of Established the principle that water used for atiign in the summer period in the
March, Water and Energy | Toktogul reservoir was to be compensated with gnegources (coal, gas etc)
Bishkek) Resources of the | (article 4). Reservoir operation modes, energy arnsoamnd transfers were to be
Syr Darya Basin’ | approved by annual inter-governmental agreemersescban ‘decisions made by
the water, fuel and energy organisations headeddeyministers of the signatory
countries’ (article 8). The Syr Darya BVO and UDC Eyi@ were appointed as
executive bodies responsible for release schedni@&nergy transfers (Article 8).
The agreement envisioned the establishment, ahgpegified later stage, of an
International Water and Energy Consortium to sawvan executive body for the
agreement.
2000 (21 ‘On Utilisation of | Bilateral agreement between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstablishing that ‘the
January) the Water party owner [Kyrgyzstan] of the water facility ofterstate use is entitled to receive
Facilities of compensation from party user [Kazakhstan] for &< (article 3). The agreement

Interstate Use on
the Chu and Talas
Rivers’

concerned the Chu and Talas Rivers and their reseraod canals. Intended to
facilitate ‘prompt and efficient repairs’ by caljron parties to acknowledge the
necessity of using each others’ construction caigadarticle 9).

Source: compilation by D.Phil candidate

09 Article 1 reads: ‘Recognising the community anéyuof the region’s water resources, the parties
have equal rights for their use and responsikitityensuring their rational use and protection’,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan anckmenistanAgreement on co-operation in the
joint management of, use and protection of, trangralary water sourc€l8 February 1992).
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The agreements of 1992 and 1998 adjusted Soviguiiens and norms to fit new
inter-regional realities in Central Asia. The natsl bolts of the former Soviet
system — the Syr Darya and the Amu Darya BVOsrdpeblican branches of the
MLRWR, and the Central Asian Irrigation Instituteentinued to function in much
the same way, although ultimate decision-makinggrawer water quota allocations
now rested with the Central Asian states and thW¢MT, and not with decision-
makers in Moscow. There was also a considerableedeyf continuity from Soviet
times in both personnel and institutional maketoghis regard, the agreements can

be seen as inherently conservative in nature.

226



2003

1999

1998

1997

1994

1993

1992

1991

MERGE

PN

Application of Soviet principles of water allocatio

Figure 8: Institutional developments

Source: The figure is based on an unpublished diagdeveloped by Johan Gely, Swiss Agency for Dawvelot and Co-

operation, and is used here with permission

Tajikistan joins TAS

Reorganisation of
structures dealing with
ABSP problems
within IFAS

Establishment of a
regional programme:
ABSP

ICAS/IFAS:
Establishment of
Inter-Regional
Institutions

ICWC: First interstate
body created between
by the Central Asian
states

227



Norms

The agreements also enshrined important normsh#themerged during Soviet times,
among them the notion that the states had equdbrig the region’s water resources.
Article 1 of the 1992 agreement stressed ‘recoggitiie community and unity of the
region’s water resources, the parties have equiaisrifor their use and responsibility
for ensuring their rational use and protectitfiThe 1992 and 1998 agreements also
continued to stress on the pre-eminence of econaspiects — water for the

realisation of economic development and irrigafidrinterestingly, the 1992
agreement did not state that the Aral Sea crisssamdirect result of irrigation and
cotton production, saying instead that: ‘...coordmrabf action will... allow

mitigation of ecological stresses, which originaésda consequence of water resource
depletion...”**? The use of the word ‘depletion’ here was arguabigisnomer, and
was indicative of the rhetorical steps Central Aseaders took to obscure the causal
links between irrigation and the reduction in tlhralidy and amounts of water flowing

into the Aral Sea.

New in the context of norms that came in the wakaedependence was the
introduction of consensus. Each state was to hqual eveight in the new institutions,
and decisions had to be unanimous. The new watgmghmechanisms did not,
therefore, force the states to yield sovereigntyugora-national organs, but instead

offered a way to entrench their newly-won indepéerneae

10 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan @ntkmenistanAgreement on co-operation in

the joint management of, use and protection ofjgfaoundary water sourq@8 February 1992).

“I1 The opening sentence in the 1992 agreement wadetby the necessity of approved and

organised solutions of the problems of joint mamagyet of water of interstate sources and in further

Ellélrsuance of agreed policy of economic developrardtraising of people’s standards of living...’
Ibid.
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Organisational structures

The ICWMC consisted of one representative from eachtry, and had a secretariat
located in Tashkent. It was tasked with decidingvarter schedules every six
months*® The Scientific Information Centre, also located ashkent (as previously)
was supposed to supply the necessary data andétsdor the secretariat and the
ICWMC. The BVOs were to implement the decisionshef ICWMC. The Amu
Darya BVO was charged with managing the water floihe Amu Darya and its
tributaries. It had offices in Tashkent, Kurgan &({fajikistan), Turkmenabat
(Turkmenistan), Urgench (Uzbekistan) and Tahkiatastbekistan). The Syr Darya
BVO was to control the flow of the tributary rives§ Naryn (downstream of, ambt
including, Toktogul and the hydropower cascade,Karadarya, Chirchik and Syr
Darya as far down as Chardara reseriilthe Syr Darya BVO had offices in

Tashkent, Charvak, Gulistan, Chirchik and Uckur@ahin Uzbekistan).

It was intended that the BVOs manage many of therdion facilities, hydro-systems
and inter-state canals. There were neverthelesdisant limits to the tasks allocated
to the BVOs: national water ministries and comrestevere granted official control
of the major diversion for the larger canals (like Karakum canal in Turkmenistan
and Uzbekistan). The Syr Darya downstream of ther@dra reservoir was managed
by the separate Aral Syr Darya BVO — an agency ukdeakhstan’s State
Committee of Water Resourc&s Other reports question whether, from the 1990s

onwards, the BVOs really played a meaningful ahelvent role in water diversion

“3p. Donalek, O. Mandrugina and R. Rudbérgsessment for USAID/CAR on the transboundary
water and energy nexus in Central Aislashington, DC: Advanced Engineering Associates
International, 2004), p. 20.

14 bid.

“12 bid.
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and maintenance, as they lacked status, legitimadyfunds. Kyrgyzstan was
reported to be particularly sceptical about the By&eeing them as biased towards
Uzbekistan (where BVO headquarters were locdtédt the local level, it seemed
that the province and district departments of thigonal water ministries were
carrying out the actual work of regulating watemfs, with the BVOs relegated to

information gathering and reportifiy.

Key provisions in the agreements

The 1992 agreement solidified several general ies, but did not establish
detailed procedures and quotas. The allocationapémyear by year proved difficult.
The core problem involved the compensations thagyastan had received in Soviet
times from neighbouring states in return for kegglme Toktogul reservoir in
irrigation mode. These compensations were not roeeti or stipulated in the 1992
agreement. The states nevertheless engaged iy gednbcbilateral or trilateral
negotiations that attempted to fix compensation¥Kiggyzstan in relation to water

quotas*®

416 K. Wegerich, 'Coping with disintegration of a nisteasin management system: multi-dimensional
issues in Central Asidlyater Policyno. 6, 2004.

“I7 Interview, representative of Fergana province aistration (section on water management issues)
Fergana, 6 April 2005. Interview, representativé\nflijan province administration (section on water
management issues) Andijan, 4 April 2005.

“18 These annual agreements had several problematictaspirst was the barter element: inflated and
arbitrary prices made it difficult to determine atjty in exchanges, in particular since marketgsin
Central Asia for coal, gas and fuel oil quickly eato align with world market prices, whereas
electricity prices were kept low due to greatetestantrol over this sector. A second problem came
with the annual agreements, rather than multi-peavisions. These made it difficult to plan and
provide for accumulation of surplus in water steragwhich had been the original purpose of the
Toktogul reservoir. Storage levels gradually fell April 1998 reaching as low as 7.2 BCM (5.5 BCM
is the dead storage level, while 19.5 MCM is thexiimam). The third problem involved getting
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan to comply and providespleeified amounts of fossil fuels. Finally, the
annual negotiations were problematic because #hajed to be lengthy — so as a result, the actual
agreements were not initiated before the wateasele for the summer were to start.(Donalek et al.,
Assessment for USAID/CAR on the transboundary wateeaan)y nexus in Central Asig/orld
Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Apia

230



The 1998 agreement was an attempt to regulatecandifise thesad hocannual
negotiations and to encourage the introductionegf principles and procedures, such
as monetary payments instead of balteHowever, water sharing, barter

negotiations and associated problems continuedurhrthe same fashion.

Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan, on the sidelines ottrdlicts and problems concerning
co-operation over the Syr Darya basin, also netgatibilaterally on another river
basin. In 2000, they concluded a bilateral agre¢menwo other rivers — the Chu and
Talas — which run from northern Kyrgyzstan intoth@un Kazakhstan, with no links
to the Syr Darya or the Amu Darya. As with the Byrya, there had been problems
with downstream floods. Moreover, Kyrgyzstan waliing it increasingly difficult to
maintain its reservoirs and water facilities. TIO®Q@ agreement was remarkable in
several ways. It enshrined the principle that tla¢ewuser (Kazakhstan) had the
responsibility to assist with maintenance and tmpensate the owner of the water
facilities (Kyrgyzstanf?° Middle-level managers in the national water miryist
Bishkek, however, have mentioned that the agreehsnnot led to actual monetary
transfers from Kazakhstan to Kyrgyzstan. The ‘conga¢ion’ has been the
deployment of Kazakhstan’s own water engineersipagent and resources for

repairs on Kyrgyzstan's territory. The agreemens wavertheless considered

“19 Features encouraged but not firmly put in plactuited the introduction of monetary exchanges
instead of barter, and the use of lines of crédiorid Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Asia
p. 8.)

420 according to Article 3: ‘the party owner of the teafacility of interstate use is entitled to raeei
compensation from the party use of the facilitytfoe costs needed to provide safe and reliable
operation.’ Article 9 notes that: ‘for the purpasfgorompt and efficient repairs and reconstructbn
the water facilities of inter state use, the partiball acknowledge the necessity to use constnycti
repair, operation and industrial capacities of eattler.” Kazakhstan and KyrgyzstAgreement
between the Government of the Kazakh Republic an@dvernment of the Kyrgyz Republic on the
use of water management facilities of intergovemtalestatus on the rivers Chu and Ta(@4.01,
2000).
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important in facilitating these activities — whiklyrgyzstan’s water managers saw as

both necessary and desirable in the face of pigé&siancial and personnel shortages.

Many of the above regional agreements on wateud®d provisions for the exchange
and free passage of water management personnebkdmaders in the provinces.
However, in the Fergana Valley, according to trealdevel water management
representatives in Uzbekistan interviewed for thesis, local-level law enforcement
and customs agencies in Kyrgyzstan posed seriata@bs. Local-level state agents
in Kyrgyzstan prevented Uzbekistan’s water engisdé@m inspecting or repairing
canals on Kyrgyzstan'’s territory on the pretext thay lacked the proper customs

declarations or visa!

National water strategies of the Central Asian stats

Several general trends in strategies and positiaritee part of each of the Central
Asian states emerged in the period 1991 to 200vBEsummarise the main

patterns for each state, before turning to twos#sat reveal some of the central
dynamics of inter-state relations. The initial oxrew of the states’ positions, interests
and strategies is intended to help the readerrtaigage with the developments to be

presented in the two cases.

421 Source: see note 417 above.
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Kyrgyzstan

Kyrgyzstan actively engaged in multilateral co-@tiem on water management, but
was under no circumstances willing to yield conteér its reservoirs to supra-
national bodies. National control over water researwas perceived as an issue of
sovereignty and an inherent value— as well as aoitant bargaining chip vis-a-vis
the other countries in the region. In 1997 theamati parliament voted to develop a
law that would make water a saleable commotiftKyrgyzstan's engagement in
multilateral forums was motivated by the desirede the principle of compensation
established. Kyrgyzstan sought compensation fontlter that it could not use for
electricity generation in the winter, as well aslseg for the money, personnel and
input that went into maintaining the reservoird thenefited downstream countries.
The Chu Talas agreement testified to Kyrgyzstarllingness to co-operate and
engage in diplomatic solutions, as long as thededi threaten sovereignty issues

related to control over its reservoirs.

Tajikistan

Tajikistan shared many of Kyrgyzstan’s strategies autlooks during this period.
With good hydro-generation capacities, and expansfdhat capacity expected in the
near future, it resisted any prospects of multikdteontrol over national water
installations. Instead, it sought to secure poktsés for export and transmission of
hydro-generated electricity. The latter provedidifit, as Uzbekistan refused to

receive surplus energy from Tajikistan. Tajikistaan agreed with Kyrgyzstan and

4223 L. O'Hara, 'Central Asia’s water resources: @mporary and future management issiwater
Resources Developmenrgl. 16, no. 3, 2000.
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Kazakhstan to construct a major new transmissiahtgrough these countries so as
to circumvent Uzbekistan, and make export to Kagtkihand Russia possible. Like
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan had a generally weak positmwvards Uzbekistan, and water
was one of the few bargaining chips at its dispo&gjikistan was less vocal than
Kyrgyzstan on the need for compensation for masntea of water installations —
possibly because the Amu Darya was less regulbtadthe Syr Darya. Tajikistan
was not party to the 1998 agreement on the Syrd)dmyt claimed later that it saw
the agreement as a possible model for the Amu Dérygelcomed an expression of

interest by Kazakhstan in investing in Tajikistaimglropower sector.

Uzbekistan

Uzbekistan consistently pursued a strategy of gtheming unilateral control and
resisted efforts by other states to introduce plas of compensation for water
maintenance, services and delivery. It upgradeoWwts reservoirs and capacities for
water regulation and storage, and opposed enenggrisand transfers through its
territory. The choice to sign the 1998 agreemehickvintroduced the principle of
monetary or barter payment for sumne&ctricity exports from Kyrgyzstan to
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, was a first step towaetmingful multilateral co-
operation, and a rare exception from Uzbekistasigaupolicy line on water.
However, in the water-rich years that followed, Bkistan did not enter into
negotiations or adhere to the agreement. Uzbekigtdran interest in gaining the
greatest possible control over water reservoith@upstream countries — but was
reluctant to do so as long as it would entail idtrcing principles of monetary

compensation for reservoir services or water datge
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Kazakhstan

By contrast, Kazakhstan was an initiator and fiupmorter of regional co-operation
on water issues, and was keen to increase conteoheater management, delivery
times and quotas. As the user furthest downstr&arakhstan was receiving
polluted and salinated water, which spurred itergst in finding ways of
guaranteeing certain standards of water qualiitially it favoured an irrigation
mode for the Toktogul reservoir, but later seem@d Between two factions in the
political leadership, one supporting irrigation awbther opting for electricity
generation. Kazakhstan also saw cheap electrimty Kyrgyzstan as potentially
beneficial for economic and industrial regeneraptans for the southern provinces.
Kazakhstan’s role in forging the Chu-Talas agreemes indicative of a willingness
to contribute relatively more to inter-state inliti@s, due to its stronger economic
position, in return for viable, predictable and katvrle water-sharing mechanisms in

the region.

Case 1: The Toktogul reservoir and barter agreemesst

There was a remarkably consistent and trouble@naith inter-state negotiations and
barter deals on water in the period 1991 to 2004s€ deals solely concerned
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, and weeetlyrlinked with the

functioning of Central Asia’s largest water resefl/ektogul. Two important
structural issues underpinned the problem. Onelyagyzstan’s considerable

dependence on gas from Uzbekistan. The other veasiortance of the Toktogul
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water reserves for agricultural production in Uzb&n and, to a lesser extent, in

Kazakhstan.

As noted above, in 1992 the Central Asian statesealjto continue operating
principles for water sharing similar to those ovtedtimes. However, Uzbekistan and
Kazakhstan now charged for gas deliveries thatdnaediously been allocated
automatically at little or no cost to the KyrgyzRayrgyzstan had been receiving a
high share of energy inputs from Uzbekistan, ggsanticular. Deliveries continued
after 1991, but Kyrgyzstan quickly accumulated gomdebt. In 1994 this debt stood
at USD 12 million, an amount augmented by Uzbehistdecision that year to raise

the price per cubic metre by nearly thirty per ¢éht

With the build-up of debt, Uzbekistan periodicallyeatened and even implemented
cuts in its wintertime gas deliveries to Kyrgyzsiarhe 1990s, resulting in serious
heating and electricity crisé&' The disputes over energy payment followed intense
but regular negotiation patterns. Kyrgyz delegatiamould visit Uzbekistan every
autumn and winter to discuss payment for debtsroedun the past year. The
members of these delegations would usually be hefdtie state energy and gas
corporations (Kyrgyzgaz, Kyrgyzenergo and Uztraayga the case of serious
disputes, the negotiations would move up to thaigeminister level. In 1995
President Akaev himself intervened and pushed &miation, telephoning President

Karimov and President Nazarbaev direétfy.

423'Bol'shie igry s primeneniem gazdechernii Bishkekl6 December 1994.

4241y eto nevozmozhno poverifechernii Bishkek3 June 1994. 'Bez gaza plokho. No i s gazom
tozhe'Vechernii Bishkek24 November 1994.

42>'Pro gaz eshe ra¥echernii Bishkekl2 January 1995; 'Gorim. bez gax&chernii Bishkek20
October 1998.
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Over half of Kyrgyzstan’'s payment for Uzbek gas eambarter goods, and much of
the negotiations centred on this issue. Kyrgyzdtanier goods usually included meat
and flour. In 1998/1999 Kyrgyzstan sent 10 thoudang of flour set at the price of

USD 320 per ton in order to cover USD 3.2 milliordiebt??°

It is against the backdrop of Kyrgyzstan's sevexrgnpent crises towards Uzbekistan
that disputes over water sharing need to be uratetsFaced with cuts in gas
deliveries and payment problems, Kyrgyzstan inaddke winter releases of water
from Toktogul in order to produce electricity fés bwn national consumption.
According to a World Bank study, in the period fra®91 to 2000 average water
releases during the summer fell to 45.6 per cehileweleases during winter rose
from 25 to 55.4 per cefit! This pattern marked a departure from Soviet timémn
the Toktogul water resources had been primarilgriesi for summer irrigation (75
per cent of water in summer, 25 per cent in wintéglso deviated from the spirit
and letter (however vague the formulations) oft82 agreement’s pledge to

continue with old water management practices.

In response to Kyrgyzstan's increased tendencgéolioktogul for energy generation
instead of irrigation, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistanenannuabd hocagreements to
buy electricity from Kyrgyzstan in the summer -stpurchase would then guarantee
the release of water for irrigation at the exauietithat the downstream countries
would need if?® Many of these practices had developed before 19a&ecame
codified with the agreement that year. As notedesshat critically and bitterly by

Uzbekistan’s representative and the director of ND@VSecretariat V. A. Dukhovny:

426'Gaz: problemy prodolzhaiutsi¥’echernii Bishkekl9 May 1999.
“2"\World Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Agia4.
%8 |bid. p. 7.
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In the beginning of the 1990s Kyrgyzstan unilatgrehanged the regime of
releases from the Toktogul hydropower station fioigation to energy, and the
agreement from 1998 in reality ‘legalised’ thesevitees and set the precedent of
hydroelectric egoism, recognised only the intere6energy and used water as a
factor of political pressur&’

Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan paid for the electritigy received in the summer by
delivering gas and fuel oil to Kyrgyzstan in thenterr. The deliveries equalled the
cost of theelectricitythat had been imported in the summer. The pangesr agreed
to payment for water as such, or payment for maaree costs of reservoirs.
Importantly, Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan were fregeitide every year how much
water to draw from Toktogul in the summer (or, maceurately, how much
electricity to trigger water release). In yearshvatnple rainfall, they did not need to
draw on it in a substantial way — and hence woade fno obligations to import and
pay for summer electricity. Water-rich years puskgdyyzstan back into payment
crisis for Uzbekistani gas and reintroduced theessity of using the Toktogul water

resources to produce electricity for domestic camsion in the winter.

The 1998 agreement was hailed as a landmark achéente- offering hope for a

solution to disputes over water sharing. Howeves,ttvo years following the 1998

agreement were marked by intense hostilities asuties over water. 1999 was a

water-rich year, enabling Kazakhstan and Uzbekisiairaw less on the Toktogul

resources and more on their own domestic sourdes; therefore insisted that they
430

had no obligation to deliver fuel and gas to Kympgn. " Kyrgyzstan in turn released

water for electricity in the winter, while Uzbelast retaliated by cutting off gas

429/, A. Dukhovnyi,Kommentarii k otchetu Vsemirnogo Bar{Rashkent: Official letter to the World
Bank, 2004).

*30'Sjurpriz ot sosedeN/echernii Bishkekl9 August 1998; 'Peregovory prodolzhaiutsigchernii
Bishkek26 November 1999.
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supplies altogether, on the pretext of shortfalldébt payments” These difficulties
spurred segments of Kyrgyzstan's elite to demaatiilater should be treated as a

saleable commodity in inter-regional affairs.

The year 2000 was marked by little rainfall, whiel to severe drought conditions in
some areas of Uzbekistan and Kazakh$tiNloreover, levels in the Toktogul
reservoir were low, due to excessive releases tdrwahead hocoperation had left
Toktogul’'s managers unable to build up their myéar storage of large volumes of

water?3

The rhetoric on water at the official top level amithin the context of TAS stood in
sharp contrast to the actual tit-for-tat strateg¢fied Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan
employed in 1999 and 2000. A key outcome of thauahmeeting of TAS heads of
state in Ashgabat on 9 April 1999 was a joint detlan. This stressed that ‘before
the 2F' century [the Central Asian States] consider nergds give a hew pulse to
development of mutually advantageous, equal intsigartnership and a deepening of
cooperation in a political, economic and welfafe’If*® Article 8 of the same

statement noted that:

Presidents of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistamrkimenistan and Uzbekistan
recognizing that water always was the major compbimerelations between neighbours
in the region have agreed that development of watarurces should have an
ecosystematical approach, be carried out by treoredole way that is not rendering
mutual damage, in view of interests of all sided abservance of principles of good

“31'peregovory prodolzhaiutsi®’echernii Bishkek26 November 1999.

32'y/oda - tsennee zolot&/echernii Bishkekl3 June 1998.

433 K. Wegerich, 'Natural drought or human made wsgarcity in Uzbekistan®entral Asia and the
Caucasusyol. 14, no. 2, 2001; See also Wegerich, 'Copiitg disintegration of a river-basin
management system: multi-dimensional issues inr@lefisia’.

“34\World Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Asia

35 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan ntkmenistardoint statement of the heads of
states Ashgabat sumn(@ April 1999).
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neighbourhood and the mutual benefit, promotingdase of the level of agroindustrial

development, corresponding to the tasks of foctesyly of the United Nations for the

21% century™®*®

Despite these pledges, the pattern of water ndgotgoutlined above continued
however after 2000. In 2002, the Toktogul reserag@in reached dangerously low
levels — 7.5 BCM by April 2002. Many of the annagreements were also concluded
too late and after the start of the growing seasdxpril (see table below’*’ In
water-scarce years, the advantage tilted in Kyrgyes favour, increasing the
likelihood that Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan wouldweelneeded supplies to
Kyrgyzstan. In water-rich years, however, the dyieanchanged, and Kazakhstan and
Uzbekistan would reduce their requests for watdrtae corresponding delivery of
barter goods. Uzbekistan even failed to attend swinttee annual negotiation

rounds — a violation of the 1998 agreent&htn 2001 new disagreements made it
necessary for the prime ministers to attempt teestiie issue over the phone. The
Kyrgyz prime minister, Kurmanbek Bakiev, threatetbekistan with winter use of
Toktogul. In a comment to the newspapechernii BishkekBakiev stated, ‘if our
neighbour ignores this question, it means thatensummer there will be serious

problems with water for irrigation from the Toktdgaservoir'#3

A World Bank study of delivery of barter goods lretperiod 1999-2002 shows that
Kyrgyzstan, as well as Uzbekistan and Kazakhstaled to adhere fully to agreed
guotas of water releases or barter goods. IntagggtiKazakhstan performed slightly

better than Uzbekistan in meeting its obligatian&Kyrgyzstan.

3 |bid., Article 8.

“3"World Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Agig. 8-9.

38 Interview, representative Ministry of Water Managt Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 11 February 2005;
439 Argumenty i fakty' Vechernii Bishkek21 December 2001.
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Table 14: Contributions to inter-state exchanges imvater and energy 1999-2002

Indicators ‘ Units 1999 2000 2001 2002
Trilat. 1Apr.
02 Bilat. Kyr-
Date of signature 29 May 19993 July 2000 | 20 May 2001Uz, 6 May 02
Bilat. Kyr-
Kaz, 9 July 02
Toktogul As of 1 Jan 135 14.5 11.9 104
Reservoir As of 1 Apr 10.4 11 8.7 7.5
volume As of 1 Oct| BCM 16.3 13.7 12.1 17.4
AgreedActual AgreedActual| Agreed Actual|AgreedActual

Water release during
\vegetation period from BCM 6.5 | 5.06/ 6.5 6.5 5.9 5.9 6 3.
Toktogul Reservoir

o)

Kyrgyzstan Export

Power to Quantity GWh 1100 585,3580 | 673.6 1100 | 912.4 1100 | 422.7
Kazakhstan |Price USD/KWh 2 1 1 1
Power to Quantity GWh 110d 970 1905 1925.6100 | 1038.1 1100 | 523.3
Uzbekistan |Price USD/kWh 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34
Kyrgyzstan Import

Natural gas  |Quantity MCM 500 | 331| 422| 430/6700 | 593.9 490 | 360
from

Uzbekistan | Price USD/KCM 54.174 54.174 54.174 54.174
Coal from Quantity 000' tons 566.’7 572 | 362.5/331.1| 618 | 466.5 500 | 165.3
Kazakhstan |Price USD/ton 30 16 16 21

Source: World Bank, Water and energy nexus in @eAsia: improving regional cooperation in the $yarya basin
(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2004) pp. 8-9

At the end of this chapter, | offer an analysis©ofv best to account for the failures to
co-operate on the Toktogul reservoir and othereissHere let me simply highlight
some of the features which stand out in the badgpotiations over Toktogul. One is
the extent to which the 1998 agreement seems t® $&xved more as a codification
of existing behaviour rather than a developmeritiolamentally new inter-state
practices. The novel elements of the agreemesettik provisions encouraging the
states to use monetary instruments rather thaerdarthe exchanges, were never
realised. The 1998 agreement was phrased in garerad and gave few specific
directions for action. In fact, the year immedigtigllowing the agreement saw some
of the worst disputes over water — a testimonyéolimited utility of the agreement.
The well-developed mechanisms for inter-state nagjohs seemed to exist

independently of any formal codification of diplomcaexchanges and practices.
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Negotiations followed a set course: the state canegaundertook an initial round; if
disputes occurred, the states formed delegati@aldd by the deputy prime minister,
to enter into bilateral negotiations; if disputesitinued, the disputes were solved at
the highest level, that of the heads of state. & Imegjotiations werad hog yet the
interactions seemed to follow a set of dense infbmules and shared outlooks among

the negotiating parties.

Case 2: The Water and Energy Consortium (WEC)

The above case looked at barter arrangements aeemgnts linked to the Toktogul
reservoir. The second case also relates to Toktbgukentres on efforts to establish

a supra-national solution to the water and eneegys in Central Asia.

In 1998, on the sidelines of negotiations for tA8& framework agreement,
Uzbekistan launched the idea of establishing a Waatd Energy Consortium. The
central proposals were to link water and energytiations, to create long-term
solutions and to let one multilateral body goveothbwater and energy issues. The
idea re-surfaced at the TAS heads of state summid02. This time, it formed part of
an initiative by Kazakhstan to establish three odiies. one for food production, one
for water/energy and one for transport. Kazakhstarght to generate co-operation
under TAS auspices on substantial issues as wphoasding a mechanism for

international donors to contribute financially aedhnically to TAS initiatives.

President Nazarbaev, on behalf of the four TASstaisked the World Bank to take

the lead on developing plans for a Water and En€aysortium. The World Bank
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was charged with developing an initial ‘concept’ fioe consortium. Initially, it
willingly seized on this opportunity, which matchiéslown policy aims of promoting
regional co-operation in Central Asia. It commis&d the comprehensive policy
report ‘Water and energy nexus in Central Asia’ torchulated the ‘concept of
establishing the international water and energysodium of member countries of the
Central Asian Cooperation organisation’, later gmnally agreed upon by
representatives of the states in the re§f8According to the concept, the objectives

of the proposed consortium were as follows:

ensuring optimum ratio between energy and irrigatiperating regimes of water
reservoirs’ cascade taking into account the anandllong-term/perennial cycles of flows
and balances of water and fuel-and-energy resguaitieacting investments for
reconstruction of existing and for constructiomefv water, fuel and energy
entities/projects with a view of development anéaive utilisation of water-energy
capacities; establishment of conditions for indakand technological cooperation in
water and fuel-energy sectors; increasing theipeiqpotential and introduction of
progressive technologié¥'

The central idea of the new WEC initiative seemiaee been to increase the
remuneration from cheap electricity generation @aneinsure that all four countries
would reap direct benefits— Uzbekistan, for examipyereceiving cheap electricity
and transit revenue from Kyrgyzstan's export oteleity to countries like
Afghanistan. The countries would jointly searchtfoe right balance between
irrigation and electricity generation, and new isiveents would enable the
consortium to upgrade the reservoirs so that etégtgeneration would cause less

damage to irrigation schedules.

“0p Donalek et alAssessment for USAID/CAR on the transboundary wateeaargy nexus in
Central Asia p. 31.

41 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Tajiki€€ancept of establishing the International Water
and Energy Consortium of member countries of thataeAsia Cooperation Organization’(draft)
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However, the initial concept was — as an offiamUzbekistan remarked to a USAID
consulting team — only ‘philosophy’; further desigmd implementation of the
consortium remained unrealis€d The World Bank report ‘Water and energy nexus
in Central Asia’ of February 2004 was the firseatpt at proposing concrete
strategies and mechanisms for a launch of WEC. ddngprehensive report provided
a detailed economic analysis of the options and@mac rewards with regard to
setting the Toktogul reservoir to irrigation orehecity modes. It strongly advocated
the introduction of compensation to the upstreaontiies when they were required
to forsake power generation for irrigation, andvled economic models for
measuring the benefits from agriculture and hydvesrogeneratioi*® It also
advocated various institutional improvements, Bganding the remit of ICWMC to
include energy and environmental concerns; makii@ BByr Darya the regulator of
inter-state water operations and ensuring that payifor water services should be
made on the basis of certification by BVO; enabliogh BVO Syr Darya and UDC
Energia to draw staff from all riparian states aedome truly international
organisations, and making UDC Energia the opettre regional pool and

corporatising and internationalising'{t.

The World Bank proposals evoked strong and critieplies from some of the states
in the region. Professor V. A. Dukhovny, directbttee ICWC and Uzbekistan’s
representative, wrote a hard-hitting four-page cemtary on the World Bank report,
in which he warned of the dangers associated witeased demand for electricity on

the part of neighbouring powers (Russia, Indianp@tand Pakistan) and the

42 Donalek et al.Assessment for USAID/CAR on the transboundary wateeaend)y nexus in
Central Asiap. 31.

“3World Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Agip, 11-19.

“bid. p. 19.
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possibility that Kyrgyzstan in the future might deft on previous commitments to
maintain the status quo in water quota allocateoms$timing. Dukhovny also argued
that water constituted a common resource, andvansed against any moves toward
introducing monetary compensation fof“tin my interviews with other
representatives of Uzbekistan in regional watetitutgons, several respondents
commented, with reference to the report, that tleeltMBank was biased and

championed only the interests of Kyrgyzstéh.

In a note to its ‘development partners’, the Wakhk summarised the responses to
the report. Three issues had proven particuladplematic: differing perceptions
among the states at to what the consortium shajldiffering positions among the
states on the Toktogul reservoir and the Syr Daayd;the fact that even with
optimum co-operation (‘perfect’ balance betweeigation and electricity) among the
Syr Darya riparian states, Kyrgyzstan would st&léd additional power-generating

capacity to meet its winter energy defftit.

According to the World Bank note, Kyrgyzstan peveelithe consortium primarily as
a vehicle to raise funds for the construction ef lKambarata power stations near
Toktogul. Tajikistan saw it as a way to enhanceperation in the Amu Darya basin,
in particular on the Vakhsh River and the plannedu® and Sangtuda hydropower

stations. Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan saw it as paramity to improve the operation

445\, A. DukhovnyiKommentarii k otchetu Vsemirnogo Bar(Rashkent: Official letter to the World
Bank, 2004).

4 Interview, representative of Uzbekistan to theinational Fund for Saving the Aral Sea,
Dushanbe, 11 April 2005; interview, Technical dioeddgency for Implementing GEF projects
(IFAS), Tashkent, 30 March 2005.

“47World Bank,A revised approach to World Bank and Development Restinvolvement in the area
of Water—Energy Cooperation in Central Agkimaty: World Bank, 2005), p. 2.
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of the Toktogul reservoir to ensure winter energgeayation for Kyrgyzstan and

summer irrigation supplies for themselV&5.

The differing positions on Toktogul and the Syr ¥zamcluded the Kyrgyz view that
water should be sold to the downstream states. kisthe by contrast stressed that
solutions should be based on the international fegaeworks for trans-boundary
rivers, such as the Helsinki Agreement. MoreovethliKazakhstan and Uzbekistan
indicated mistrust towards Kyrgyzstan: key stafgeesentatives thought that even if
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan were to honour the 1§88anent completely,
Kyrgyzstan would fail to do so because of the [g¢esice of energy shortages during

winter *4°

The World Bank note also stressed that Kyrgyzstanl@gvcontinue to need to draw
on its hydropower during the winter season, in pagause the two thermal plants
that could alleviate Toktogul were in such poorditon that they generated only 1.1
to 1.2 billion kwh — rather than the 4.1 billion kihey were designed to produce.
This problem further complicated the initiationao€omprehensive agreement on the

Syr Darya.

Crucially, the note observed several new trendsttieaWorld Bank saw as altering
the grounds for initiating the WEC. The downstreauntries had in recent years
invested in water storage facilities that allowleern to better re-regulate winter flows
and invest in the increase of flow capacity oftikers to handle large flows during

the winter. Uzbekistan had completed the constraadif control facilities to create a

8 |bid.
49 |bid.
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reservoir in the Arnasay Depression. Two additioraervoirs were under
construction in Uzbekistan: Razaksay and Kangulséi, storage capacities of 650—
750 MCM and 300 MCM respectively. These were tdilkerl with water from the
tributaries of the Syr Darya and by the winter askes from Toktogul. A third
reservoir, Karmanksay, with 690 MCM capacity, we® an the advanced planning
stages. The completion of these reservoirs wouwddige additional storage of 2.5
BCM, according to World Bank estimates. Wintertirmkase from Kyrgyzstan of 3
BCM was seen as a realistic future scenario, eéveome of the worst years had seen
releases of 6 BCM:? Similarly, the World Bank reported that Kazakhsteas
improving the conveyance capacity of the Syr Dalyanstream, so that its winter

flows could reach the Aral Sea, rather than cauouyls in southern Kazakhstan.

The vocal and critical reactions from the regicstates, coupled with these new
developments, led the World Bank to shift its ajpio It decided to abandon efforts
to generate multi-country and multi-year agreemalasg the lines of a WEC, and
instead chose to focus on three areas: Work wittvidiual countries on solving
power and water management issues; work with KastakhKyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan to improve energy co-operation amongttiiee; and work with all
countries to analyse long-term energy potentiatsyide international experience in
energy co-operation and improve operational pldriseToktogul reservoit>* A

year after the World Bank note, the World Bank oegi co-operation manager for

Central Asia confirmed this new direction, conterglin an interview for this thesis

50| fact, the 2004 World Bank note found that tvey kchallenges persisted: (1) the 2.5 BCM storage
capacity (some of which would be for tributary riz@nd not for the winter releases, thus not amgidi
the possibility of floods with 6 BCM, and also iryd/ears the system would not be sustainable); (2)
the increase in energy needs in Kyrgyzstan, predliti grow at a rate of 1.2% per year from 2005 to
35(225, which would trigger winter releases grediant6 BCM.

Ibid.
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that the only possible solution to the water clmgjks of the region was to be found
within each of the individual states — and thatldevel water efficiency and
constructions of additional reservoirs were the tm@ble areas to prioritis82 He

also provided some insights on a situation thatdresn after the World Bank had
given up on the WEC in May 2004. Kazakhstan walsmtshing for the

establishment of all three consortia, includingwaer-energy nexus. The World
Bank, however, refused to spend its own resourceagage further with these issues.
In turn Kazakhstan asked the World Bank to consitlt Kazakhstan (all World

Bank human resource input was paid by Kazakhstashantinue to outline potential

structures and modes of operation of a WETC.

Several interesting issues emerge from this assggsshattempts to establish a WEC.
The first was the rhetoric of commitment to a WHE( ¢he willingness to co-operate
during the TAS summits. This rhetoric contrastethvie parallel unilateral efforts of
Uzbekistan in particular, but also Kazakhstan reate reservoirs that altered the
rationale for joint solutions along the lines dMEC. Second, the WEC case
demonstrated the positions of Kyrgyzstan and Uzteki Uzbekistan seemed totally
unwilling to enter co-operation schemes that warttench principles of
compensation for water deliveries. Kyrgyzstan,itopart, would under no
circumstances delegate control over its resertoissmultilateral body. And thirdly,
the negotiations were affected by the prevalenguistrust among the countries in
the region, and the reluctance of Uzbekistan tsiclen ambitious and large-scale

schemes for energy generation for export and indiistevelopment. Had Uzbekistan

52 Interview, regional programme co-ordinator, Wdlahk Central Asia regional office, Almaty, 28
April 2005.
3 bid.
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committed itself to a multilateral solution, it dduhave gained a stake in, and

achieved some degrees of control over, future esipann hydropower generation.

‘Indirect rule’ and water inefficiency

Above, | outlined attempts at tackling the watealtdnge on the inter-state level. The
water crisis in Central Asia was, however, alsselp linked with intra-state and
local-level processes. The failure to provide eadpbverning mechanisms on the
village and district levels for agriculture and ®amanagement was one important
cause of the water shortages in the region. Thisgéacontributed to the shrinking of
the Aral Sea and also made inter-state relationgadar management more difficult

and tense.

Earlier | noted that water inefficiency in Centhadia was exceptionally high. The
withdrawals of water per irrigated hectare wereessovely large (12, 000-14, 000
m3/ha or more§>* Frequently, however, this water did not reachititended fields.

A large-scale assessment in 2001 of 11 districkamakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan found serious shortcomings in irrigatioidl drainage systems, and most
farmers claimed there had been no maintenancédqodst decade. Nine out of
eleven districts had ‘poor’ canal systems. Theridistwith ‘adequate’ canal systems
were in Uzbekistan, where efforts at continuingrafiens and maintenance (O&M)
had been more substantfalin most of the assessment sites, the researaherd f

that around half of the water was lost betweersthece and the farm intake — a

“>“World Banklrrigation in Central Asia(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2003).
“>* Thurmanlirrigation and poverty in Central Asia: a field assenen001), p. 16.
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figure considerably higher than the estimated ayemnveyance losses in Central

Asia of 30 per cert®

Table 15: District-level survey of irrigation and drainage systems

District Conditi | Unreliable | Upstream | Confl | Condition of Salini Water
(name of village | on of water capture ict? drainage system| sation? | logging?
or farm) canal supply? within
system area
studied?

Kazakhstan
Otrar Poor Yes No No Poor Yes Yes
(Shoymanov)
Otrar (Otrar) Poor Yes No No Poor Yes Yes
Syr Darya Poor Yes No No Poor Yes Yes
(lllyasov)
Syr Darya Poor Yes No No Poor Yes Yes
(Tokmaganbetov)
Kyrgyzstan
Talas Poor Yes No Tens| Poor No No

on
Kara Bora Poor Yes Yes Yes Ok No No
Aravan Poor Yes Yes Yes Ok No No
Kadamjan Poor Yes Yes Tensi Ok No No

on
Uzbekistan
Nishan Ok No No No Poor Yes Yes
(Pakhtabad)
Nishan Ok Yes Yes Tensi| Poor Yes Yes
(Turkmenistan) on
Elkkala Poor Yes Yes Yes Poor Yes Yes

Source: M. Thurman, Irrigation and poverty in CatAsia: a field assessment (Washington, DC: WBddk, 2001) p. 16

A primary reason for this inefficiency stemmed fréme material aspects of water
management: decaying infrastructure for irrigatmil drainage due to reductions in
expenditure on operation and maintenance. There g&ious shortcomings in the
quality of the irrigation infrastructure construdte the Soviet period. This problem
was augmented by cuts in spending after 89The lack of financial resources was
therefore at the centre of the efficiency problenwater management, but other

aspects also contributed significantly to the peahl

%% |bid.
57 |bid.
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Information deficits

Kai Wegerich notes that in Central Asia, the natlomater authorities allocated and
distributed water quota to province-level authestithese in turn allocated and
distributed water to the districts, which then edlted and distributed to farrfs.
Allocation decisions were taken in a top—down manhke introduction of water
user associations (WUAS) in Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstagh Tajikistan was expected to
change this system, since farmers would order weptetas and pay for these (see
below) — but in fact it is uncertain whether theabshment of WUAs actually
altered the old allocation practices. Wegerich sitii@t at each level the
administrative units bargained for maximum wate, there were also high costs in
information, monitoring and enforcement costs — tnade contributed to inefficiency.
Findings from my fieldwork lend support to Wegetgchrgument. One NGO
representative in Jalalabad (Kyrgyzstan) workingvater issues stressed that there
was firm reluctance on the part of farmers and level officials to pass on any
negative information to their superiors in theetatireaucracy. This meant that the
regional or central authorities had little or naWhedge of actual water conditions.
This respondent mentioned one incident when thd béthe local government body
(Oyil Okmotul)had not been aware of serious water problems endfthe villages
under his administratioft® Such information deficits made it difficult for mal
bureaucrats to allocate water quotas in an effi@ed timely way, which in turn

meant water wastage.

458 K. WegerichWater user associations in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstudy on conditions for
sustainable developmetitondon: SOAS, 2000).
9 Interview, representative NGO, Jalalabad, 13 M2@5.
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The water management bureaucracies of all fouestated problems with
information deficits. This failure is likely to havmade water institutions at the
national level less aware of the situation on tleeigd. It might be that, beyond
establishing the overall quota to be released ftwymajor reservoirs, the central
authorities had little control over what happenetththe water in the districts. After
1991, Kyrgyzstan shifted from livestock producttormore food and cash-crop
production, considerably increasing its post-inaelsmce agricultural outpfit®
However, the water quota allocated to Kyrgyzstaimier-state negotiations had
remained constant since the late Soviet periodgyastan might have been
withdrawing more water than was agreedBrThis issue, however, was never raised
during the official inter-state negotiations oratissions. If the central water
authorities faced grave information shortcomings @nota allocations were seriously
violated, inter-regional co-operation on water wasously disconnected from the

actual water situation.

Indirect rule

The conduct of low-level officials complicated wateanagement. Farmers that |
interviewed in the border villages of Osh provimtdyrgyzstan stressed that one of
the most pressing challenges they faced was waér-t other farmers illicitly

manipulating the installations that directed wéliws, so as to enhance flows to their

480\Wegerich Water user associations in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzatéegerich, '‘Coping with
disintegration of a river-basin management systaniti-dimensional issues in Central Asia’;
Wegerich, 'Natural drought or human made waterci#tgan Uzbekistan?'; interview, representative
NGO, Jalalabad 13 March 2005.

61 Wegerich, 'Coping with disintegration of a riveasin management system’; Wegerich, 'Natural
drought or human made water scarcity in Uzbekistan?
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own fields*®? Reports confirmed that this was a major probleraughout Central

Asia*®®

— involving theft within districts and also betwegownstream and upstream
districts. When interviewed for a World Bank stuatypoverty and irrigation, one
downstream farmer in southern Kyrgyzstan voicedracern typical of farmers in the

region:

We have no irrigation or drinking water. Peoplelixery poorly. Compare us with the
upper zone. See, they live better than we do, Isectiey have water. There is no order in
water allocation. Those in the upper zone alwaks the water and tell us ‘the water is
ours. First we will irrigate, and if any is leftewvill give it to you'. We discussed this in
the council of elders, but all the same there wagesult. Because there is a lack of
irrigation water, people can’t cultivate their laftd

lllicit manipulation was linked to formal and infoal authority and income structures
at local levels. In his World Bank study, Thurmanted that in Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, ‘owing to gradual erngddon farm irrigation units of
the [former collective farms] and nascent charastéVUAs or other institutions
intended to replace them, the tendency of watearsusellegally capture water and
[tendency] of irrigators to accept payments “onglte” have become noticeably

stronger than before the break up of the Soviebhl#{f®

In both Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, Thurman noteahsf evidence that centrally
placed authority figures and wealthy local farmeged their power to manipulate
water access in their favour. He also found evidesfavidespread manipulation of
the record keeping for the quantity and distribuiid water flows*®® A field report

from the district of Kara Bora (Kyrgyzstan) prepafer Thurman’s study noted:

82 |nterview, small-scale farme®sh province, 14 March 2005. Interview, farmer budl-level
water regulatorQsh province 14 March 2005.

463\World Bank,Irrigation in Central Asia(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2003).

84 Thurman |rrigation and poverty in Central Asia. 18.

% |bid. p. 19.

%% |bid. p. 23.
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Foreign investors [from Iran and Turkey] that lebs®, local bosses, and wealthy
leaseholders receive water more than the farmettsowt waiting their turn...Moreover,
the representatives of the province authoritiegiobainfedcropland on lease, connect
this land with canals, and irrigate before anydse,even though water is not supposed
to be allocated to rainfed croplaffd.

In Uzbekistan, where privatisation was slower araket relations were less
prevalent, the situation was no different. Oneagidr in the district of Nishan

interviewed for the Thurman report explained:

Rich [private farmers] are those that have lantth@teginning of the irrigation system, at
the point of withdrawal. These are usually formieectors of sovkhozy [state farms],
policemen, farm agronomists, brigade leaders, prereurs, and also Tajiks from
Surkhandarya [Province in Uzbekistan], who havet @1 money and connections...the
wealthy farmers have the possibility of irrigatitheir land 5 times...There was a decree
of the districthakim[governor] to the effect that private farmerstet head of the

irrigation system were to use the water economnyicallt none of them listen to
A68

anybody.

Thurman'’s findings indicate that local elites, mafiyhem government officials,

were using state resources — irrigation systenas théir own private benefit. This
situation that formed part of patterns of indirede in Central Asia: a blurring
between private and state assets, with local-leffieials left free to manipulate state
assets so as to strengthen their economic andcpbfibsitions. These practices
contributed to inefficient use of water resourdbsreby indirectly and negatively
shaping the water challenges facing the regionh $uactices, of course, also differed
greatly from principles of ‘office hierarchy’ dedoed by Max Weber. ‘Rational
states’, according to Weber, seek to maintainéanty established system of super-
and subordination in which there is a supervisibtine lower offices by the higher

ones#®®In Central Asian water management, clearly, tte=eaas otherwise.

57 |bid. pp. 19-20.

%8 |bid. pp. 21-22.

%9 M. WeberEconomy and society: an outline of interpretive slogjy (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1979), p. 957.
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Central authorities at the national levels were abldirect water flows from the main
reservoirs, but otherwise local-level dynamics dueieed the flows and usage of
water. The central authorities were unable to gaarsight or provide enforcement of

centrally determined water schedules.

This situation had two implications for regionat@peration on water management. It
meant that the cubic meters of water that flowed/ben the countries in Central Asia
may not have corresponded to the quantities stgpdilia inter-state agreements. This
probable discrepancy mirrors the findings from camgons of Kyrgyzstan's water
use versus increases in agricultural productioalskh implied that any regional inter-
state level moves to tackle the water challengee wecessarily restricted to
bargaining over water releases from central resexv@ther than serving as a forum
for encouraging joint broad-based alterations itewmanagement and water flows in
the region. Administrative deficits within eachtbé national machineries for water

management led to these complications.

Regime type, cotton production and water inefficieny

The flow and use of water in the region was alsdqumdly affected by cotton
monoculture. Cotton and its production were highéter-intensive, and accounted
for the high levels of water use in the region. tAk same, the Central Asian states
did not opt to reduce cotton production and intaedather, less water-intense crops.
This choice was closely tied to the functioninglad regimes in these states, in

Uzbekistan in particular.
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Erika Weinthal has outlined in detail the elabogzdé&ronage networks that emerged
around agricultural production in Soviet tinfé$She argues that Central Asia was
characterised by levels of political and socialesnshuch higher than those found in
the Slavic parts of the USSR. The rents extractau the sales of cotton supported a
system of patronage in Central Asia that, in tumgerlay a system of social
control*”* Weinthal provides an in-depth study of the thremrwnelationships that
evolved between Moscow, national and province-lelig¢s and the populatidi?

One central dimension — which continued to be egan the cotton-producing areas
of Central Asia also after independence — concetimedelations of the national and
province leaders with the rural populations. Bogfobe and after independence, the
central task of these leaders was to ensure agabknd social order that could
provide sufficient labour for the cotton harvegteTharvest yielded little financial
rewards for cotton pickers, since the income fratton export went to the central
state coffers. Parts of the rents were also aveailabnational and province leaders,
who distributed them through a range of patronatgionships. In addition, these
leaders distributed government-subsidised farmtmfike fertilisers and fuel, which
could be used on small private plots. The pervasige of the many patronage
networks, with cotton production and cotton rentshair core, is part of the
explanation for why the Central Asian states diimove away from their reliance on
cotton after independence — even though this cemgiated water scarcity in the

region. The extensive efforts of international deno encourage greater water

47%\Weinthal,State making and environmental cooperation
“"1bid. pp. 96-97.
472 |bid. p. 97.
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efficiency through the introduction of Water Usess@ciations seem to have failed,

for similar reason$§’®

The Aral Sea and the rhetoric of regional commitmen

In addition to the problems posed by inter-stateewsharing, the water challenge in
Central Asia was also tied to another issue: thielshg and potential disappearance
of the Aral Sea. This environmental catastropheegeied grave concern both within
the region and internationally. The Central Asitatesleaders expressed both alarm
about the situation and commitment to saving tlae aled often used TAS meetings

as a platform for voicing these messages.

Restoring the sea to pre-1960 levels would recgutestantial increases of the water
flows into the Aral Sea, and corresponding redudtim water withdrawals for
irrigation and agricultural production. Crucialgnsuringncreased water flowmto
the Aral Sea rarely made it on the regional ageadd,indeed (as Spoor and
Kortunov’s tables indicated at the start of thiauter) the period 1991 to 2000 saw
substantial and continued decreases in levelsflofirt’* By contrast, the regional
agenda did include joint efforts by the Centralaksstates, with the help of the
international community, tamelioratethe effects of the desiccation on the seabed,

wildlife and local population in the Aral area.

473 \Wegerich Water user associations in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstaurman |rrigation and poverty

in Central Asia

474 \Weinthal,State making and environmental cooperatipon194. Kortunov and Spoor note that the
states agreed on reduction in water quotas in b898ever followed through. (Spoor and Krutov', The
‘power of water' in a divided Central Asia'.)
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It is worth noting the rhetoric adopted by the CalnAsian leaders at regional
summits with regard to the Aral Sea crisis. Iniatjdeclaration at Nukus (Uzbekistan)

in 1995 the presidents of the five Central Asiatesttated:

[we confirm] our mutual obligations on full co-op¢ion at regional level on the basis of
mutual respect, good neighbourhood, and deterroimétirther to work in the name of
overcoming consequences of ecological crisis ioreof Aral Sea basin....[we declare
our] adherence to principles of sustainable devekg and we count that for this
purpose it is necessary to undertake the followiogtevelop and realize long-term
strategy for and programs under the sanction oAtiaksea crisis to principles of
sustainable development in the way [of]: recognitxd great value of water, ground and
biological resources as bases for sustainable djeweint; transition to more balanced
and scientifically grounded system [of] rural fdrgsincreases of efficiency of irrigation
by means of development of economic methods obtiseater resources, application of
the perfect technologies in an irrigation and aereation of the environment;
stimulation of long-term forms of use of groundsl avater use. (Translation by the
International Fund for Saving the Aral SEa)

This broad statement of a strong commitment tongathe Aral Sea is typical of most
statements on water made by state leaders at edgiommits throughout the period
from 1991—-2004/° In interviews, however, mid-level officials inva in inter-state
water management stressed that saving the Arav8saot actually a real policy
concern in inter-state water relatidi5Erika Weinthal lends support to this finding,

and concludes:

...certain solutions to the Aral basin problem werel@ded from the policy agenda after
independence... under this scenario the Central Asates and the international
community would have had to replace cotton witls ater-intensive crops. In the long
term this was the most efficient strategy to rgcti years of disregard for the
environment...[but] the Central Asian leaders peregithat the shift away from cotton
monoculture would have politically and socially @éslizing consequencéé&

47> Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan @nckmenistarNukus declaratiorf20

September 1995).

478 |IFAS 10 years IFAS decisions and evefidsishanbe: International Fund for saving the Sed,
2003).

"7 Interview, representative Ministry of Water Managt Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 11 February 2005;
interview, representative of Uzbekistan to thermi¢ional Fund for Saving the Aral Sea, Dushantie, 1
April 2005; interview, Technical director Agency fionplementing GEF projects (IFAS), Tashkent 30
March 2005.

478 \Weinthal,State making and environmental cooperation194.
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Understanding failures to co-operate on water managment

Above, | outlined a complex set of patterns forieagl co-operation on water
management. These patterns included extensivegdialand various efforts at
agreements and regional multilateral institutidigt their overall result was a failure
to find viable and lasting solutions to water-shgmproblems. The intra-state
difficulties involved in bringing about better wat@anagement at local levels as well

as greater water efficiency further complicatedisisee.

How can one best account for these patterns? Imtteeluction to this thesis, four
ways of accounting for failures in regional co-aggem were noted. The first

approach stressed realism and rivalry between Rassl the USA for control in the
region. A second realist perspective stressedaliemal interests of local states. A
third perspective shifted the focus to the statelland opened up an understanding of
how regime types, in particular authoritarian oesild make co-operation between
the Central Asian states difficult. A final apprbdeept the focus on the state level,
but saw elements of ‘indirect rule’ as centraldoderstand the failure of regional co-

operation.

The adversarial interests of the Central Asiarestatere a central feature of all the
case material presented above. Each sought to nis&xite own share of water
resources; moreover, states had radically diffepiregerences for the timing of water
flows. These are distinctively realist featurescehtral difficulty that hampered co-
operation was Uzbekistan’s perceived state intémagjecting compromises that
would set a precedent for paying for water dele®rin combination with

Kyrgyzstan’s perceived interest in maintaininglatasts unilateral control over

259



reservoirs on its territory. Moreover, rather tltammitting to co-operative solutions,
Uzbekistan attempted to increase unilateral coffyatonstructing its own new
reservoirs. With both these countries, the ratiesébr their positions were clear-cut
and represented viable strategies for maximisiage shterests. In this way, the states

behaved in accordance with realist expectations.

On the other hand, a realist approach is unaldegptain the following puzzle: Both
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan were dependent on theeapsstates in Central Asia.
Kazakhstan proactively sought to ameliorate thisasion by advocating
comprehensive multilateral solutions to water stgarUzbekistan, in contrast,
preferred a state of affairs characterised by sieom solutions and unpredictability.

Why did Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan adopt such @iffepositions?

In the case of Uzbekistan, it is important to &bt other strategies could have
offered different and perhaps better ways of masiimgj state interests. Uzbekistan
had an abundance of gas. It could made this galslalato Kyrgyzstan as some form
of payment in return for partial control over thater reservoirs — or at least long-
term, viable and predictable mechanisms for sunmimgation. With the expansion in
hydropower facilities and prospects of increasedated from China, Afghanistan,
Iran and Pakistan, it remains a puzzle within déiseparadigm why Uzbekistan did
not act more proactively in order to gain stakesiafluence over future expansion in
hydropower. A supra-national Water and Energy Cadnsa (WEC) might have
offered all four states influence, stakes and bene¥er hydropower. Uzbekistan,

however, did not play a constructive role in promgthe WEC.
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The choice of Uzbekistan is easier to understarial wsights from the domestic
regime-type perspective. A commitment to unilaisraland self-sufficiency was a
central feature of the regime of President Karim@anging its perspective on WEC
would have entailed altering one of the centrabidgical parameters of the regime —
and it was not willing to do so. In contrast to Eklstan’s unilateralism, Kazakhstan
had made the search for multilateral solutionsast{soviet challenges an integral
part of its foreign policy, and this approach umd@ned its commitment to

multilateral solutions to water sharing.

A regime perspective can also direct attentiontheiofeatures of the pattern of
regional co-operation. Negotiations among the &ates often suffered due to
Uzbekistan’s reluctance to send state represeasa@imdowed with authority to
negotiate. Minor issues had to be cleared by tbsigent before forming part of
negotiation packages, which indicated an unwilleggito decentralise decision-
making processes on the part of the top leader$hip.tendency slowed co-operation
efforts. Moreover, vested interests within the mghad a stake in maintaining the
country’s reliance on cotton monoculture. Thisiaest ensured that water
withdrawals remained high, which in turn made watearing in Central Asia a far

more complex and difficult regional problem tharcessary.

Issues associated with ‘indirect rule’ had a sinsitiect of further complicating water
challenges in the region. There is considerabldemge that state officials controlling
water flows at the local level used this resoucctheir own personal advantage, to
bolster their power or gain more income. At the sdime, central ministries were

inadequately informed as to whether centrally daviwater schedules were
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implemented. This shortcoming undermined prospafctational allocation of water

and may have augmented regional water shortages.

A final aspect of the issue of water was interdejgeice. In the introduction, | noted
that some theorists see interdependence as antanpsetructural feature likely to
generate co-operation. Other theorists, like Mezmsér, argue that states are likely to
consider interdependence a source of weakness iirtdesefore seek to obtain
greater control and self-sufficiency. In the cabeater-sharing in Central Asia, it is
clearly the latter perspective that best capturesrter-state dynamics of the region.
Interdependence spurred efforts to co-operatelJbhbekistan and to lesser extent
Kazakhstan made parallel unilateral efforts todashe degree of interdependence.

These moves undermined co-operation initiatives stscthe WEC.

The realist perspective can thus account for thst mentral feature that doomed co-
operation in water: namely, conflicting nationakeirests. Interdependence
complements realism in this case: concern ovealisence of unilateral control was
part and parcel of Uzbekistan’s perception of mationterests and appropriate
strategies. In addition, regime type and elemehitsdirect rule shaped the water
issue. Analytical perspectives that stress regype &nd state weakness can enable
students of regional affairs to give a fuller aauoof the failure of regional co-

operation on water issues.

Aside from these ways of understanding the co-digerdailures, | should mention

several other features from the case of water evadipn. One is the issue of

conservatism. Regional relations on water were @masive in three ways. The inter-
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state agreements seemed to codify existing beharatier than breaking new

ground in practices and principles. Soviet outloakd practices continued to shape
negotiations, and issues that could offer altevieatto the respective regimes never
formed part of water negotiations on the statelld<a@zakhstan, for example,
withdrew relatively little water from the Syr Darylaut was faced with the unfolding
Aral Sea disaster. Neither Kazakhstan nor any@bther states used regional forums
to offer criticism of the reliance on cotton or goning practices associated with
water management and agriculture. The central gaeaknt and starting point for
interaction at the regional level seems to have beaching agreement on the need to

safeguard and bolster the chosen policy pathsedfoilr presidents.

Another relevant feature was the dense institutiand normative environment in
which the inter-state disagreements played ous &hvironment shaped the forms in
which arguments and grievances were expressedraCAsia’s extensive tradition of
dialogue and shared perspective precluded outhnigétility or ‘water wars’ among

the states. The dialogue may have been riddleddistgreements and produced few
solutions — but at least it avoided the choice itany means over political ones. In

this way, regime-like patterns were visible in ms¢ate relations in Central Asia.

Finally, the discrepancy between the rhetoric aadity of state practices was striking.
Large-scale diplomatic efforts and statements elMEC were at odds with the
unilateral constructions of additional reservoiiigewise, the supposedly deep
concern for the fate of the Aral Sea leaders esgaat TAS summits stood in
dramatic contrast to the continued high water walkgls for unreformed agricultural

sectors.
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The conclusion of this thesis will return to mariytleese points. In the next chapter,

however, | will focus on regional security co-ofdera.
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Chapter 6: Security co-operation

The case of security co-operation among the nabb@entral Asia offers several
interesting and surprising findings. As securitsetits are central to state survival, one
would expect states to ensure that issues of wtd&ness do not feature prominently
in this sphere. However, this study finds the ogpasutcome. In contrast to the case
of water, on security issues, approaches stressitg weakness emerge as highly
pertinent in accounting for botkhyandhow co-operation failed in Central Asia.
Moreover, again unlike water, the security spheas marked by substantial great-
power involvement in the period under study. Yetréhis no clear evidence that this
involvement caused intra-regional security co-ofenato fail. The great-power
provision of formal alliance options reduced thentwer of formal intra-regional
diplomatic initiatives in the security sphere, batthe practical level, the difficulties
that bedevilled intra-regional security co-ordinatiwere not linked to great-power

involvement.

The Central Asian states faced a range of serieciwy threats in the period from
1991-2004. These security threats were mainlyefrditional kind pertaining to
state survival, although some were also partiailyed to human securifif® The

security situation sparked considerable effortsrtsure co-operation between their

79 Of the three key security threats discussed mdhapter the military incursions by the IMU clgarl
constituted a traditional (military) security thtéa state survival. The drug trafficking througte th
region also threatened state sovereignty, and, iéwen strictly a military threat, it begged a pesise
from military and law enforcement units. The catengration corresponded primarily to concepts of
human security (where human security refers bothdecurity of the individual as well as to the
security of the state). Later in this chapter Isthate that illegal migrants had to cope with sesio
insecurities. | also, however, indicate how thet@@msian states wanted to guard their sovereiggty
controlling population flows and that migration neorent triggered a response from law enforcement
and defence structures. For an overview and digpus$ human versus state security see S. N.
MacFarlane and Y. F. Khortguman Security and the UN: A Critical Histo{Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 2006) pp. 1-2
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law enforcement and military agencies. Three isslo@sinated the co-operation
agenda of the four countries in these years: rekegkemist’ or ‘terrorist’ groups
associated with warring factions in Afghanistarugdr trafficking, and illegal
migration?® The civil war in Tajikistan represented an addigibmajor challenge for
the neighbouring states during the war years (1992%). It did not, however, trigger
any co-ordinated response beyond the joint effartisited under the auspices of the
Collective Security Treaty (CST). | will therefoegamine Central Asian responses to
the civil war in conjunction with discussions of$ia’s involvement in the security

affairs of the region.

This chapter argues that national interests —iiqodar, concerns over national
sovereignty — were central reasons that securiypssation failed. Also important,
however, were regime-type issues and aspectstefwemkness. The chapter
discusses the three threats (‘extremism’, drulgggal migration) facing the region as
three separate cases. In connection with ‘extremtiimm focus is on the events

associated with the military incursions by a radisemic group, the Islamic

“80|ndeed, in TAS statements these three threats fiftened part of one ‘cluster’ of named security
challenges. A typical example was a joint statan@the United Nations by the heads of the TAS
member countries. The statement noted that: ‘....lgadiscussed the questions of developing
multilateral regional co-operation within the franark of the Central Asian Co-operation
Organisation (CACO), the situation in and arouralrébgion, and other urgent international problems,
acting in accordance with the established praciagen, constructive dialogue and the degree of
mutual understanding and reciprocal trust thatbess achieved, guided by the general aspiration to
develop multilateral co-operation.... confirming dmpiration to bring about the further expansion of
regional co-operation across the entire spectrumtef-state relations in the interest of ensupegce,
stability and security in the regioattaching particular importance to deepening co-opetion in
combating international terrorism, political and religious extremism, illicit drug trafficking,

illegal migration and transnational organised crime..[emphasis added].” Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan and Tajikistalpint statement by the heads of State of the Repofbi{azakhstan, the
Kyrgyz Republic, the Republic of Tajikistan andRepublic of Uzbekistafd July 2003). This

manner of ordering the security threats facing @¢rtsia is often found in the security literatuhe.
theCentral Asia Human Development Repfot,example,the chapter titled ‘Cooperation for dealing
with regional threats: natural disasters, drugsyerand terrorism’ — developed jointly by researshe
from the region and human security specialist Srash Tadjbakhsh — makes a similar list of the key
security threats. See UNDBEentral Asia Human Development Report 2086w York: United

Nations Development Programme, 2005).
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Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU). Law enforcement aniditary agencies undertook
co-operative action on other episodes and thraatscaated with ‘extremism’, but
none were as significant as the IMU, nor did otf@sodes involve as high levels of

mobilisation of both law enforcement structures amiitary forces.

| start with an overview of the security challengesed by the three threats of
‘extremism’, drugs trafficking and illegal migratioThis section also discusses
Russia’s involvement, especially its role in Tagtlin’s civil war. While not of direct
concern in this chapter, the civil war in Tajikistaas a key arena for Russian
involvement in Central Asia and formed an importaatkdrop to other security
challenges — so an outline will help the readdyetter engage with the overall
security configurations in the region. | then dsstextremism’, drugs and illegal
migration — in each case assessing formal co-dparatitiatives, key events and
actual co-operation patterns. The chapter endsandliscussion of how best to

account for the failures in security co-operatior€Ceentral Asia.

Overview

Security challenges

c

The IMU emerged out of radical religious and poétimovements in the Fergana
Valley in Uzbekistan in the early 1990s. After Rdesit Islam Karimov’s fierce

crackdown on these groups, their members fled ji&i$tan, where they formed the
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IMU.*®! The IMU later established close ties with the Baifi, and fought with the
United Tajik Opposition (UTO) during the civil war Tajikistan. The group aimed to
topple Karimov and install an Islamic theocracyJubekistan and the wider region.
The IMU was accused of orchestrating a bomb attadlashkent in February 1999. It
launched a military incursion in Kyrgyzstan in 1988 another into Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan in 200¢%? Both incursions constituted considerable challsrigehe
armed forces of Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. Inway, the IMU was (aside from the
civil war in Tajikistan) by far the most tangiblachiimmediate threat to Central Asian

stability in the years from 1991 to 2004.

Drugs trafficking

The rise in organised crime associated with tHiéidrim drugs was another serious
concern for the Central Asian states. Drugs triiffig from Afghanistan through
Central Asia to Russia and Europe increased draatigtin the 1990s. Vladimir
Fenopetov, former Chief of Europe and West/Cemtsi Section of UNODC,
estimated that 20 per cent of the total produatibAfghan opiates, mainly heroin,
was trafficked through Central Asia. The total wabf these shipments was estimated
at USD 2.2 billion — with a likely profit of 1.8 lion going to traffickers spread

across Central Asi&> Drugs from Afghanistan were transited along vasioutes —

81 A RashidJihad: the rise of militant Islam in Central Agjlew Haven: Yale University Press,
2002) pp. 137-57.

82 |bid.

“83 V. Fenopetov, 'The drug crime threat to countieated on the “silk road"China and Eurasia
Forum Quatrterlyvol. 4, no. 1, 2006.
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many went through Tajikistan, where the civil wadats aftermath made control

especially difficult*®*

lllegal migration

The economic collapse, poverty and unemploymenthih&entral Asia after 1991
created a pool of surplus labour. Growth in GDP #wedeconomic upswing in
Kazakhstan and Russia after 1998 created a dermactidap labour. This demand
generated a flow of labour migrants within the oegiwith people from Tajikistan,
Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan seeking work in Kazakihndtagrgyzstan also received
some labour migrants from Uzbekistan. GDP growslo afeated a far larger flow of
migrants from the region to Russia, and these mtgraften transited one or more
Central Asian state on their way. It was estimaied up to 10 per cent of
Kyrgyzstani citizens worked abroad, primarily indRia and in Kazakhstan. For
Uzbekistan, estimates ranged from 3—6 per certeopbpulation, while up to 18 per
cent of the population in Tajikistan were thoughbe labour migrant€® Citizens of
Central Asian states were nominally entitled tokivarother countries in the region
and in Russia, but cumbersome registration proesdeoupled with efforts by
employers or employees to avoid taxes and fedwihegal economy turned many
workers into illegal migrants. The flow of migrarasd the fact that their economic
activities were beyond the reach of the state wear concerns for the Central

Asian states, and prompted considerable effot®kster police and border agency

84 Eor a detailed overview of drugs routes in CerAsih see J. Townsend, ‘'The logistics of opiate
trafficking in Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and KazakhstaChina and Eurasia Forum Quarterlyol. 4, no.
1, 2006.

85 UNDP, Central Asia Human Development Report 2q03,41.
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control over these flows. The issue also spurredrtitiation of several formal

agreements on the issue.

Russia, CST and the civil war in Tajikistan

Russia’s security involvement in the region wasely tied up with the
transformation of the military forces of the forn&wviet Union. After 1991, the
assets and personnel of the Soviet army were adhadsong the Soviet successor
states. The states made attempts at continuedopégability and co-operation of
these forces through CIS structures. On 15 Ap@i21%he CST — Collective Security
Treaty — was signed in Tashkent by CIS memberstatamenia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. @egBelarus and Azerbaijan
joined in 1993. In the treaty, the states agreembtsult immediately if a threat to one
or more signatory/ies should appear (Article tAf8)Aggression against one member
was to be regarded as an act of aggression agéliatticle four).*®” Olcott, Aslund
and Garnett note that the CST countries faile@taim joint strategic and general-
purpose forces, but that there were substantiahtmmactivities in the spheres of

border co-operation, air defence and peacekeéffing.

Border co-operation and peacekeeping were impopiflats in Russia’s relations
with Central Asia. There were three types of bomepperation, according to Olcott
et al.: states with no special border arrangemstdages with close border co-

operation with Russia, including technical assistaand the deployment of Russian

86 M. B. Olcott, A. Aslund and S. W. GarneBetting it wrong: regional cooperation and the
Commonwealth of Independent Staié¢&shington DC: Carnegie Endowment for InternatldPeace,
1999), p. 82.

87 bid.

88 bid.
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experts; and states that defended their bordeeshtegwith Russia. Uzbekistan
belonged to the first category, Kazakhstan and ¥astan to the second, and

Tajikistan to the third®

In the sphere of peacekeeping, co-operation emengeakallel or as part and parcel
of the immediate responses to the civil war inKigsjan. According to Lena Jonson,
an attack on Russian border guards on 13 July f#9Red ‘a watershed’ in
Moscow’s commitment to stability and ending the \waf ajikistan?*° Russia,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan decidednd §8S peacekeeping troops to
Tajikistan. Russia’s 201motorised rifle division, which was already statd in
Tajikistan, became the core of the peacekeepirmg$prlthough Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan provided some troopheneiarly stages of the war. A
former warlord who had operated in the area whemgyzstan had troops stationed
stated in an interview that these forces had beenpweak, and appeared mostly
concerned with protecting their own secufityOlcott et al. note that while the joint
intervention in Tajikistan seemed to have beereatine effort at multilateral
intervention, in practice Russian troops have besestrongest and largest

contingent’%

In the early years of the civil war, the most sahsill contribution to joint Central
Asian efforts came from Uzbekistan, especiallyhia areas of diplomacy and
intelligence. Uzbekistan’s intelligence personralpd a key role in the formation of

a new Tajik government in 1993 and the rise of Emmailo Rakhmonov as leader

89 Olcott et al. Getting it wrong

490 JonsonVladimir Putin and Central Asia: the shaping of Rusdiareign policy(London: I. B.
Tauris, 2004).

9 Interview, former civil war middle-level command@iTO), Ishkashim, 1 August 2004.

92 Olcott et al., p. 93.
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during an extraordinary meeting of parliament iruffand in 1993% Uzbekistan

later disapproved of the increasing dominance &hRenov’s group in the new
government, as well as of the weakening of ethrzibdt political factions, and the
eventual willingness of both Rakhmonov and Ruspiity-makers to negotiate with,
and include, the Islamic opposition in new govegramrangements after 199,

Lena Jonson notes that, while Uzbekistan had pusiydoeen Russia’s ‘right hand’
and policy implementer in the region, from the @B0s onwards Uzbekistan

pursued a policy increasingly independent from Rus8”

The loss of Uzbekistan as an ally became evideenvithdenounced CIS
peacekeeping efforts and then refused to renesoitsnitment to the Collective
Security Treaty in 1999. According to Jonson, Rusgs concerned over the
implications of Uzbekistan’s withdrawal for the &ate of power in the region, and
made efforts to improve relatioff€.She writes: ‘the Russian approach to Uzbekistan
remained ambivalent. On the one hand Russia wiedunter Uzbek influence in the
neighbouring countries. On the other hand, it ttetind common ground for co-

operation with Uzbekistarf®’

93 Interview, former officer, Tajikistan Ministry ofegurity, Dushanbe, 19 July 2004.

4943, Torjesen and S. N. MacFarlane, 'R before Dcéise of post conflict reintegration in Tajikistan',
Journal of Conflict, Security and Developmertl. 7, no. 1, 2007.

9 Jonsonyladimir Putin and Central Asigp. 54-56.

% |bid. p. 55.

9 Ibid. p. 56.
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Co-operation in responding to ‘extremism’

The absence of formal agreements

Co-operation in tackling military threats was diffat from co-operation on other
regional initiatives. As this thesis has documemeithe cases of trade and water, the
Central Asian states entered into various regiagegements, although they later
failed to act on the pledges and public statemthiatiswere made. A similar pattern is
also visible in relation to security co-operatiandrugs and migration issues. But in
the case of ‘extremism’ and corresponding militemyoperation, Central Asia states
made several joint statements and some agreenmamdsnmg to such threats, but did
not develop the same degree of intra-regional dhplac efforts to build a co-

operation architecture as they had in the othexscas

Events

In the period from 1999 to 2000, IMU activists ka&lveral incursions from Tajikistan
into southern Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. The IMl$Wwased in mountain areas of
Tajikistan controlled by former UTO commandershaitgh the movement also
trained in Afghanistan and was believed to haveived financial support from Al
Qaeda. During its incursions, the IMU demanded timatJzbek government release
all religious activists imprisoned in Uzbekistae;apen mosques it had closed, permit

Muslim dress in the country, and introduce shana*’® Scholars dispute whether the

98 |CG Briefing: recent violence: causes and conseque(Bishkek/Brussels International Crisis
Group, 2000). Estimates of the size of the IMU \gmgatly. International observers who lived near
IMU bases in Tajikistan claim that the IMU never sigted of more than 50 to 60 fighters. (Interview,
representative of International Organization foghation (IOM), Dushanbe, 15 August 2003.) By
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group’s aims for the incursions were primarily podl, or whether an additional

important objective was to secure drug traffickingtes®®®

The first incursion came on 6 August 1999. The IMltially took four hostages, who
were later released. On 22 August, the group s@mether 13 hostages near the
village of Kan in Batken province. Fighting broket detween the Kyrgyz army and
IMU militants as the rebels approached Uzbekist&wokh enclave (Uzbekistani
territory inside Kyrgyzstan). Uzbekistani fightdapes bombed areas that the rebels
crossed. The rebels released the hostages on @8bedeind retreated to Tajikistal.
A new large-scale incursion took place the follogwrear. IMU fighters entered both
Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in separate groups aowsoccasions in August and
September 2000, and were reported to have comeni@i® km of Tashkerf*
Eventually, the armies of Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistane able to push back the
rebels and the group retreated again into Tajikistde continued presence of the
IMU in Tajikistan caused considerable discord betw&ajikistan and its neighbours.
The Russian army eventually airlifted members efdhoup from Tajikistan to
Afghanistan by helicopter in February 2081The group supported the Taliban
during Operation Enduring Freedom in the autuma0difl. Many of its members,
including leader Juma Namangani, were killed iratilé at Kunduz. The surviving

members re-grouped and sought refuge on the AfgteamiPakistan border.

contrast, newspaper reports, usually citing Russederation military sources, estimated up to 5,000
fighters (ICGBriefing: recent violenge2000).

493, Cornell, "The narcotics threat in greater Cétsia: from crime—terror nexus to state
infiltration?', CEF Quarterly,vol. 4, no. 1, 2006.

0% |CG Central Asia: crisis conditions in three stai@shkek/Brussels International Crisis Group,
2000).

*01'politics—Central Asia: regional problems may takeack seatlPS news servic€3 August 2000.
%2 |nterview, Representative of Tavildara Developn@otmittee, Tavildara, 24 August 2004
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The 1999 attack caught Central Asian states byriserpAs the country whose
territory was attacked, Kyrgyzstan, also took #eedlin responding to the incursion.
Government officials negotiated with the hostadests, and the Kyrgyzstani army
clashed in battles with the armed rebels. In 8lIK$rgyzstani soldiers died in the
1999 attack® Kyrgyzstan also requested assistance from itshbeigrs, and
Uzbekistan engaged directly with the IMU via airde attacks in 1999, and later in

2000 in direct combat.

Co-operation patterns

On 28 August 1999, during the first crisis, theefgn ministers and heads of the
national security councils of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyastad Uzbekistan met in Osh in
southern Kyrgyzstan to ‘exchange opinions on theaibn’, according to President
Akaev of Kyrgyzstan® In April 2000 the Central Asian leaders met in Alaent,

where they signed an agreement on joint actiommtob@t terrorism°® Kazakhstan’s
President Nursultan Nazarbaev stressed that tleemgnt amounted to ‘a defense
union aimed at protecting sovereignty and indepecel®f our nations®% Parallel to
these multilateral efforts, Uzbekistan and Kyrggmsalso signed a military agreement
and proclaimed in a joint statement from a meehbegveen Presidents Askar Akaev
and Islam Karimov that Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistaiil ‘wew hostile actions against

either state as a threat to both and will tak@adisible measures to oppose them

03 'Mostly, integration exists on papdPS news servicd,3 October 2000.

04 president Akaev also noted in the same statemire:aforementioned meeting also made it
possible to demonstrate to the international conitytime resolute mood of the states in the region t
undertake joint and coordinated efforts to courtteaats of international terrorism’ (‘Kyrgyz presid
calls for calm in address to natioBBC Worldwide monitoring30 August 1999).

% 'Kyrgyz, Uzbek presidents issue joint statementatks',| TAR-TASS27 September 2000.

°% 'Central Asians sign padiew York Time<22 April 2000.
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effectively’ >°” However, as indicated previously, these pledge®adrdination did
not deter the IMU. In late summer 2000 the rebeuigrlaunched a more successful

attack that severely compromised the security i Bgrgyzstan and Uzbekistan.

Despite meetings, joint pledges and agreemenisusadiplomatic difficulties arose.
Uzbekistan’s air force bombed mountain village&ymgyzstan and Tajikistan in
response to the incursions. There were confliatapprts as to whether Uzbekistan
had had received prior approval from Kyrgyzstatlajikistan protested vigorously,
and stressed the infringement on sovereigfityJzbekistan also responded to the
attacks by mining sections of its borders with Kgstan and Tajikistart’ The

country subsequently refused to share the mapgsedaireas where the mines had been
laid along the border. Over 20 civilians from Kyegyan and Tajikistan were killed in
mine accidents as a restiit.In late summer 2001, Kyrgyzstan’s parliament refl
ratify the military accord with Uzbekistan signedSeptember 2000, to protest
Uzbekistan’s unilateral minint}? Uzbekistan accused Kyrgyzstan of not responding

forcefully enough to the threat of extremist.

Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan — Uzbekistan in partictlalso experienced serious

dispute with Tajikistan. The IMU launched its alteadrom bases in Tajikistan’s

07 'Uzbek, Kyrgyz presidents to sign military acc¢pfdjence France Presg5 September 2000;
'Kyrgyz, Uzbek presidents issue a joint statemertatks'ITAR-TASS27 September 2000.

%8 A Moscow Newairticle claimed that there were ‘considerable gtisaments between Islam
Karimov and his Kirgiz counterpart. In particulaey cannot come to terms on using aviation against
the rebels. Only Tashkent has combat planes whilgiZa does not want foreign aircraft to fly over
its territory.’ ('CIS southern flank up in flameslpscow News23 August 2000.)

0% After Uzbekistan’s bombing Tajikistan immediatédylged an official complaint. See 'Uzbekistan
denies its planes bombed Tajik territoRFE/RL,17 August 1999.

*1% | andmine Monitor, 'Kyrgyzstari,andmine Monitor Report 200@®ttawa: International Campaign
to Ban Landmines, 2006).

> |pid.

*12'kyrgyz deputies refuse to ratify accord with Ukiséan',Agence France PresS,September 2001.
*13N. Megoran;The borders of eternal friendshig@niversity of Cambridge, PhD thesis, 2002).
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mountains. Former top UTO military commander anaister for Emergency
Situations Mirzo Zioyev controlled the areas whitae MU was based, and provided
a safe haven for the rebel group. The failure esRlent Rakhmonov to crack down
on the presence of the rebels on Tajikistan’stteyriafter the first 1999 incursion
infuriated Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. Kyrgyzstadaional Security Council
Secretary Bolot Zhanuzakov complained: ‘the Taigedas failed to respond to any
of our proposals to wipe out terrorist bases neaiirgiz border > Tajikistan also
officially denied that IMU was using its territoas a base. In August 2000, during the
second incursion, reports that President Rakhmbadvbeen on holiday led
Presidents Akaev and Karimov to boycott a joinbecdination meeting with Russia

and Tajikistarr™®

The reason for President Rakhmonov’s difficulteasl in the fragile nature of the
post-civil war political compromises. The shaktemmal balance of power and the
inability of groups loyal to Rakhmonov to contrbktsituation in areas dominated by
the Minister for Emergency Situations made it ingdble for the president to remove
the IMU from Tajikistan’s territory. Moreover, tHist elections after the signing of
the peace agreement in 1997 were due in Febru@§. 20 this context, any
controversial crackdown on groups loyal to the UdaDld have jeopardised the peace

in Tajikistan, and the rule of President Rakhmomdv.

As a result, the ability of the Central Asian ssaie respond effectively to the IMU

was hampered by weak state capacity, as seen stateeleadership’s lack of

®14'C|S southern flank up in flameMoscow News23 August 2000.
515 [ai
Ibid.
*1%|CG, Tajikistan's politics: confrontation or consolidati? (Bishkek/Brussels International Crisis
Group, 2004).
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monopoly of violence and the ‘indirect rule’ of Mo Zioyev in some parts of
Tajikistan. Aspects of weakness affected Kyrgyzstamvell. Soldiers who had fought
in Kyrgyzstan’s army during the first incursiondatiescribed the dismal state of their
country’s armed forces. They said they were ‘shdtkethe bad tactics and strategy
of the military leadership; soldiers were not patdording to terms promised; and
military equipment was lacking or in extremely paondition®*’ The low level of
defence spending was a prime reason for the anvgakness, but reports also
indicated a poorly functioning military bureaucraaydled by corruption and thereby
elements of ‘indirect rule’*® After the incursions in 1999, reports claimed the
rebels had been in possession of detailed (US-peatjsatellite maps belonging to
Uzbekistan’s army. This breach of security may haeen an indication that
corruption in the armed forces of Uzbekistan undeeoh its battle against the

IMU. >%°

Eventually, the response to the challenge posdtédiMU came not from the
attempts to bolster of Central Asian defence caratttbn, but from outside
intervention: first from Russia and then from th8.Unternal Tajik pressure in
combination with Russian demands resulted in Juaradgani’s agreement that all
IMU fighters would be airlifted from Tajikistan #fghanistan by Russian army
helicopters’®® Fears nevertheless persisted of new incursiosgring and summer
2001. Only during the Enduring Freedom Campaignsdforces bring about a near-

liquidation of the IMU, after which the group nevecovered its fighting potential.

®17 'Kyrgyz private relives Batken nightmar®/PR,1 September 2000.
518 [|hi
Ibid.
*19 'yzbekistan comes bacRussian Press Dige8tDecember 1999.
%203, Cornell, 'The nexus of narcotics, conflict aadical Islam in Central AsiaGaspian Briefno.
24, 2002.
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The April 2000 agreement was the first TAS agredrtieat addressed joint efforts
against military threats. The agreement calledvfore security co-operation and
envisioned joint military action in case of an ek&" In this way, efforts to combat
military threats like those posed by the IMU weredrporated in the TAS co-
operation agenda. This focus persisted: when tieemeng and reorganisation of TAS
was agreed upon in Tashkent in December 2001, #mebars included security as a
new key dimension, alongside the traditional theofe-operation on trade and
water. In 2004, the TAS Dushanbe summit of headsatés reaffirmed the
commitment to security co-operation in a jointastagnt calling for a combined

response to international terrorism, religious exism and drug traffickingf?

These intra-regional diplomatic initiatives at sgiyuco-operation were, however,
surpassed by Moscow’s renewed involvement in tg@reand its attempts to
invigorate security co-operation from the late 1®8Qwards. It is important to note
that the substance of Russia’s efforts differedkedily before and after the terrorist
events of 11 September 2001. The incursions in #9@92000 produced agreements
on military co-operation, provision of equipmentRyssia and an intensification of
CST military exercises in the region. It was als@000 that it was agreed to establish

a CIS an anti-terror centre in Bishk&R.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 and the deployafiés#$ troops, however, raised
the stakes— even though the Enduring Freedom fopgekly reduced the security

threats facing the region. Russia neverthelestedtareparing to create a Central

*2'Central Asians sign paciew York Time22 April 2000.

®22'CACO summit adopts joint statement on fight agsiarrorism, drugsRussia & FSU News
Bulletin, 18 October 2004.

3 H. Plater-ZyberkKyrgyzstan — focusing on secur{ffamberley: Conflict Studies Research Centre,
2003).
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Asian rapid-reaction force and to station Russiditary aircraft and personnel at

Kant airbase in Kyrgyzstan.

A further important detail concerns developmentbilateral relations between
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan. The two countries haarlulent relationship, due among
other things to Tajikistan’s choice to include fslats in the government as part of the
1997 peace settlement. Relations hit another lant po August 2000, when
Rakhmonov, for the second year in a row, provedlen® deter IMU activities on

the territory of Tajikistan. On the sidelines o0& thAS Tashkent meeting in December
2001, Tajikistan’s media reported a substantiahwiag in relations?* This thaw
occurred just before Uzbekistan was to sign a nsdjategic partnership agreement
with Washington. Substantial US financial and tarly support bolstered
Uzbekistan’s position in the region. Tajikistan,dmntrast, remained an important
ally of Moscow, with Russian border guards and2@#&st motorised rifle division
stationed in Tajikistan. And yet the fact that Ukistan received a massive increase
in support from the USA did not serve to drive adge between the two Central

Asian countries.

Russia’s responses to IMU incursions

When faced with the IMU threat in 1999 and 200, @entral Asian states actively
sought Russia’s involvement and assistance, usamjrél Asian regional summits to
argue for Russian aid. In responding, Russia diganCST frameworks, but also

forged further bilateral agreements and promis&ddyal support.

24 Tajik—Uzbek relations improveBBC monitoring international reportd, January 2002.
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Prior to the IMU incursions, there had been amtspattern of security affiliations

in the region. Uzbekistan had refused to be pathi@Bame defence alliance as Russia
and had kept its military co-operation at a loneleXazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, by
contrast, were active members of the CST and sopgsieed this connection with
extensive bilateral arrangements. Tajikistan wasaty tied to Russia and heavily
dependent on the presence of the*2fibtorised rifle division for preserving internal

stability.

When the first incursions hit the region in Augli899, the Central Asian countries
called on Moscow for help. Russia responded prisnagi promising material
assistance. With regard to bilateral support, Kgsgign received night-vision
equipment, weapons and the country also benetfited the dispatch of Russian

military advisors’?

After the incursions, there were some tendencieartds rapprochement in Russia—
Uzbekistan bilateral relations, as shown by sevalaleral agreements signed
between December 1999 and June 2000. The two pagreed on substantial
military co-operation®® Also, as early as November 1999, Russia and Usgtzeki
proclaimed they were ready to undertake joint pnptive strikes against rebel
formations in Tajikistan and Afghanistaf.Moscow put pressure on Uzbekistan to

re-enter the CST, repeatedly stressing that efedre®@mbating terrorism were

%2 president Akayev subsequently thanked the Russéatership for ‘its willingness to provide
comprehensive support to wipe out the gangs’ 'Kiremlvolved in struggle with Islamic rebels in
South', The Scotsmar29 September 1999.

526 Karimov noted on several occasions that Russippat for rebuilding the Uzbek helicopter fleet
was particularly important See 'Uzbekistan driftingp military dependence on Russimestown
Monitor, vol. 6, no. 127, 2000.

%27 'Uzbekistan and Russia consider hitting guerbiiaesTimes of Central Asial,8 November 1999.
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hampered by Uzbekistan’s reluctance. At the CSTeYan summit in May 2000, CIS
Executive Secretary Yuri Yarov noted that the figbainst terrorism would be more
successful if Uzbekistan joined the C3fUzbekistan increased its participation in
CST activities following the agreements — a conocas® Moscow, albeit a
significantly smaller one than full CST membershipuld have beerf’ Uzbekistan
paid a substantial economic price for asking fos$tan military help without actually
joining the CST. The agreements signed in May 2600 zbekistan’s procurement of
military equipment from Russia, for example, set phice at USD 32 millioA®
Military-technical agreements between Russia anoelWistan were qualitatively
different from Russia’s agreements with CST coestrio which Russia offered
military hardware at discount pricB8.Russia initially demanded payment in hard
currency, while Uzbekistan pressed for barter paynia the December 1999
agreement, the two parties decided that paymentddmupart barter, part hard
currency. Later assessments of the December 199®ap 2000 deals claimed that
goods from Uzbekistan included in the barter paytnfestton, vegetables and
minerals) were set at significant discount prité&)zbekistan, in effect, lost both
vital hard-currency earnings and sold its goodsweharket prices. There were also

difficulties with implementation of the agreemeatcording to one of President

°28'C|S official urges Uzbekistan to join collectigecurity’, Times of Central Asi®7 May 2000.

2 participation included joint monitoring of Uzbek space as well as integration in into the CST air
defence system. Uzbekistan participated in the C8&Timonwealth Southern Shield exercises in 1999
and 2000 and attended some meetings of CST defansters.

30'pytin ponyal KarimovaNezavisimaya Gazeta4 May 2000.

%31 Russian Security Council Secretary Sergei lvaratedhin May 2000: ‘Aid, in particular the supply
of defensive hardware to Collective Security Tresgyatory countries must be different from what we
do to other CIS member nations, especially in fai@rterms...the treaty must offer incentives $o it
signatories’ ('Russia’s measures against Talibas doenecessarily imply air strike§imes of

Central Asia,1 June 2000). President Putin similarly noteditary co-operation with Treaty
participating countries will be different from ceeration with other countries in the world’ (‘Ciieat

of rapid deployment force marks potential watersinedollective Security Treaty developmeiiitmes

of Central Asia31 May 2001.)

32'Uzbekistan: gas for Russian arms may be a dang@mecedentTimes of Central Asia,0 May

2001.
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Karimov's key foreign policy advisors, Uzbekistateived little of the equipment

and support that had been promised in 1999 and. 2800

On the multilateral side, apart from encouragingatgr CST patrticipation by
Uzbekistan and bolstering CST military exercisass$ta expanded the institutional
presence of the CST in the region. In October 286@ountries decided to establish
a CIS anti-terrorism centre in Bishkek, to co-oedenresponses to terrorism and help
improve intelligence-gathering on rebel grodpsA final important aspect of
Moscow’s response was the development of planstabksh a CST rapid-reaction
force for Central Asia. However, the realisatiortledse plans lagged behind, and no
specific action took place until 2003 — well aftiee IMU threat had been eradicated,
but following the establishment of a significant bfitary presence in the region as

part of the Enduring Freedom campaign in Afghanista

The US response to IMU incursions

The United States played only a minor role in hedpstates in the region to deal with
the threat posed by the IMU in 1999 and 2000. Tieexidence that Uzbekistan
turned to Washington for an increase in militargpart, in particular for air defence
and improvement in the helicopter flé&tHowever, the US did not commit
substantial funds or signal a serious willingnesgdal with the security threat
emanating from Afghanistan. Apparently, Uzbekistamewed its co-operation with

Russia in 1999 only after it had become clear\ashington would not increase its

%33 Interview, Advisor to the President of UzbekistBirector of the Institute of Strategic and Regiona
Studies, Tashkent, 12 September 2002; 'Putin \igibekistan'RFR/RL,19 May 2000.

%34 plater-ZyberkKyrgyzstan — focusing on security

*3'Russia drops an anchor in Central Adkaia Times Online25 October 2003.

*3%'General Zinni at Tashkent media roundtable on #gdhreats' Washington File15 May 2000.
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support. Similarly, though the US had sought talggth a Central Asia peacekeeping
battalion, Centrasbat, as part of its support ¢ortétional armies in the region and in
an effort to increase inter-operability betweenrtagonal armies and US or NATO
operational procedures, policy-makers in the regidmot mention Centrasbat as a
tool that could be used to help stem threats pbgdte IMU. This inattention,

arguably, testified to the limited strength aneveince of Centrasbat.

After the events of 11 September 2001, however|Xdid play a crucial role in
countering the IMU. The US established militarydms Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan,
and the Enduring Freedom forces in Afghanistanlargely destroyed the fighting

strength of the IMU in battle there.

Co-operation in responding to drug trafficking

Co-operation pledges

The Central Asian states stressed their commitmaeetaickling drug trafficking and
emphasized the need for joint effottéMost TAS sessions discussed drug-related
issues, and joint statements were often issuedgisimmits> On 5 April 1996, the
member countries (at the time Kazakhstan, Kyrgyratad Uzbekistan) signed an
agreement on co-operation in combating traffickimgarcotic drugs and
psychotropic substance¥.They established an Interstate Drug Control Corsiois

(IDCC) as an integral part of the TAS frameworkg éime commission held its first

37 'Ob'ediniaia usiliia’Pravda Vostokal May 2003.

38 K. OsmonalievPeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Agigppsala: Silk Road Studies
Program, 2004), pp. 59-60.

°3 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekist@nsotrudnichestve v bor'be ¢ nezakonnym oborotom
narkoticheskikh veshchestv i zloupotreblenii (@April 1996).
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session in Bishkek in 1998° IDCC sessions were intended to take place on an
annual basis. The National Information Analysis @=on Drug Control under the
Cabinet of Ministers in Uzbekistan was tasked watuing an information bulletin on
the drug trafficking situation in the region. Tlnede states also decided to establish
an institution for communication officers on drsgues. However, the IDCC was
abolished in conjunction with the restructuringléfS and the elimination of the TAS

executive committee in 2001.

Article 12 of the 1995 agreement compelled theigsitb exchange information on
drug-related legislation, while in Article 13 tharpes pledged to harmonise their
drugs legislatiort** In Article 18 the parties committed themselves&in experts,
and Article 22 envisioned the creation of joint igi@nal groups for detection of

transnational criminal groupé

In addition to TAS co-operation on drugs, the Calnfsian states also initiated joint
efforts within other multilateral organisationssiaularly the United Nations office
on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). The platform for therkvof UNODC (at the time
UNDCP) in Central Asia was provided in the May 198émorandum of mutual
understanding with Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, TajidstTurkmenistan and
Uzbekistan. The same meeting also adopted a Redtoogramme of Co-operation

in Drug Control. Among its priorities was the dey@inent of co-operation among

>4 OsmonalievPeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Agia59.
> bid., p. 82.
%42 bid.
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law enforcement agencies in the region. The goahbancing law enforcement co-

operation became a central dimension of UNODC'skimiCentral Asia*

Pledges towards joint efforts were also made utigeauspices of the SCO and
CSTO. The CSTO summit of presidents in Dushanb28oApril 2003 adopted a
decision to strengthen drug-control efforts, thgnehterating a commitment voiced

at previous CSTO meeting¥ The 1999 Bishkek declaration of the Shanghai Five
states (later the Shanghai Co-operation Organigasivessed the need for effective
measures against drugs traffickitfgln 2004, the SCO member states also signed an
agreement on co-operation to counter traffickingnngs, psychotropic substances

and their precursorg®

Co-operation patterns

As noted above, Several mechanisms for curbingsdimadficking were initiated
under the auspices of TAS. The member states d¢pesstablish the IDCC, and the
National Information Analysis Centre on Drug Cohtroder the Cabinet of Ministers
in Uzbekistan was to provide regular informatiotidtins. Specific articles in the
1996 agreement also envisioned close collaboratioong the law enforcement
agencies of the Central Asian states. The Natilmri@atmation Analysis Centre issued
regular reports, but experts noted that overallitnong of the drugs situation was

still weak, and that ‘insufficient forecasting’ weminined drug-control efforts.

>3 nterview, Resident Regional Representative UNODREhkent, 28 Match 2005; Osmonaliev,
Developing counter-narcotics policy in Central Agiap5.
44 CIS, Agreement on cooperation in control of illicit natic drugs, psykotropic substances and
precursors circulatior(Minsk, 30 November 2000); Osmonali€egveloping counter-narcotics policy
in Central Asiap. 61.
ZZ OsmonalievPeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Agia58.

Ibid.
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Moreover, the IDCC proved to have little relevancéhe battle against drugs

trafficking and was soon abolish&H.

The 1996 agreement had stipulated close co-oparaétween law enforcement
agencies, but it was not until 2003 that all braascbf law enforcement from the four
member countries met for the first time. The gatigenoted that there was a need for
Central Asian states to ‘harmonise legislation’ arehte a ‘common legal field’. The
parties also stressed that they needed to activatexchange of ‘operative’
information®*® These issues had been raised frequently at TABism but

evidently, little action had been forthcoming.

In 2005, Kairat Osmonaliev, former head of the legal international co-operation

section of Kyrgyzstan’s Drug Control Agency, corugd:

Central Asian states have completed the first sthdermulating their counter-narcotics
policy. However, there is still little interactidretween law enforcement structures in the
border and peripheral areas. In many ways co-dparegmains merely declarative,
information is exchanged only formally, the systeihcommunication officers is
dysfunctional and controlled deliveries do not adcequently. Overall, it is clear that
closer co-operation between the countries of CeAs@& is needed. Governments need to
find mechanisms for implementing agreements irr thigfirety, with adequate financial
support, and to begin harmonise their legal framr&®/on countering drug trafficking,
money laundering and human trafficking. All propegaat aim to strengthen overall
security in Central Asia rest on the ability of twuntries there to deepen their co-
operation. Given that these threats to securitysaaioility are held in common they
should be a force for unity rather than arguniéht.

Osmonaliev’s envisioned collaboration on controliiediveries is particularly
interesting. ‘Controlled delivery’ is a central kexique within international drug law

enforcement: it is used when a consignment oftillougs is detected and allowed to

7 |bid.

%48 At the meeting, Minister of Internal Affairs of bekistan, Zakrizhan Almatov, stressed the
importance of regular lines of contact among lead8ee 'Za region bez opasnostiéchernii Bishkek,
5 August 2003.

>4 OsmonalievDeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Agiag8.
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proceed under the control and surveillance of lafereement officers in order to
secure evidence against the organisers of crostebdrug trafficking’>° Osmonaliev
argued that controlled delivery seldom occurre@émtral Asia, and when it did, it
often demanded the personal involvement of the béé#te law enforcement agency
involved. He suggested this was the case becausagdhe time it takes to jump
bureaucratic hurdles, the situation can changetendperation fails®> These

failures were partly due to lack of communicatieqgsiipment and internet tools — but
more importantly, they arose from the profound ctdace of law enforcement bodies
to share information with colleagues from otherrtaes due to fears of information
leakage. There was a tendency to hoard informatieven within one and the same

law enforcement bod3r?

There were also difficulties in relation to pursantd capture of individuals. Concerns
over national sovereignty prevented effective certnmtieasures against transnational
crime. In several cases, states refused to letaff@m neighbouring countries enter
their territory in pursuit of criminals. This refalsvas especially problematic in the
complexly delineated borders areas between Kyrgyzdtajikistan and Uzbekistan in

the Fergana Valley>?

A final central problem for regional co-operatioasithe likelihood that in some
countries and agencies ‘drug-related corruptionrbashed those at a high level, who

then have a stake in obstructing co-operatiohAs the former head of the legal and

*0p. D. Cutting, 'The technique of controlled detivas a weapon in dealing with illicit traffic in
narcotic drugs and psychotropic substan@adletin on Narcoticsyol. 35, no. 41983.
5! OsmonalievPeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Asia
552 [|ai
Ibid.
53 |bid, pp. 83-84.
> bid, p. 84.
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international co-operation section of Kyrgyzstaisig Control Agency noted: ‘these
states can actively support co-operation, but onthe form of exchanging non-
operational information on drug problems. Everawf lenforcement agencies perceive
drugs as a threat and have opportunities to atteckroblem, co-operation efforts

will fall flat if there is corruption in their rargkor in their controlling governments®

Experts singled out Tajikistan as country whereugation presented the greatest
problem, although observers also thought KyrgyzatathUzbekistan faced similar

challenges®® Several incidents underpinned these claims.

In an in-depth and field-based study, Jacob Towsh$aund ‘fluidity of borders and
corruption between Uzbekistan and Tajikist&i'He described an interview with an
official in Tajikistan’s Drug Control Agency who Qalescribed a case where he had
‘traced an Uzbek policeman crossing the borderatsulty to facilitate drug
shipments. During preparations to arrest him, hareahe DCA official was
pressured into abandoning the case by members ofim office.®® This account
provides a clear example of law enforcement offigerCentral Asia not only
protecting or ignoring trafficking crimes, but aly engaging in them. Interestingly,
it also indicates good cross-border co-operatiawéen law enforcement officers —

except this co-ordination facilitated criminal &dies, rather than curbing them.

% |pid.

%% Cornell, 'The narcotics threat in greater CentrsibA The controversial former ambassador to

Uzbekistan, Craig Murray, noted in a speech thetré is a tremendous taboo surrounding

international efforts to counter drug traffickingCentral Asia. No progress is possible until & r

problem is acknowledged, so | will break the tabbiwe real problem is participation, at very senior

levels indeed, of regime members in the trades. ot just a question of minor corruption by cusom

officers.” C. Murray,The trouble with Uzbekistai.ondon: Speech: Royal Institute of International

Affairs, 2004).

zz; Townsend, 'The logistics of opiate trafficking in iKajtan, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan', p. 75.
Ibid.

289



A former representative of the DCA in Kyrgyzstadicated that due to resource
shortages, a symbiosis arose between drug crim@&anehforcement. Law
enforcement officers received low pay, but wereeex@d to be responsible for
maintaining the means of law enforcement. In palaic officers were expected to
use their own private cars for work and to contiébuel themselves. It therefore
became imperative for them to generate funds illggaorder to be operationally
effective. One common way of doing so was throwegkelling confiscated drugs or
providing cover (‘roof’) for drug distributors artifug dens. Most drug dens were
protected by individual law enforcement officensgdat was common knowledge

whom a given drug den ‘belonged tG°.

Corruption and facilitation in relation to drugffreking also went beyond law
enforcement. In May 2000, cars belonging to Tajdas ambassador to Kazakhstan
and Tajikistan’s trade representative to Kazakhsatare stopped outside Almaty and
found to be carrying 62 kg of heroin. A furtherk@was found in the embassy’s
garage, and Kazakhstan’s National Security Cowttilsed embassy staff of being
involved>® Ironically, the facilitators of these shipmentsrevprobably, by virtue of
their formal positions, closely engaged in diploimatitiatives to further Central
Asian regional co-operation, including discussionshow to improve collaboration

in curbing drugs trafficking.

A final factor that prevented an effective respotws€entral Asia’s drug trafficking
problem was the holdover of archaic and rigid managnt methods in the law

enforcement agencies. As with other types of crimaeh country organised its

9 nterview, former head of the legal and internagioco-operation section of Kyrgyzstan's Drug
Control Agency, Bishkek, 13 February 2005.
%% "Five held in Tajik embassy drugs scandal’, IWERMay 2000.

290



activities for combating drug crime according toltinyear state programmes.
National plans were devised under these programhmesnational plans were
lengthy documents with specific instructions, vagyfrom the number of drug raids
that should take place to the number of informaksailets to be distributed. The
governments then evaluated the performance obthehforcement agencies
according to the reported fulfilment of these pkhtargets. There were at least two
serious problems with this system. One was the ¢hskate funding to back up the
stipulated plans. Many anti-drug plans were esakitvish lists elaborated by high-
level bureaucrats, with the implementing units ciahg their actual activities
according to the funds available. A former repn¢stive of Kyrgyzstan's DCA
thought that less than one third of the stipul@etivities in the national plans had

ever been implementéd®

The other problem was the unfortunate focus on tifaéime measures, rather than on
gualitative assessments of tangible upgradingwfdaforcement’s ability to battle
drug crimes. The International Crisis Group (IC@)ed that most police efforts were
targeted at the arrest of small-scale drug tradfiskather than pursuit of the key
organisers of the drug business. One reason fqrtbgtisation of small-scale traders
was a symbolic concern with bolstering governméatistics on the numbers of drug

seizures mad®?

1 3ource: see note 559 above.

%62 According to the International Crisis Group: ftmintain high rates of arrests in drug-related efim
the police tend to arrest many minor trafficketlveing more serious offenders to operate largely
unhindered...sometimes [drugs were] deliberatelytplhito draw attention away from more serious
traffickers’, ICG,Central Asia: The politics of police refor(Bishkek/Brussels International Crisis
Group, 2002), p. 17.
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Amidst these discouraging trends, there were saroeesses in Central Asia efforts
to combat drug trafficking. Several large-scala-dnig trafficking exercises initiated
primarily by Russia entailed co-ordinated actioridsy enforcement agencies across
the region and large-scale drugs seizures. Opardenal-2003’ on 3—9 November
2003 took place simultaneously in Kyrgyzstan, Tigjtn, Kazakhstan, Armenia,
Belarus and Russia. More than five thousand opergtioups monitored 899 railway
junctions and stations, 2057 highways, 92 airpants 2 seaports. The key branches
of law enforcement in all countries took part, udihg border guards, customs
agencies and police. Over 19 tons of various dung$uding 116 kg of heroin) and
two tons of precursors were seized, and criminat@edings were initiated against
955 persons® Other similar operations included ‘Vostok’ in Augt2002, for which
Russia, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kgsign, Kazakhstan and the USA
worked togethet® A number of drug couriers and drugs were inteiep- although

the biggest shipment of heroin seized was onlyg. 2>

UNODC also spearheaded substantial initiativegedlto regional co-operation,
capacity-building and institution-building on theuds issue, and made the facilitation
and encouragement of regional collaboration a k&yity area. The first major
UNODC programme, ‘the Osh Knot’, aimed to enharféerts to tackle the drugs

flow from eastern Tajikistan to southern Kyrgyzsbgnimproving law enforcement
co-operation and communication in the region. Havethe project encountered
various difficulties and an ICG report revealed thize Kyrgyz State Commission of

Drug Control [the predecessor to Kyrgyzstan’s D@Add to use it to further its own

*%3 OsmonalievPeveloping counter-narcotics policy in Central Asia.
%4 'gpetsoperatsiia "VOSTOKVechernii Bishkekd August 2002.
%% |pid.
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aims’>*® Some of UNODC's later projects were implementeddrordination with
initiatives under the EU-funded project Border Mg@aaent Central Asia (BOMCA),

which aimed at enhancing border control in Cerfusih>®’

UNODC'’s most significant involvement in the regias probably its role in
establishing Tajikistan’s Drug Control Agency angré¢fyzstan’s Drug Control
Agency. The two countries had previously maintaiside committees for drug
control, but these committees lacked law enforceroapacities. The new DCAs
were modelled on the US Drug Enforcement AgencyAp&nd funded by outside
donor countries, with the US as the largest coutoit’®® The new organisations
offered staff high salaries and had tough recruitnpeocedures, which included the
use of lie detector®? Many of the best qualified and presumably leastup police
officers were hired. After the formation of the DOe quantities of drugs seizures
rose considerably, especially in Tajikistan. Corafien between the DCAs in
Kyrgyzstan and in Tajikistan was reportedly betiem that between other agencies,
including at operational levels. On the other hahdre were negative outcomes from
the establishment of the DCAs as well. They putleibest-qualified officers away
from other police structures, thus further weakgnire general police force.
Moreover, their sustainability was uncertain: Tajian and Kyrgyzstan were unable
to finance the activities of the DCA through theivn national budgets, and the two

agencies remained heavily reliant on outside denpport.

%%¢|CG, Central Asia: drugs and confli¢Bishkek/Brussels International Crisis Group, 20@1 19.

%7 Interview, Resident Regional Representative UNOD&Shkent, 28 March 2005.

%% |nterview, Representative of the US Embassy in Tjk, Dushanbe, 22 April 2005; Osmonaliev
Developing counter-narcotics policy in Central Asia

*% Interview, Representative UNODC , Bishkek, 21 ey 2005.
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Co-operation in responding to illegal labour migraton

Co-operation pledges

The founding TAS agreement from 1994 envisionecetitablishment of a common
market, which according to Article 3 would incluilee movement of people and
capital. The member countries also concluded a Manttwm on Co-operation in the
Sphere of Migration in July 1994° A Programme on Co-operation in the Sphere of
Migration of Citizens between Kazakhstan, Kyrgyastad Uzbekistan was also
developed by the executive committee of TAS in 1864 ratified by the member
states’* In addition, in 1997, the TAS member states sighedAgreement on
Regulation of Migration Processes by Citizens,altfh Uzbekistan never ratified

this agreement’?

In parallel to these TAS initiatives, CIS agreemsestt the movement of people and
migration in the post-Soviet space provided anresite multilateral foundation for
labour migration. The CIS made provisions for Viisge travel among the member
countries, and the Agreement on Co-operation irStitleere of Labour Migration and
Social Protection from 1994 sought to facilitateyration among member states by
stipulating mechanisms for tax payment and theggtain of the rights of

migrants>’® Furthermore, the 1998 Agreement on Co-operatidhérStruggle

70 E. SadovskaiaVligratsiia v Kazakhstane na rubezhe XXI veka: ospevendentsii i perspektivy
g7AlImaty: International Organization for Migratio001), p. 197.

Ibid.
"2 |bid. p. 199.
7 M. Khaidarova, 'Aktual'nye voprosy v Tsentral'Agii' Migratsiia v Tsentral'noi Azii: problemy i
perspektivy (materialy mezhdunarodnoi konferengsiinaty: Institut mirovoi ekonomiki i politiki pri
fonde pervogo Presidenta RK, 2005), p. 70. Intaadio the 1994 agreement there was also the CIS
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against lllegal Migration envisioned close co-ofpieraamong member states in
curbing illegal migratiori’* In 1995 the CIS assembly of parliamentarians also
adopted a model law on migration, with a view imstating the harmonisation of

national legal frameworks.

Shortly after the formation of EvrAzES in 2000, thrganisation adopted an
agreement on visa-free travel similar to that maglall CIS states in 1992° In
December 2003, an EvrAzES draft agreement reggléimporary work migration
by citizens of member countries was also formulated circulated for consideration.
Russian President Vladimir Putin stressed thatab#itation of migration was among
the key aims of the organisation: ‘[EvrAzES] engea free movement of capital,

goods and people. This is the basis of the integrarocess™°

Co-operation patterns

The TAS’s proclaimed intentions on migration co4@®n had little, if any, effect.

As one migration expert from Kazakhstan commente2D01: ‘Unsurprisingly,
practically all signed international agreementgwjortance in the last years between
the three states — Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan and Kgtayg — for the establishment of

legal and economic conditions for free exchangeark forces and for integration

Agreement on visa free movements of the citizethe @@ommonwealth of Independent States on the
territories of the member staté® October 1992).

" Khaidarova, 'Aktual'nye voprosy v Tsentral'noi AMigratsiia v Tsentral'noi AziiAgreements on
border control co-operation also intended to regutaigration: Clecree of the Presidents:
Cooperation of the frontier troops in the spherdofder control in the checkpoints at the bordefrs o
the member states of the Commonwealth of Indepestidas with states not Included in the
Commonwealtli29 September 1999).

> EU and IOM,Trudovaia migratsiia v stranakh Tsentral'noi Azip$Riiskoi Federatsii, Afghanistan
i Pakistan(Almaty: European Commission, International Orgatigrafor Migration, 2005).
®’®'Russia TV sums up CIS security and economic biesmit resultsBBC Worldwide Monitoring,
23 June 2006.
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are still far from implementation, while illegal gration... in the neighbouring

countries is taking on a larger and larger dimemnsitf

The CIS agreements were prone to similar definiisnplementation, but they did
provide some basic measures. The commitment tefresaravel and the 1994
agreement on migration were first steps towardmgieitizens of CIS member
countries the right to work legally in other ClSuotries. However, most countries
added their own separate unilateral provisionsgethyecomplicating labour
movement in the CIS. Some also eventually withdirem the commitment to visa-
free traveP’® In turn, provisions adopted within the CIS framekvdid not as such
constitute a comprehensive framework for labourratign in the post-Soviet space.
Some countries also attempted to compensate lgting additional bilateral

agreements.

The legal framework for migration in Kazakhstanvesras useful illustration of the
plethora of provisions. The country had 20 laves;rdes and government instructions
relevant to migration into Kazakhstan (see tablew In addition, Kazakhstan had
several bilateral agreements with Kyrgyzstan ansisiRu— even though all three
countries were members of both EvrAzES and the K#akhstan’s bilateral
agreements with Russia covered issues relatedjtosiion of citizenship, labour
migration, social policy and border regioi$The Kazakhstan—Kyrgyzstan
agreements included an Agreement on Regulatingithx@sions for Mutual Travels

of the Citizens from 29 December 2001 and a 200@eagent on work activities and

°"" SadovskaiaMigratsiia v Kazakhstane na rubezhe XXI| vakal 99.

5’8 Eventually, some CIS countries fully or partly awed the CIS 1992 agreement on visa-free travel
in order to curb illegal migration: Turkmenistanlif99, Uzbekistan in 2000 and Russia in 2001

¥ EU and IOM,Trudovaia migratsiia v stranakh Tsentral'noi AzipSRiiskoi Federatsii, Afghanistan

i Pakistanep. 21.
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social protection for labour migrants in the agitiaxal sector and work in the border
regions>>° There was a similar agreement with Uzbekistanamér regions and the
agricultural sector, but Uzbekistan’s failure ttfyathis agreement prevented it from
entering into forc&®* The large number of agreements caused confusibinasome
cases serious contradictions. One example wadsgbenilarities in specification of
the documents necessary to cross the Kyrgyzstamikatan border. The EvrAzZES
agreement of 30 November 2000 provided a list auideents that differed
substantially from the list of appropriate docunsespecified by the Kazakhstan—

Kyrgyzstan bilateral agreement from 2081.

*80 |hid. IOM, 'Legal aspects of border control betwéemtwo countried®reliminary assessment of
immigration inspection and border control at thedbborder of Kazakhstan with the Kyrgyz Republic
(Almaty: International Organisation for Migratic2005).

81 £ Sadovskaidyligratsiia v Kazakhstane na rubezhe XXI veka: ospevendentsii i perspektivy
(Almaty: IOM, 2001).

82 |0M, 'Legal aspects of border control between e ¢ountriesPreliminary assessment of
immigration inspection and border control at thadbborder of Kazakhstan with the Kyrgyz Republic
(Almaty: IOM, 2005).
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Table 16: Key legal acts of the Republic of Kazakan in the sphere of labour

migration
Legal acts Date
The constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan 3@uWat 1995

Law ‘On citizenship’

20 December 1991, 3
October 1995, 17 May 2007

Law ‘On migration of the population’

13 December 199
(including changes from
2001-2001)

Law ‘On employment of the population’ 23 Januar@2®@7
January.2004
Law ‘On work in the Republic of Kazakhstan’ 10 Dedr®n1999

Law ‘On labour protection’

22 January1993, 5 October
1995, 29 November 1999

Presidential Decree ‘On the legal status of foreigizens in the
Republic of Kazakhstan’

19 Junel1995, 19 July 1997
1 and 16 March 2001

Presidential Decree ‘On arrangements for grantoiiigal refuge for
foreign citizens or persons without citizenship’

15 July1996, 19 April 2000

Presidential Decree ‘On arrangements for assegsiagtions
connected with citizenship of the Republic of Kazstlan’

27 September 1996

Presidential Decree ‘On licensing’

17 April 1995

Government resolution ‘Issues of legal regulatibfoceign citizens in
the Republic of Kazakhstan’

28 January 2000

Government resolution ‘Rules for determining quasasiing work
permits for foreign labour force in the Republidkafzakhstan’

19 June 2001

The concept for migration policies in the Republfitazakhstan 5 May 2000
2001-2010
Administrative codex of the Republic of Kazakhstan 30 January 2001

Government resolution ‘On establishing quotas ézeiving foreign
labour force for undertaking working activities the territory of the
Republic of Kazakhstan for 2004’

17 March 2004

Resolution of the Supreme Council of the RepulliKazakhstan ‘On
the ratification of Agreement on co-operation ia 8phere of labour
migration and social protection of labour migrants

8 September 1994

Decree of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of theeRublic of
Kazakhstan and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs bétRepublic of
Kazakhstan ‘On confirming the instructions for risgiing entry and
stay of foreign citizens in the Republic of Kazalkims and also exit’

28 July2000, 8 August 200d

Joint decree Ministry of Internal Affairs and Mitrig of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan ‘On confirrgithe instructions
for regulating the issuing of visas for the Repetibli Kazakhstan’

24 and 27 December 2002

Source: EU and IOM Trudovaia migratsiia v strandldentral’'noi Azii, Rossiiskoi Federatsii, Afghaarsi Pakistane (Almaty:

European Commission, IOM, 2005

With regard to EvVrAzES, concrete initiatives in gghere of migration were slow to

develop. An EvrAzZES representative explained thatdifficulties with developing

viable and common measures in the sphere of migratere linked to the divergence
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of interests between the receiving countries, ngiReksia and Kazakhstan, and the

sending countries, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistah.

Uzbekistan’s policies in relation to migration dexhspecial difficulties for regional
migration. Despite the significant and steady iaseeof labour migration from
Uzbekistan to Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Russia the late 1990s onwards, the
country did not formally acknowledge that this oatd flow existed® It recognised
only migrants sent officially by the Ministry of baur and Social Security on
government-initiated projects, notably speciakgtsking in the South Korea
automobile industry®® By law, ordinary citizens of Uzbekistan were reqdito

apply to an inter-ministerial migration commission permission to leave the country
for work abroad. However, this committee was narapional. One representative of
an Uzbekistani NGO noted that, on contacting tlieiaf who by law was to serve as
head of the committee, it became clear that thatgmewas not even aware that such a
committee should exiSt® The malfunctioning of the formal mechanisms for
assessing worker applications for legal and offfisiatus as migrants ensured that
nearly all of Uzbekistan’s labour migrants in thisQvere by default illegal migrants

as soon as they left their country.

The failure of Uzbekistan to officially recognigeetoutward flow of migrants to

neighbouring countries also created difficultieglioss-border interactions between

%83 | Rakhimov, 'Mezhgosudarstvennoe sotrudnichelsakoneobkhdimoe uslovie tsivilizovannogo
resheniia problem migratsMigratsiia v Tsentral'noi Azii: problemy i perspekti(materialy
mezhdunarodnoi konferents{\lmaty: Institut mirovoi ekonomiki i politiki prfonde pervogo
Presidenta RK, 2005).

%84 |nterview, IOM representative Tashkent, 29 MarcB®0

%85 Uzbekistan workers in South Korean industry cama apin-off from Uzbekistan’s agreement with
the South Korean automobile firm Daewoo, which im@sted heavily in Uzbekistan. (Source: see
note 104 above.)

%8¢ |nterview, representative NGO, Tashkent, 2 Apdid2
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regional administrations. After difficulties assateid with a large inflow of cotton
workers from Uzbekistan’s Jizzak district to thel@4ra district in the province of
South Kazakhstan, Childara authorities contactezxh#idistrict with the intention of
better organising the inflow of workers to its agitural sector. The Childara
administration specifically requested an estimétaftows for the subsequent season.
Some six months later, the Jizzak district admiaigin reportedly replied with an
official letter stating that there was very litbatward migration from Jizzak province

and hence no need to initiate collaborafin.

An interesting aspect of Central Asia multilateratiatives in the sphere of migration
was the explicit wish of state authorities to erdearegulation and control over
migration flows in efforts to curb illegal laboungmation. Ibod Rakhimov, head of
department for development in the socio-humanmeasigheres in the integration
committee of EVrAZES, stressed: ‘The strategicatios of social-economic co-
operation of the member countries of EvrAzES isnemted with the call for order
and tough control in the migration sphere. Thisistified by [the fact that] at the
territory of the states of [EvrAzZES] there existgsa-free travel regime in

correspondence with the agreement... of 30 Novembe®'2%®

Rakhimov’s statement is indicative of the consibeambivalence that the state
authorities frequently expressed in relation tonatign: on the one hand, they
rhetorically endorsed the idea of a common markdtfeee movement of workers.
On the other hand, they emphasized the need taonpreégulate and control this

process. Rakhimov signalled that ‘one method tceloflevels of] illegal migration is

587 [|hi

Ibid.
°%8 Rakhimov, 'Mezhgosudarstvennoe sotrudnichestvankakkhdimoe uslovie tsivilizovannogo
resheniia problem migratsii', p. 13.
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to strengthen control with migration inflows’ ane&ntioned new methods of
immigration inspection in Moscow as a positive epéof ways to ‘control the
adherence to regulations’ when foreigners weraltiftéinstead of assessing how
regulations could be simplified to make adhereraseg, the authorities focused on

forcing compliance with stricter regulations.

A high-level IOM representative stationed in Cehftssia commented that recent
efforts by the states to improve the managememifloiv and transit of people were
in fact making matters more complicated withoutiaying state control over these
flows.>*° According to this representative, the cumberscegelations served to
encourage the rise of middlemen or traffickersatmolur migrants, which in turn

facilitated the rise in trans-national crinve.

The relationship between regulations and illegaration was a complex one. There
were two ways in which labour migrants became dlagoon entering another
country: either through failing to follow the reeiig country’s procedures for
registration as foreign citizens after enteringabentry, or through violating the
procedures for formal registration of employmentKhazakhstan and Russia, the
former included failure to register within threeydaf arrival and failure to obtain
necessary temporary residence permits. Violatiémiseolatter type included failure to
obtain necessary permits for employment; labouvisies contradicting the obtained
permits or going beyond the specified time limitdantrepreneurial or independent

labour activity without corresponding permité Few comprehensive surveys of

589 hi
Ibid.
9 |nterview, senior IOM representative, Almaty, 15yR005.
9 bid.
923, Olimova and |. Bost,abour migration from TajikistafDushanbe: IOM, 2003), pp. 68—72.
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illegal migration in Central Asia exist, but a magbudy of Tajikistani citizens
working in Russia undertaken by Saodat Olimovalgod Bosc found that 77.5 per

cent of those surveyed did not have a permit fgallemployment?®

The required permits were difficult to obtain aneluently necessitated bribing state
officials: 67.6 per cent of the Tajikistani migrarsurveyed by Olimova and Bosc
stated that they had to pay a bribe when regigiexeforeign citizens after arrival in
Russia. Both employers and employees also hadiseymi incentives not to register
migrants as workers. In Russia the employer hahyoa fee of 3000 Russian roubles
to the Federal Migration Service in order to obta@mmission to hire foreign workers
and 1000 Russian roubles for a work pertfitn Moscow the employer also needed
to submit 12 different documents to various departist® In Kazakhstan, the fee
required was lower but still significant, and enyaos needed to submit at least four
documents to different official bodié¥ For migrants, there were fewer opportunities
for work in the legal economy than in the illegalsbhadow economy, and the
prospect of having to pay income tax was a furtleerrent. Olimova and Bosc
summarised the reasons for high rates of illegagllepyment among Tajikistani labour

migrants in Central Asia and Russia as followsstfopportunities for legal

%3 |bid. p. 69. Olimova and Bosc note that illega@riers made up a considerable part of the Russian
labour force. According to these authors, the sthttistics committee in Russia estimated in 20@t t
production in Russia’s shadow economy represerique? cent of annual GDP, and unemployment in
that sector constituted 15 to 30 per cent of thed ttumber of employed. Moreover, the authors found
evidence that at the end of 1998, the real numbemployees in small and medium-sized enterprises
was 70 per cent higher than official figures intéch

9 |bid, p. 70.

%% |bid.

% Interview, representative, Ministry of Foreign &iffs, Kyrgyzstan Southern Region Migration
Service, Osh, 4 March 2005. Interestingly, afterititroduction of new migration legislation in Rigss
the number of required documents increased: wieferb it had been 8 documents, it became 12. As
Olimova and Bosc comment: ‘Russia’s new migratenm has increased the barriers migrants face.
They will have to invest time and effort to overcothese obstacles. Individual success may often
depend on having the right contacts and the ressuacpay high bribes. It is fair to assume that on
effect of the law will be to boost the level of ngstion in the official bodies supervising the naitjion
and employment of foreign workers.” Olimova and &dsbour migration from Tajikistan.
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employment are limited; second legal employmetdss attractive because in effect

it means lower earnings; third, there is a conscibesire on the part of many

migrants to evade contact with state bodies, witiely mistrust>®’

Law enforcement authorities in Central Asia algoresented a significant challenge
for labour migrants during travel and transit frobome country to work destinations
in Kazakhstan or Russia. Migrants experienced ssiifficulties with both rail and
road transport. In July and August 2002, a grouN®D activists, IOM
representatives and journalists took the train flushanbe to the Russian city of
Astrakhan. This was one of the main routes for amtg to Russia, and passed
through Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan and KazakhstanaBse of the complex border
delineations, the rail route entered Uzbekistam fooes and Turkmenistan three
times. In total, there were 22 official check-psion the Dushanbe—Astrakhan I,

The observer group reported after their journey:

Boarding is a major hassle...inside the station theedengthy document and
luggage checks...Women are forced to undergo gynagical exam by a nurse
without proper equipment somewhere in the statioan effort to avoid this
procedure, women pay her 1 somoni (half a dollathey pay another 200
roubles the customs official will let their luggage through...... Endless border
controls and inspections began at the Tajik—Uzlmekdr... They were
accompanied by roughness, endless insults andiexitdry border guards,
customs officials and police who were enteringdhgiages at the stations...Most
of the customs officials and representatives oéotaw enforcement bodies (we
couldn’t establish which ones exactly) in all caied the train from Tajikistan
passed through (Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, KazaRklestd Russia), were
carrying out their activity without uniforms andduges of rank. It was impossible
to find out the name and positions of border guardstoms officials or police
officers. The train takes three days®>

97 Olimova and Bosd,abour migration from Tajikistarp. 70.

% |bid. p. 79. referring to statements of Amonhutjidzhibekov, deputy head of Tajikistan’s state
railway company

9 Excerpts from report filed by three IOM observersnember of the Kazakhstani NGO ‘Legal aid to
migrants’ and a reporter from the Kazakhstani weeklwspapemMegapolis,cited Olimova and Bosc,
Labour migration from Tajikistarpp. 78—79.
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A labour migrant interviewed for Olimova and Bosstady noted with regard to the
train journey ‘[Law enforcement agencies] checkrygdocuments and extort money
every time you cross the Tajik—Uzbek border. Evendity police enter the carriages

at Karshi and Bukhara stations to check passemgerextort money from therfi?®

There were similar problems with road transporkellborder guards and customs
officials, the road police intimidated migrants adorted money from them. One
estimate suggested that migrants ended up payegl®d USD in bribes for
journeys through Central Asia to Rus&laThe behaviour of law enforcement
officers on Central Asian roads gave rise to thenpimenon of middlemen or
‘guides’ for busloads of Tajikistani migrants. Theguides were persons who had
regular contact with law enforcement officers altrayel routes and managed the
transfer of bribes and ‘gifts’, thereby bringingve® predictability to the levels and
modes of paymerif> Middlemen in Tajikistan who facilitated the transpand
supply of illicit labour to Russia usually enjoy#a protection of at least one

important local (Tajikistani) official®®

The rise in labour migration within the region spalthe involvement of lower-level
officials in the exploitation of illicit labour ithe shadow economy — especially in
Kazakhstan, the primary receiving country. A Tasttkeased NGO undertook
extensive research on the conditions of Uzbekistagiants in Kazakhstan. They
found several cases of serious mistreatment ofamntgr and significant complicity

and involvement of state officials and law enforeetrnpersonnel. Migrants usually

8% |nterview with labour migrant from Isfara Tajikést, quoted in Olimova and Bod@bour
migration from Tajikistanp.79.

€01 |pid. pp. 79-80.

%92 |bid. pp. 80-87.

%3 |pid. p. 77.
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lived on the factory or construction site whereythrked, and their employers
frequently denied them payment and often prohilitesn from leaving the worksite.
In the city of Kyzyl Orda in Kazakhstan, NGO resdears observed illegal
Uzbekistani migrants repairing a holiday housachg belonging to a representative
of the city administration. The NGO representatiweso did not reveal their identity
as researchers, were later told by the official fieacould arrange for law
enforcement officers to collect illegal migrantslaupply them to the NGO

representative®*

In an interview for this thesis, the same NGO repn¢ative stated that law
enforcement agencies often protected the inteogésk® organisers of illegal

migration rather than the migrants themselvesni af the more extreme cases noted
by the NGO, Uzbekistani border guards in the boottgrof Shymkent in Kazakhstan
had arrested two young Uzbekistani shuttle tradens, were entering Uzbekistan
with profits from market trading in Kazakhstan. Tdweards handed the traders over to
the local police in Shymkent, who in turn had ‘salte teenagers as ‘slaves’ to a
businessman who supplied labour to the construatidustry. NGOs in Kyrgyzstan
monitoring the plight of Uzbekistani migrants irugioern Kyrgyzstan told similar
stories of close links between the police and dsgas of illicit work activitie<®

The fact that illegal migrants faced the risks e€tming ‘slaves’ was frequently
mentioned in interviews for this thesis as welirathe local and international

press’®®

04 |nterview, Representative NGO, Tashkent, 2 Apr020

€95 |nterview, representative NGO, Osh, 2 March 2005.

8% |nterview, senior IOM representative, Almaty, 1ByR005; 'Kyrgyzstan struggles to stop slave
trade',Eurasianet.org29 June 2004.
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IOM and NGOs in the region agreed that Uzbekistaigrants were especially
vulnerable to abuse by law enforcement officersabee of the failure of Uzbekistan
to recognise the outflow of migration to neighbagrcountrie$®’ By contrast,
Kyrgyzstan also had considerable outflow of migsantKazakhstan and Russia, but
it pursued active diplomacy in order to improve toaditions for Kyrgyzstani
migrants. Reports of scandals related to Kyrgyzsséawve’ labour at tobacco and
cotton plants in Kazakhstan in the period from 2802 were published in the
Kyrgyzstani press. A bilateral agreement betweenakKhstan and Kyrgyzstan later
improved the situation in this sector. Kyrgyzstagricultural migrants also had the
benefit of being able to turn to a special mignasection in the Kyrgyzstani embassy

in Almaty to voice their grievancé®®

Understanding the failure of security co-operation

| have previously suggested five different ways@tounting for failures in regional
co-operation. The first approach stresses realishttze hegemonic rivalry of Russia
and the USA for control in the region. A secondist@erspective focuses on the
national interests of the local states. The thetbpective stresses interdependence,
while the fourth approach shifts the focus to ttageslevel and seeks to understand
how regime types — and authoritarian aspects iticpgar — might make co-operation
between the Central Asian states difficult. Ththfdpproach maintains the focus on
the state level, but views elements of ‘indired¢’ras central to understanding failed

regional co-operation.

97 Interview, senior IOM representative, Almaty, 15yR005; interview, IOM representative,
Tashkent, 29 March 2005; interview, representati@O\ Tashkent, 2 April 2005.

%% |nterview, representative Ministry of Foreign Affa Kyrgyzstan Southern Region Migration
Service, Osh, 4 March 2005.
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In all three security-focused cases outlined abattention to national interest and
national sovereignty featured prominently. The dearinfringements of national
sovereignty shaped Kyrgyzstan’s and Tajikistanfatiens with Uzbekistan when
they were faced with the IMU threat, creating aniemment less conducive to co-
operation. In the case of labour migration, co-apen was difficult due to the
differing interests of the sending and receivingrddes. In relation to narcotics,
concerns over national security prevented regiocoaperation. Agencies were
reluctant to share operative information with néiglring countries for fear of

information leakages.

Concerns about national interests and sovereigate wlearly central features of co-
operation patterns. However, can a realist appreatffice for providing an
understanding why co-operation on security issuedqu to be so difficult? In the
case of security, both regime type and state wesakae central in accounting for not
only how but also why co-operation failed. Intemagly, issues of security
interdependence seem to have played a less promoienThe perceived threats
from ‘extremism’, drugs and illegal migration waremmon to all the Central Asian
states, and as such, the states bore high dedriegsrdependence. Faced with a
common threat like the IMU, the Central Asian coigst declared their unity and
intention to work together — but in practice inggate co-ordination was riddled with

difficulties. How can this best be accounted for?

Co-operation patterns were shaped markedly by tegfime type and state weakness.

In the case of migration, Uzbekistan’s reluctarmcadknowledge the massive outward
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labour migration to neighbouring countries was rd@hle, and this refusal seriously
complicated efforts at collaboration. Bilateral@gments and multilateral initiatives
were both doomed, since Uzbekistan could not takeffecial position on the issue. It
seems that the key reason for Uzbekistan’s posi@sits concern with masking the
failures of its economic polices. Admitting thaege proportion of the work force
had sought employment in Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstauld be a tacit
acknowledgement that the more politically and ecoigally liberal neighbouring

countries had a development model superior toah8izbekistan.

Some regime-related features also surface in $esament of co-operation in the two
other cases, albeit to lesser extents. Uzbekistawawvith Kyrgyzstan over its

decision to mine its border with Kyrgyzstan andiligfan was primarily one of
national interest: Uzbekistan prioritised natioseturity over good relations.
However, an important feature of the controversyg W& grave concern expressed by
Kyrgyzstan's media over the issue, compared wighgtbvernment-controlled
reporting in Uzbekistan’s media outlets. If thegzré Uzbekistan had subjected the
regime to greater scrutiny over the human cosits afecurity policies, perhaps state
leaders would have calculated differently when dieg to lay the mines. With regard
to drugs, the culture of secrecy in law enforcenagyi@ncies was a typical legacy of
authoritarian governing methods — and it made istate co-operation on drugs more

difficult.

The issue of state weakness featured prominent three cases. The inability of

President Rakhmonov of Tajikistan to exert contnadr the UTO-dominated

mountain areas was one of the key reasons fon#imlity of Central Asian states to
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effectively counter the IMU threat. The IMU preseni Tajikistan’s mountain areas
was possible due to the protection extended tcatimed group by Minister of
Emergency Mirzo Zioyev. This situation was an exEngd state weakness in its most
immediate sense: President Rakhmonov was unablectiessfully lay claim to the
monopoly of violence across all of Tajikistan'sriary. Thus rather than helping to
bring about effective co-operation to deter the IM@jikistan actually served as a
useful launching pad for IMU attacks on Kyrgyzstam Uzbekistan. Tajikistan’s
official denials of the IMU’s presence further cdogated the issue and prevented
Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan from entering into a ¢amsive dialogue with Tajikistan
on how to best solve the IMU challenge. Insteaglysrents and protests riddled inter-

state relations and complicated responses.

In the cases of co-operation on anti-drug effoni$ ilegal migration, difficulties
related to state weakness also arose, but thegdataore to issues of ‘indirect rule’
rather than to the ‘monopoly of violence’. In thghere of drugs co-operation, joint
initiatives were rare, and there was little reggkzal collaboration among agencies in
the region. This absence was largely due to théumationing of state structures. The
lack of government resources, combined with lovasas$ for law enforcement agents,
led some among them to capitalise on illicit tredfng, and this in turn seriously
undermined efforts at drugs control. There were atsong indications that agents

were regularly facilitating the drugs traffickingigg through the region.

On co-operation in the sphere of migration, a simplattern was visible. Tough state

regulations and inter-state agreements faileddwige the states with greater

oversight and control over labour migration flowsstead, law enforcement bodies in

309



the Central Asian states seem to have capitalisgbdeincreased migration flows,
and state agents appear to have regularly attertptgeherate informal income from
the migration movements. The serious malfunctiomhthe state organs charged
with the task of regulating migration made the Calmsian states unable to achieve

their goals of better regulating labour migration.

Symbolic aspects of regional co-operation effortsenalso clearly evident in the case
of security. State leaders used the TAS summitagept unity and resolve in tackling
threats, even stating at one point that the caesteiere in @e facto'defence union’.
The reality was, however, one of failures in vasitmasic tasks, with Uzbekistan’s
unilateral mining serving as perhaps the cleareBtation that the states did not

behave as if they were linked in a defence union.

Great-power involvement

Contrary to what Great Game theorists would exghkete was no clash between the
great powers in 1999/2000. Indeed, in this perioith (Russia and the US failed to
intervene effectively to help the Central Asiartesteto repel the danger posed by the
IMU. The states called on outside powers for aasc, but both Russia and the US
failed to use the opportunity to gain a betteriodd in the region. The period was
marked more by a security deficit and great-povesuvum than by rivalry between
outside states. Moreover, just as the US steppéts sppport to Uzbekistan — thereby
increasing structural divisions in the region réheas a thaw in relations between
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, which remained a cldiseof Russia. This development

indicates that the predicted increase in ‘enmigtileen states in the region due to
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great-power involvement did not fully materialfS8On the level of diplomatic
agreements, Russia’s presence and the existetice GSTO might have reduced
intra-regional diplomatic efforts to construct aaueration architecture for security.
Some intra-regional efforts in the sphere of ségulid emerge, but these typically
failed to result in effective collaboration. On tivaole, therefore, the great-power
approach does not provide a satisfactory understgrod co-operation patterns in

Central Asia in the period under study.

As with the issue of trade, the case of securityijaMargely refuting the great-power
approach, offers several interesting insights theonature of Russia’s involvement in
the region and its ambition to play the role oegdémon. In security issues, Russia
seems to have mainly pursued a benevolent rolenWitervening in Tajikistan’s
war, Russia stressed the threat of radical IslatheécCIS as a whole, and undertook
the political and financial burden of stabilisifgetcountry. The neighbouring states
contributed briefly to peacekeeping, but these tieswere mostly free-riders on

Russian efforts to bolster the regime of PresidRakhmonov.

Moscow’s unsuccessful campaign to regain UzbeKstammmitment to the CST in
the wake of the IMU attacks is a further illustoatiof the nature of Russian
hegemony. Russia clearly was too weak to force kigtan to re-orient itself towards
Russia — even in the face of grave security thr&sbates over CST membership
also revealed the material benefits associatedbeithg a member, as Russia was

willing to subsidise military supplies to its CSllies.

699 An alternative and more complex reading of thevithbetween Uzbekistan and Tajikistan would be
to emphasise the US support to both UzbekistarTajikistan and point to the likelihood that US
pressure on both countries allowed for improvemantslateral relations. This still represents a
challenge to structural realism and Great Gameogmbies, since it would imply Russia’s tacitly
acceptaning US efforts, or even collusion with them
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As for Moscow’s efforts to build multilateral ingitions for managing migration
flows, Russia undermined its own multilateral etdoy letting domestic law differ
from EvrAzES goals. The Russian domestic legal éaork did not correspond to
the intentions expressed within the EvrAzEs framé&w®he Russian law on
migration made labour migration to Russia even nadfeult than it had been
previously®*® Moreover, Russia chose, in selected bilaterals;asaise migration
issues as a source of leverage. Bilateral migrarcemgements formed an important
part of the cluster of issues involved in negatiagi over Russian border guards and
Russian military bases in Tajikistan in 2004.These policies signalled a disregard
for multilateralism as a useful vehicle for furtimgr Russia’s potential hegemonic role

in the region, and undermined Moscow’s own EvrA=HSrts.

| now turn to the conclusion, in which | will fuh address issues of hegemony as

well as those of co-operation.

1% 0limova and Bosd,abour migration from Tajikistan,.[y0.
®11vV. Socor, 'Russia's military presence in Tajikistato be legalized and dilutedamestown
Foundation Eurasia Daily Monitowol. 1, no. 100, 2004.
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Conclusion

Key findings

Why did Central Asian states fail to act togetlesdlve common challenges in the
period 19932004? That was the main question underlying thesith At the outset, |

indicated several different approaches from theridtional relations literature that

could help shed light on this issue.

Realist perspectives emphasising the structuralgonénance of great powers
attributed failures in regional co-operation to toenpetition for influence between
outside states. By contrast, a second realist apprstressed the potential conflicting
national interests of states within the region &syafactor obstructing regional
solutions. A third approach focused at the systdeviel was the interdependence
perspective. According to this approach, stateshtrigve viewed high degrees of
interdependence as vulnerability — and thus seg#taral rather than multilateral

solutions to the challenges facing them.

Two further approaches shifted the level of analyigim the systemic to the domestic.
One perspective stressed regime characteristitedsey to understanding failures of
regional co-operation. Another, which emphasisatesveakness defined as ‘indirect
rule’, held that the blurring of the line betweeivpte and state functions made the

states in the region unable to enact multilateshiltens.
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Why co-operation failed

| discussed the viability of these approaches se @hapters on trade, water and
security co-operation. My assessments demonsttiag¢donflicting national interest
was a key reason why co-operation failed. This le@ien confirms the relevance of
realism for an analysis of Central Asian regior@litigs. Importantly, however, the
approach that proved most useful was a realisppetive stressing conflicting
interests among the statgghin the region, and not amomwgitsidestates. Moreover,

it was not possible to identify any clear indicasmf state concern about the
distribution of potential gains from co-operatidmthis context, the case material did
not offer any distinct support for neo-realist ayggmhes as opposed to neo-liberal ones.
Rather, my basic finding was that while substamtabperation could have offered
important gains for the states in the region, castsuncertainties associated with co-
operation made the states see their national sitebest served by avoiding
implementation of co-operation pledges. This igpactl ‘rationalist’ pattern that both

neo-realists and neo-liberals would predict.

In the case of trade, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistasecttoguard their immediate short-
term economic interests instead of opting to fetii regional trade. In regional water
management, diverging interests with regards totebdity generation and irrigation
made co-operation difficult, and unwillingness telg control to supra-national
regional water institutions further complicatedagmeration efforts. In the case of
security, concerns over sovereignty hampered éffecb-operation. Interdependence,

where present, did not generate an impetus fopewsadion. On the contrary, it
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seems — particularly in the case of Uzbekistanhkatce triggered efforts to reduce the

degree of interdependence by enhancing unilaterdtal.

The preceding chapters also detailed how regime $fqaped co-operation patterns.
Uzbekistan’s preference for import substitution wasgued, closely linked to the
political necessities of the regime. Yet that cogistimport substitution strategy
made it nearly impossible to achieve a Central ds@mmon market. With respect to
water issues, authoritarian governance exacerledezt inefficiency, hampered
negotiations and made the establishment of sugrar@ institutions more difficult.

In security issues, an absence of trust underngneaperation — and this lack of trust
may have been partly attributable to the authaaitetendencies of the Central Asian

states.

Uzbekistan, by far the most authoritarian of ther fetates discussed, was a
particularly unconstructive partner in co-operatifforts. By contrast, Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan, which both adopted comparativddgrial political and economic
development strategies, managed to achieve sormesses, albeit minor ones, in
bilateral co-operation initiatives. In water managat, the two states were able to
agree and implement co-operative arrangementsiéof alas-Chu river. On migration
issues, active diplomacy from Kyrgyzstan'’s side borad with Kazakhstan’s
receptiveness to such diplomacy led to an improvenexen if a marginal one, in the

conditions of Kyrgyzstani labour migrants in Kazatdn.

State weakness also mattered profoundly for coatiper patterns. In fact, based on

my findings from the three case chapters, | argaedven if there had been complete
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harmony of state interests, it seems the CentranAsountries would not have been
able to ensure that co-operation policies wereemginted. This is because most co-
operation initiatives would run counter to the auity structures associated with
‘indirect rule’. The state leaders in the regioodga powerful constraints: upsetting
authority structures would likely trigger instahjli The political leaderships therefore

ardently avoided co-operation initiatives that matiabilities related to this.

In the case of trade, it is conceivable that theyrfarmal barriers to trade would
have been lifted if all states had had an equalbng interest in an open trading
regime. However, informal barriers would probab#ywé persisted. The considerable
level of informal income generation by low-levedtst officials associated with
‘indirect rule’ would have continued to make tratigicult. This would have shaped

and limited trade flows significantly.

In the case of water, state weakness would havincea to result in limited

oversight and inefficiency in water use in the oegilf there had been closer harmony
between national interests it might have been plestd design a more robust and
predictable mechanism for annual water sharings ®hicome would have enabled a
better regime for the Toktogul reservoir and prdpalvoided the flooding of
agricultural fields caused by winter releases. @atiwater management would still
have been difficult, though, since the state buresaies would have continued to
lack effective oversight over actual water flowstba province and district levels. If
states failed to initiate local reforms to end liheal authorities’ diversion of water

flows and enhance water efficiency, Central Astald still have been likely to face
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the same underlying water challenges: over-useatémfor cotton production and the

continued shrinking of the Aral Sea.

It is difficult to apply a similar counterfactualdic in relation to security co-operation.
In the case of drugs and illegal migration theralready a harmony of interest: all
states want to regulate better the flow of laboigramts, and all states claim to want
to end drug trafficking. Still, as indicated in Qiter 6, malfunctioning state
machineries, especially the highly problematic afléaw enforcement, makes

effective co-operation difficult to achieve.

In the case of co-operation to curb ‘extremisme @ossible counterfactual scenario
could involve a situation in which Kyrgyzstan angjikistan had fewer concerns over
breaches of their sovereignty by Uzbekistan, anoeldistan was more willing to
share classified information — for example, intielato the location of mines in
border areas. This situation would have enhanceapeoative responses to the IMU.
Nonetheless, the weakness of Kyrgyzstan's armyPaadident Rakhmonov’s

inability to control Tajikistan’s eastern mountaégions would still have significantly

shaped the regional response to the IMU.

Posing the question ‘why did co-operation fail’ lilights the fact that the outcome of
unsuccessful co-operation between the states iretfien was to a considerable
extent over-determined. The incompatibility of natl interest provides a convincing
and parsimonious account of Central Asian co-opmrdailures, which can easily be

substantiated with empirical findings. However, thieo central and forceful barrier to
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regional co-operation was the weakness of the @lessian states in the form of

‘indirect rule’.

How co-operation failed

Each case presented a strikingly similar pattetmoaf co-operation failed. Regional
challenges were met with extensive pledges frontr@eAsian state leaders, who
promised to tackle these challenges through refjamaperation. The states signed a
range of agreements, often duplicating or parthytaaicting each other, and created
institutional mechanisms for regional co-operatidhthe same time, however, each
state undertook unilateral moves to guard its imatechational interests and thus
undermined declared regional co-operation plangebicer, at the grassroots level —
at the juncture where Central Asian citizens enteneal everyday state practices —
formal state declarations, whether unilateral,tei@ or multilateral, had little
relevance. Actual trading patterns, water sharimysecurity measures unfolded
according to practices very different from thosesented, debated and ‘solved’ in the

diplomatic arena of Central Asian regional relagion

In the case of security, the same patterns emergéath one exception. Military co-
operation between the states in the region didnvolve the same kind of
institutional mechanisms as other regional chabbsndhis absence was the result of
the fact that the majority of the states in thaaeghose to see the institutional
framework provided by one outside great power -sRus as sufficient. | will return
to this issue below. Suffice to say here that el/tre Central Asian states did not

produce the same quantity of formal agreementsibtam issues, they still ended up
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vowing and attempting to initiate joint military -@vdination to curb ‘extremist’
threats. However, in attempts to initiate intraioe@l co-operation, the same
difficulties that were evident in the other casagkly manifested in relation to

military co-operation as well.

While diverging national interests were one ofkkg reasons for why regional co-
operation failed in Central Asia — thereby confingnthe utility of a realist approach —
realism is nevertheless unable to offer a compralkeunderstanding of the distinct
yet complex pattern of co-operation described abkeils to do so because the
character of Central Asian states shaped co-oparpétterns, and realism — its
structuralist versions in particular — does notresidedge the relevance of the state

make-up in determining inter-state relations.

Implications of post-Soviet statehood

An underlying question associated with the studg whether the character of post-
Soviet states mattered for the kind of inter-sgeattitics that unfolded in the post-
Soviet space. The material presented in this thedisates that key attributes of the
states shaped co-operation patterns in importays.wWidhese features were closely
linked to Soviet legacies: authoritarian technigoegovernance represented a
continuation of Soviet modes of rule; and statekmeas — or practices of ‘indirect
rule’ — followed from and augmented governancedsetihat had developed during
the Soviet period. Regime type and state weakhessfore mattered profoundly for

howco-operation failed.
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An important feature of that failure was the widecdepancy between extensive
diplomatic efforts to tackle challenges throughiosegl co-operation, and the actual
absence of meaningful co-operation. This gap miaelenajority of the diplomatic
efforts at regional institution-building more akmfagade-making than genuine
efforts to enable tangible co-operation. It is impot to stress the remarkable scale of
this phenomenon. The vast majority of the agreesngighed within TAS were never

implemented. The scale of this failure makes thenpmenon more than just a side
issue of Central Asian affairsit constitutes, rather, a key trait of regional co

operation patterns. It follows that any approact seeks to comprehensively account
for failed regional co-operation in Central Asiashalso shed light on the
discrepancy between formal agreements and actttalpsof state interaction.
Approaches that include attention to post-Soviesiood do precisely that. In
Chapter 1, | noted that Bhavna Dave found a reiamcsymbolic achievements to be
a key feature of the states in Central Asia. Dugdakness in state capacity, state
leaders relied on symbolic statecraft rather thaal* implementation. This reliance
indicated that the Soviet-era duality between ded®olicy goals and actual
practices, as identified by Anna Zelkina and Oli®®y in Chapter 1, continued to be

a force after 1991.

Central Asian state leaders faced with complexoregjichallenges resorted to policy
skills that they had acquired as Soviet officialamely, presenting symbolic solutions
to situations that were seemingly unsolvable. edengly, Bobo Lo also identifies a
similar propensity for fagcade-making in anothertgdgviet state, Russia. Lo argues
that in the period from 1991 to 2002, much of Raissioreign policy was shaped by

efforts to ‘create an alternative reality that [\Masgely divorced from the true state
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of affairs’®*2 The legacies of Soviet statecraft appear to haaped foreign policy
conduct in the post-Soviet space, including theitpr policy conduct of the Central

Asian states.

Understanding Russia’s hegemonic role in Central Aa

In the two case chapters where great-power invadvgmlayed a significant role,
theoretical approaches attributing the failureegfional co-operation to great-power
competition were unconvincing. In the case of tramtelink was found between
great-power involvement and the inability of then€@al Asian states to launch an

intra-regional common market or improve trade ftatibn.

In the case of security, great-power provisionlidm@ces did shape security co-
operation, and explains why there were comparatifel intra-regional institutional
mechanisms for security co-operation. The greatgp@pproach could not, however,
account for why co-operation became difficult whiea Central Asian states tried to
deal with the IMU threat. Moreover, an approacksting great-power competition
would not anticipate that the two major outside pmnavoided responding to the
Central Asian call for assistance in 1999 and 260tally, the positive developments
in Uzbekistan—Tajikistan relations in the period2@002 run counter to
expectations of a great-power approach: accordirsgith a perspective, increased
US support to Uzbekistan would be likely to worselations with Russia’s close ally,

Tajikistan — when in fact relations between the tmproved.

®12B, Lo, Russian foreign policy in the post-Soviet era: tigalilusion and mythmakin(Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2002), p. 68
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While the approach stressing great-power rivalgfismited use for understanding
Central Asian co-operation patterns, the discusstdriRussia’s role in the case

chapters have shed some interesting light on Resaigagement in the region.

In the sphere of trade, Russia did not provideeiesal rules’ for economic exchanges
among Central Asian states. Russia neither enharotitions for trade co-operation
nor challenged intra-regional efforts like the T&@nmon market proposal.
Moreover, in the one area where it took the mostgmtive and concrete steps — the
attempt to ensure common external customs bafoeEBvrAzES before WTO

membership — Russia was unable to fully realisgatss.

In the sphere of security, Russia provided on@fsessential rules. Until 1999, all
Central Asian states belonged to the same sealliiyce, the Collective Security
Treaty. Uzbekistan’s withdrawal in 1999 undermimegdion-wide security co-
operation, and Russian influence weakened. Rugsimaintain essential rules at the
very basic level in one, limited, way. Russia’sselecurity links with the remaining
three countries still meant that it had a formiggimesence in the region. This
presence, arguably, still posed a deterrent tdanjlistate action. However, Russian
engagement did not positively shape intra-regisealrity co-operation to deal with

‘extremism’, nor did it add momentum to co-operatéaiforts in other spheres.
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Broader issues: multilateralism and hegemony inskus foreign policy towards

Central Asia

The above empirical findings contribute to a widescussion on Russian hegemony.
Many of the thesis’ findings add to an understagdihboth the role of

multilateralism in Russian foreign policy and oéthature of Russian hegemony.

On multilateralism, one can identify several impaotttraits. While it seems clear that
the Russian leadership did not prioritise effootsemedy the failing CIS structures, it

did espouse a more proactive approach in relatid&vtAzES and CSTO.

Interestingly, the most vigorous efforts by Russsa-vis EviAZES were directed
towards ensuring common external barriers. Thi$ waa directly related to another
policy challenge facing Russia: the prospect of Wii@mbership for Russia and
other former Soviet states. When it became clesr\WWirO membership for the
Central Asian countries would impose restrictiondRussia’s influence over trade
policies in the region, Russia stepped up its effobuild a multilateral trade
framework. In this way Russian behaviour weactive its focus and policy efforts
were determined by the rise of a particular chakernhe prospect of WTO
membership. Its policies were not the result cheefully designed plan to ensure the
creation of a viable multilateral trade framewoFke issue of external barriers
received top priority because of its immediatasigance in relation to WTO
negotiations, while other equally pressing issoe@fmultilateral trade framework,

such as common customs procedures, received stamtian.
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The deployment of the CSTO rapid reaction forckaat in Kyrgyzstan made the
CSTO a more substantive and relevant actor inioela Central Asian security
challenges. The timing of this initiative is intsti@g, though, as it came after the
creation of US military bases in Uzbekistan andd§ysstan. This example also fits
the pattern of Russi@actingto immediate challenges, rather than realising li@nm

strategies.

Both cases are also notable for the way they sigitempts to keep other potential
powers out of the region, hinting at what Roy Adhsterms ‘competitive
regionalism™*? In the case of EvrAzES, Russia tried to ensurertigional trade
arrangements rather than global arrangements veatlthe key terms for trade in
region. Similarly, in relation to CSTO, it sougbtdpeed up the withdrawal of US

forces by deploying a CSTO contingent.

Finally, there was a related elementredtrumentalityto Russia’s multilateral efforts.
The aim of establishing multilateral institutionastied up with the ultimate goal of
making Russia the predominant power in the reduultilateralism was an
instrument that helped Russia achieve this goalt4tlivas not an end in itself. Russia
was not primarily concerned with building instituis so that the states in the region
and Russia could solve challenges more effectiveBther, its aim was to pre-empt

other institutions or powers that might supply sintha-state governing mechanisms.

The issue of migration was a powerful testimonth®instrumental nature of

Russia’s multilateral initiatives. While EvrAzES svaupposed to play a role in

#3R. Allison 'Regionalism, regional structures ardwsity management in Central Adiaternational
Affairs 2004 vol. 80, no. 3, p 479
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managing migration flows between the member st&essia made no efforts to
develop an overarching framework for migration witBvrAzES. Rather, Russian
domestic law trumped multilateral frameworks. Rassien used the issue of
migration from Tajikistan to Russia as a bargairghgp in its bilateral relations with

Tajikistan.

The empirical findings presented in the thesis plewided some indications as to the
nature of Russian hegemony in Central Asia. In @ah | noted that hegemony
may be of a benign or a malign type. Keohane sttt hegemons will often seek
to enhance co-operation and ensure provisionsldfggoods. Gilpin, by contrast,
pointed out that hegemons often coerce subsersiatds into carrying the costs of
public goods provision. The case material preseini¢ite preceding chapters is
inconclusive on the question of whether Russiaavamlign or benign hegemon in
Central Asia. In the sphere of trade, it showedsigf malign behaviour. Seen from
the viewpoint of Central Asian consumers, Russféorts to harmonise external
customs barriers entailed notable costs. Extenngtbens barriers might have
strengthened Russian producers — but they intradadmancial burden for Central
Asian consumers, who would eventually have to payrfore costly imported goods
from beyond the EvrAzES. In this way, Russian éfat public goods provision (the
establishment of common trade regulations) pripa&enefited the hegemon, while
the consumers of the subservient states had to towweosts associated with this

strategy.

In the sphere of security, however, a rather diffié picture emerged. Russia covered

the costs of providing security assistance andrg¢ing stability in Tajikistan, at little
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or no expense to Tajikistan or the other CentrahAstates. Similarly, the discounts
in weapon procurement and military support thatdRueffered to CSTO member
states were tangible public goods that benefitattr@eAsia. This type of behaviour

on the part of Russia was in harmony with Keohanetsept of the benign hegemon.

These efforts by Russia also highlight the linknmstn hegemony and capacity. Two
issues stand out in this regard: the behaviourd#cining hegemon, and the nature
of organisational resources. As noted in Chapteoflh Duncan Snidal and Andrew
Hurrell stressed the likely correlation betweendkelining relative strength of a
hegemon and an increase in the hegemon’s interestating co-operative
frameworks, since such frameworks could help tlgeh®n to share the burden of
upholding specific arrangements. In the case obRishegemonic decline, the
picture is slightly more complicated. Russia seemtslly to have wanted to create
co-operative frameworks as a compensation for ¢pgétative strength (for example,
by establishing the CIS), but it was unable to emsiiat the CIS operated

successfully.

Robert Gilpin held that a hegemon supplies secanty economic order so that states
have an interest in following its lead, but thdiroately, however, smaller states
obeyed the hegemon because of its military cap&€ifgobert Keohane stressed that
a hegemon is a state that ‘is powerful enough timtaia the essential rules governing
interstate relations and\lling to do so®*® Contrary to both Gilpin and Keohane,
the case of Russia reveals that a hegemon musitttmaly willing to provide

essential rules, but alsdleto provide these rules. In the 1990s, Russia meeadai

®14 Gilpin War and change in world politic, 34.
®1°R. 0. KeohaneAfter hegemony: cooperation and discord in the wepdtitical economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005),6. 4
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predominant in military terms and als@ntedto mediate its hegemonic decline
though establishing the CIS. But Russia lacked,reyrather things, organisational

power.

Rethinking Central Asian relations

In the introduction, | outlined three ways in whitis thesis can contribute to a
rethinking of Central Asian relations. First, ittenirages a move away from Great
Game analysis; second, it shows that regionalipelan demonstrate regime-like
characteristics; and third, it views stability thgh formal and informal institutions as
a prominent feature of Central Asian societieshBdtthe two latter points challenge
conventional perspectives that warned of loominggea in the region from 1991 to

2004.

Great-power competition was mainly linked to onecfic issue area: access to and
transportation of Central Asia’s energy resourégésertain points in the period from
1991 to 2004 there was also considerable competiktween outside powers over
influence in security affairs. In other issue arehs picture was different,
constituting either great-power absence or greatep@o-operation. ‘Patchwork
geopolitics’ seems, overall, a more appropriatellédr nature of the regional system
than does the ‘Great Game’. Moreover, as notedgtmofocus on the role of great
powers did not shed sufficient explanatory ligh¢othe pattern of regional co-

operation.
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My dismissal of the role of the great powers lesgigport to my argument that
Central Asian regional affairs are largely drivgndynamicswithin the region, rather
than outside forces. This argument bears relevimdaoader debates in international
relations theory on the study of regions. Cantod &piegler’s work from 1970, as
well as Barry Buzan and Ole Weaver’'s more recehinae, stress the likelihood that
outside engagement falls into existing inter-spaticy patterns, rather than
substantially reconfiguring these patterns wheragimg in a regiofi*® Using these
theoretical insights as a starting point, it comg®o surprise that Great Game
dynamics did not play a fundamental role in straowintra-regional relations. What
perhapss surprising is the continued widespread use ofateat Game approach as
an analytical framework, given its predictable tamtions. As suggested in Chapter 1,
this over-focus on the role of the great powershinige explained by the region’s

peripheral place in international relations reskearc

My second rethinking of Central Asian relationstpgrs to procedures for inter-state
interactions in the period from 1991-2004. In Ckagt | discussed how McFaul and
Goldgeier expected peripheral regions in the wtrlde confined to realist scenarios
of military power-balancing, limits on the degrdesbared norms and low degrees of
interdependenc®’ Roy Allison seemed to confirm these notions indbetext of
Central Asia, when he labelled it a ‘peripheral€omhere regional security co-
operation was made difficult by economic stagnatind political turbulenc&?2 In

contrast to McFaul and Goldgeier’s expectationgen$ions and threats, this thesis

616 |, J. Cantori and S. L. Spieg@he international politics of regions: a comparatiapproach
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1970); B. BuzardaD. WaeverRegions and powers: the structure
of international securityCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

7M. McFaul and J. M. Goldgeier, 'A tale of two wasl core and periphery in the post-Cold War
Era’,International Organizationyol. 46, no. 2, 1992.

618 R. Allison 'Regionalism, regional structures aredwsity management in Central Asia’
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has highlighted regime-like features of inter-stafations in Central Asia. Attempts
at regional co-operation failed, but regional rielas were nevertheless to a
considerable degree characterised by ‘explicitgyples, norms rules and decision-
making procedures’ around which the expectatiorSesftral Asian countries
converged® The case of water provided the clearest illusiretiof this phenomenon.
While the states were fundamentally at odds owegtiestion of how water resources
in Central Asia should be shared, they neverthelgesed on important principles
(e.g., water should be made available for irrigatd cotton fields), and on important

procedures: negotiations over water followed sdepas every year.

The third rethinking pertains to internal dynamigghin Central Asian states. This
issue may seem to fall outside the remit of anrh@tonal Relations thesis, but since
the empirical material presented in the previowaptérs sheds some light on the
matter, | offer these brief comments. Several soisdhave stressed the instability of
Central Asian societies and the high risk of cheud upheaval in the regidff While
some of these assertions were warranted, it isrtimtess important to point out that
Central Asian societies in the period from 1992@04 possessed considerable

degrees of formal and informal control mechanisms.

This thesis has documented the pervasive natwstataf institutions, showing the

extent to which citizens of Central Asia had tolde#h these institutions in their

®1° This draws on Hurrell’s definition (A. Hurrell, 'Ebgining the resurgence of regionalism in world
politics' Review of International Studiesl. 21, 1995, p. 42). See also S. D. Krasnen¢airal
causes and regime consequences: regimes as inteyvaniables', in Krasner, edinternational
regimes(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983), p. 1.

20N, Lubin, Calming the Ferghana Valley: development and diagoiguthe heart of Central Asia
(New York: Century Foundation Press, 1999); P.Tangeren, H. van de Veen and J. Verhoeven,
Searching for peace in Europe and Eurasia: an owsnif conflict prevention and peacebuilding
activities(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2002).
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daily lives. State institutions were often highlystunctional — but they were
pervasive nonetheless. Their mere presence impusesiderable degrees of order on
Central Asian communities. This situation is eviderthe testimony outlined in
Chapter 2 — that of a newspaper editor crossiagally into Uzbekistan. The illegal
border crossing was not a random act in an anasétiimg devoid of state regulation.
Rather, it was part of a well-established pattémaominally illegal border crossings,
in which local representatives of state structetesely monitored and guarded
behaviours. The state agents at the border ‘sighoffeincome illegally, but this
same income enabled them to maintain dominant foanghinformal positions in

their areas.

Together with other researchers of Central Asidairaf | have discussed academic
misconceptions of danger in Central Asia elsewheand,| will not expand on the
issue in this conclusioff! I will simply note here that just as Central Asiater-state
relations were not primarily anarchic in natureidgrhe period from 1991-2004, nor
was the situation within those states anarchics Thintention lends support to
Christoph Stefes’ findings from other parts of themer Soviet Union, which show
that the decline of formal rules brought aboutsa in the importance of informal

rules and norm&? Just as there was little inter-state conflict amifitary violence in

%21 See C. Bichsel, 'In search of harmony: repainigastructure and social relations in the Ferghana
valley', Central Asian Survewyol. 24, no. 1, 2005; J. Heathershaw, ‘The paraafgeacebuilding:
peril, promise, and small arms in Tajikista@gntral Asian Survewol. 24, no. 1, 2005; N. Jackson,
‘The trafficking of narcotics, arms and humans istpsoviet central Asia:(mis)perceptions, policies
and realities’Central Asian Surveyol. 24, no. 1, 2005; N. Megoran, ‘Preventing dichby building
civil society: post-development theory and a Cdtsaan—UK policy success storyGentral Asian
Surveyyol. 24, no. 1, 2005; S. N. MacFarlane and S.&sa, 'Awash with weapons?: the case of
small arms in KyrgyzstanGentral Asian Surveypl. 24, no. 1, 2005; M. Reeves, 'Locating danger:
konfliktologiia and the search for fixity in the fghana valley borderland€gentral Asian Surveyol.
24, no. 1, 2005; C. D. Thompson and J. Heathershiatvoduction: Discourses of danger in Central
Asia’, Central Asian Surveyol. 24, no. 1, 2005.

622 C. H. StefesUnderstanding post-Soviet transitions: corruptienllusion and clientelism
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).
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Central Asia, there was also (except for the ewal in Tajikistan) little intra-state
violence in the period under study. This is notag that there were no serious risks
of future instability in Central Asia. But futuresk potential is not the same as

existing chaos.

State weakness and foreign policy

In Chapter 1, | quoted Thucydides’ Melian dialogunel its statement that ‘the strong
do what they have the power to do’ and asked tlestgpn: what is it that one expects
the weak to dd3° | then argued that some aspects of foreign paimduct by weak
states seem underspecified in international relatiespecially when it comes to the
kind of foreign policies weak states conduct vigieach other. This thesis has shed

some light on that question. Three insights aretwemphasising.

First, the thesis has highlighted the importancdistinguishing between types of
state weakness. Andrew Hurrell (see Chapter 1nédetl) stressed the absence of a
monopoly of violence and lack of state cohesionaktpied that: ‘the absence of
viable states.makes the process of region building difficultpdt impossible. If the
state collapses it is all the more likely the wadtoand the drug barons will move
in’.%% Barry Buzan, by contrast, saw weakness as linkédientity issues and a lack
of socio-political coherence. This lack would lesdtes to emphasise regime

security®®® In the case of Central Asia, however, | found drenrelevant to consider

2 ThucydidesHistory of the Peloponnesian wélarmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1972) p. 402.
624 A Hurrell, 'Regionalism in theoretical perspeetjvin Fawcett and Hurrell, eddgegionalism in
world politics: regional organization and internatial order(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995),
p. 67.

2B, BuzanPeople, states and fear: An agenda for internaticealurity in the post-Cold War era
(Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991).

331



governing practices associated with Weber’s congkjdirect rule’ rather than the
issues of state monopoly of violence or socio-palitcoherence. The states of
Central Asia were weak because there was a bluofibgundaries between private
and state interests. It follows that different tyjpé weakness may have different types

of consequences for foreign policy formation.

This conclusion brings me to the second issuengrisom the discussions of
weakness in this thesis. The weakness of CentiahAsates — that is, the practices of
‘indirect rule’ — had important implications fordHoreign policies pursued in relation
to regional co-operation. ‘Indirect rule’ furthexazerbated resource shortages at the
central level, so that the states had little finaln&bility to enact co-operation
initiatives that might have compelled them to pdevfunds. More importantly,
‘indirect rule’ and the blurring of private and &anterests also meant that lower-
level state agents primarily pursued their own irdiat interests. Any co-operation
initiatives that did not correspond to these id&g@ncountered serious difficulties in
implementation. A lifting of restrictions on intragional trade was precisely one such
initiative that ran counter to the logic behinddirect rule’. This system made

regional efforts such as those to facilitate abdrhlise trade less likely to succeed.
On the whole, initiatives that entailed a profoattgring of the activities of state
agents or the mobilisation of state funds werekehfito succeed. The wider
implication of this finding is that the type of tdaveakness synonymous with

‘indirect rule’ seems to result in foreign policgrduct that is devoid of pro-active

measures, but instead tends to be shaped by reactd/declarative behaviour.
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The third point, which follows from the secondthe link between weakness and
facade-making. The thesis has documented the extetiplomatic efforts that state
leaders devoted to constructing a regional co-a@perarchitecture for Central Asia.
These efforts may have been extensive and impeessput were mostly of a ‘virtual’
kind. Above, | noted that this practice was atttétle to Soviet legacies of facade-
making. Interestingly, however, this phenomenolviofual’ regional relations is also

a trait that Central Asia shares with other regiwhsre state weakness has been a key

feature.

Jeffrey Herbst surveyed regional co-operation &fon the African continent and
found that ‘African leaders are extremely enthugiaabout particular types of
regional co-operation, especially those that hgdttlsovereignty, help secure national
leaders, and ask little in retur$f® According to Herbst, African leaders used regional
organisations to protect and extend their domestieding, but initiatives that did not
cater to these goals, by for example challengimgisagnty or the control of a leader,
tended to fail. In consequence, ‘African leadensticme to participate in

organizations that have long records of failurpyuazling trait for those who believe
regional organizations exist to solve regional pgois but one that is understandable

from a domestic perspectivé

Michael Barnett and Etel Solingen similarly notkd virtual character of co-

operation initiatives within the Arab League, whitiey described as an organisation

626 3. Herbst, 'Crafting regional co-operation in A#’j in Acharya, A. and Johnston, |.A., e@safting
cooperation: the design and effect of regionalitn§bns in comparative perspectivé&€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, forthcoming 2007)

%27 bid.
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‘relegated to manufacturing appearance more thbstance®” Barnett and Solingen
held that the reasons for this state of affairsaieiked with concerns over regime
survival and regime type: many Arab governmentadaed inward-looking state-
building projects that did not correspond well wstlbstantive economic co-operation.
The Arab League had a low degree of institutioadilé, with few monitoring or
formal sanctioning mechanisms. By the 1980s thé Aeague had passed more than
4,000 resolutions — 80 per cent of which were nanptemented?® As Ghassan
Salame concluded: ‘there is no need to establigbrityarules, since even when
unanimity is possible it remains ineffectivé”The many sub-units or affiliated
agencies of the Arab League contributed to theuglness’ of the organisation.
Agencies like the permanent military command orSbeial and Economic Council
seemed only to add to the bureaucratisation obtbanisation, with few effective

results®3!

These findings from the Middle East and Africa b&taiking resemblance to the
situation in Central Asia: the high number of agneats forged and extensive efforts
to build a regional institutional framework have nesulted in substantive co-
operation. This evidence highlights a key findaidhis thesis: that state weakness is
likely to be accompanied by foreign policies thatdur symbolic regional co-

operation.

628 M. Barnett and E. Solingen, 'Designed to failaihire of design? The origins and legacy of the
Arab League', in Acharya, A. and Johnston, I.A., €iafting cooperation: the design and effect of
regional institutions in comparative perspect{@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming
2007)

29 |pid..

630G, Salame, 'Inter-Arab politics: the return to giephy', in W.B. Quandt, edChe Middle East: ten
years after Camp DaviflWashington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1988) 27 6.

%31 Barnett and Solingen, 'Designed to fail or failofelesign?’
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This finding recalls the arguments of Robert Jankbat were presented in Chapter 1.
Jackson’s work on ‘quasi-states’ shows how thermaional system helps to uphold
weak states. This result is no small achievememrl€s Tilly argues that the
overwhelming majority of states that were estalelisim the world after the 16
century failed®*? By contrast, states that have been formed moentigc- like those
of Africa, the Middle East and the former Sovietidin— have all survived. This shift
testifies to the considerable power vested in m@@onal norms pertaining to
independent statehood, and the strong incentiadaaders in weak states have for
clearly signalling and marking their sovereigntgdional forums consisting of
equally weak states are highly conducive to thietgf signalling. Unlike global
conventions and agreements, they do not involveldéimger that other signatory
countries will raise questions over shortcomingsnforcing the provisions of the

agreements.

Opportunities for further research

The topic of state weakness and virtual regionations is one of several issues
discussed here that could benefit from furtherasde Studies of regionalism are
already producing a range of insights on the canstn of regional identities and
their implications for formation of regional grougis®** Another avenue for
constructivist research involves a closer look layawnd how regionalism becomes
such a strong marker for modern and sovereignhsiate A comparative study of

regions with weak states could add further insightsur understanding of the

832 C. Tilly, Coercion, capital, and European states, AD 990—1@ord: Blackwell, 1990).
833D, BechevConstructing South East Europe: the politics of Balkegional cooperation, 1995-
2003(University of Oxford, 2005).
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foreign-policy formation of weak states, as welt@®ur understanding of

regionalism as a phenomenon in global affairs.

Yet another avenue for further research is theioglship between hegemony and
capacity. Theories of hegemony stress the liketinbat declining hegemony will be
more rather than less conducive to co-operatior.CHse of Russia and Central Asia
in the period from 1991-2004, however, has indatéte opposite: the general
decline of Russia made it less able to generatgpeoation though its hegemonic
position. The structural might that Russia enjoyeHurasia did not translate readily
into a capacity for effective domination in theimeyg A further assessment of this
issue — for example, of what particular featurea ofaterially dominant state enable
it to perform hegemonic functions — might shedresting light both on the analytical

concept of hegemony and on Russia’s attempts td pawver in Eurasia since 1991.

The latter is a particularly relevant question ggi\Russia’s increasing assertiveness
in the former Soviet space after 2004. This isaghbeen central to the development
of Central Asian politics after 2004. In view ofcéuimportant recent developments, |

will end this thesis with a brief discussion of pa604 trends in an epilogue.
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Epilogue: 31 December 2004 — 1 May 2007:

Realignments and implications for regional co-operéon

This thesis has analysed events in the CentrahAsigion from 1991 until December
2004. There were, however, several interestingldpugents in regional politics after
2004. In this epilogue, I highlight some key recevénts in the region and briefly

indicate their possible implications for co-opevatpatterns in Central Asia.

Events

On 24 March 2005, President Askar Akaev of Kyrggastas ousted from his
position following a popular outcry against irreguities in the February 2005
parliamentary elections. A former prime ministeurkanbek Bakiev, headed a
coalition of opposition forces and succeeded Akaepresident. Political elites and
media outlets in many CIS countries linked the &vémsimilar ‘revolutions’ in
Georgia and Ukraine in 2004 and 2005, and manyearthat these changes in power
structures had been planned and manipulated frerautside — particularly by the

US and countries in Western Eurdé.

A few months later, on 12-14 May 2005, upheavaickithe Uzbekistani city of
Andijan in the Fergana Valley. Demonstrations ipmrt of local businessmen
accused of subversive religious and political @iotis escalated into mass
demonstrations and a prison break-out. On Fridayag, Uzbekistan’s armed forces

fired indiscriminately at demonstrators and theaoigers of the protests, killing at

834'Lukashenka takes the oath of office for a thingeti Reuters9 April 2006.
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least 175 peopl®° Hundreds of demonstrators fled to neighbouringgyystan,

where a rudimentary refugee camp was established.

Accounts differed over the nature of the upheaMaé government of Uzbekistan
claimed that well-organised and well-armed intdoret! terrorists had instigated a
revolt?®° while also hinting that the US had somehow beealired in the events.
Russia supported this version of the st8fyThe US and the EU, by contrast,

emphasised the indiscriminate killings of peacefotestors and urged the

government of Uzbekistan to commission an indepeneiequiry into the evenfs®

Reconfigurations in regional relations

These two events fed into existing tendencies tdsvarre-configuration in regional

inter-state politics — and, in many ways, subs&igtaugmented these tendencies.

Relations between Uzbekistan and the US had bestiaieed after the US’s
growing realisation that Uzbekistan was failingrtgplement the domestic reforms it
had pledged under the strategic partnership agmeinoen 2002°° Uzbekistan’s

leadership was also seriously concerned by théigadlchanges in Georgia and

83535, N. MacFarlane, ‘Uzbekistan: willing to adhe World Todag005, Vol. 61, no. 8-9.

%3 The upheaval in Andijan sparked both political asedemic disagreements over the nature of
events: see 'Andijan remembers the dd&dPR,20 May 2005; AkinerYiolence in AndijanHuman
Rights Watch, Bullets were falling like rain’ — the Andijan massacMay 13, 200and Human Rights
WatchBurying the truth — Uzbekistan rewrites the storyhaf Andijan massacr@oth: New York:
Human Rights Watch, 2005).

837 Uzbekistan: Karimov, Putin Say Andijan Violence$Wlanned Abroad’RFE/RL,29 June 2005.
638'y.S. Renews Calls For Inquiry Into Uzbek EveREE/RL,25 May 2005.

39 nterview, representative of the US Embassy in T&tfk, Dushanbe, 22 April 2005; M. Mayer
Security or Human Rights: US Foreign Policy DilemmaJzbekistanForsvarsstudier 2 (Oslo:
Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies, 2006).
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Ukraine, and observed a causal link between s@amtiUS assistance to civil society

and subsequent ‘revolutions’.

Following the events in Andijan in spring 2005 July 2005 Uzbekistan demanded
that the US withdraw the troops stationed in thenty 2*° Uzbekistan also supported
a statement issued jointly by the SCO members tasson 6 July that US should set
a deadline for removing troops from Central A8fezbekistan then joined EvrAzEs
on 25 January and the CSTO on 17 August 2888he country also signed several

large-scale agreements with Gazprom on 20 Jan@9§°%*

Kyrgyzstan, unlike Georgia and Ukraine, did nog¢aits foreign policy course after
changes in the political leadership, but opted &nmain close relations with Russia
and Kazakhstan. It continued its close co-operati the US as well, allowing the
US air force to continue using Manas Airport afteme negotiatiof** Kazakhstan
and Tajikistan maintained their close relationshifh Russia, while remaining on

good terms with the US.

640 A Cooley, 'Base politicsioreign Affairs,vol. 84, no. 6, 2005.

1 p. Guang 'The Chinese perspective on the receahAsummit'Jamestown Foundation China
Brief, 16 August 2005

842'Uzbekistan becomes full-fledged member of Ruksissecurity organizatiorBBC Worldwide
Monitoring, 17 August 2006.

®43'Russia to pay more for Uzbek gas in 20B&E/RL,23 January 2006.

844 Kyrgyzstan expects $ 17M rent pay from U.S. a@gh®Manas™24.KG,5 April 2007.

339



Multilateral reconfigurations

The changing configurations in regional inter-stafations resulted in some
remarkable alterations in the landscape of mudtiktinstitutions. Russia entered
TAS as an observer in 1996 and then as a full-ddgember at the 29 May 2005
TAS Astana meeting® Uzbekistan joined EvrAZES in January 2006. Thisngfe
meant that (save for the additional presence dadrBslin EvrAzES) TAS and
EvrAzES overlapped in terms of membership. At tA&Bummit in St. Petersburg 7
October 2005 the member countries surprisinglyated that TAS would merge with

EvrAzES — thereby abolishing the entire TAS framewnavernight®*°

Uzbekistan shifted from being fiercely critical B¥rAzES to posing as a strong
supporter of the organisation. It also champiomedidea that the CSTO and
EvrAzES could merge into one solid structure inahhgecurity and economic issues

could be tackled togethe¥.’

In parallel with the EvrAzES developments, the tiorting and scope of the SCO

increased considerably after 2004. SCO Secretangi@eZhang Deguang noted in

84> Russia formally entered in May 2005; the actuaisien was taken at the TAS meeting in
Dushanbe 18 October 2004. See 'Russia joins CAREE/RL,19 October 2004.

%4® The announcement was made at a joint news confeterwhich all the four Central Asian leaders
arrived in the same car — driven by President PIRintin hails merger of post-Soviet groupingBC
Worldwide Monitoring,7 October 2005.

847 As late as January 2005, President Karimov comedetithe CIS could have influenced various
events, but it never has. In general there arenaoy associations of various types in the post&ovi
zone. | am referring to organizations such asEweAzES], the CSTO Collective Security Treaty
Organization, and the SES Single Economic Spacehvwbially make their presence known, but |
personally feel they serve little purpose’. Seebékzpresident gives wide-ranging interview to Raissi
paper' BBC Worldwide Monitoring20 January 2005. In August 2006, however, Prasidarimov
stated that the country’s rejoining the CSTO walsiggevent in Uzbekistan’s life’ and stressed that
‘this is a needed body, and, maybe the time witheavhen we unite the CSTO with [EvrAZES]." See
'Uzbek leader moots merger of CIS security bodya&ian economic blo®BC Worldwide
Monitoring, 16 August 2006.
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2006 that the past five years had been a ‘sowiagmse and that the next five years
would be a ‘harvest seasdtt® The security dimension of SCO became more
substantial. A joint Tajikistan-China anti-terrarignilitary exercise was conducted in
September 2008"° A programme for cooperation between SCO memberthéo
period 2007-2009 was introduced to form the fotinda of the SCO Council of
Regional Antiterrorism Structure (RATS) work. Witlispect to RATS, member
countries also discussed the creation of protanofednation and telecommunications

systems for relevant agencies in the member casftfi

In economic terms, states agreed upon large-sodistate-led investment projects, in
particular in the sphere of infrastructure, anarfed an ‘energy club’. The increasing
economic significance of the SCO prompted Russiacias to clarify a key
qualitative difference between SCO and EvrAzE8scow Newsoted in September
2006: ‘it seems that fears of China’s extraordirezgnomic expansion...[have]
prompted Russian government officials to stressat]thhe Shanghai Cooperation
Organization does not envision the formation oifhgle economic space, as

[EvrAZES] does. SCO’s goal is to carry out infrasture projects®*

WTO negotiations continued in this period, but fispping 2007 no firm entry date
for Russia, Kazakhstan or Tajikistan has beerRsgdsia’s entry was made
particularly difficult by obstacles put forward Beorgia. On the sequencing of WTO

entry by the EvrAzES states and the establishmfemtastoms union, Russia’s

648:3CO not an eastern version of NATBBC Worldwide Monitoring7 June 2006.
84%'Chinese agency reports joint anti-terror exeriisEajikistan',BBC Worldwide Monitoring25
September 2006.

850 'yzbekistan: Shanghai antiterror meeting focusegreater cooperatioBC Worldwide
Monitoring, 28 March 2007.

51'5CO: pragmatism gains the upper hakidiscow News29 September 2006.
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Minister of Economic Development and Trade Germaef Goted on 5 April 2006
that the customs union of EvrAzES would be creafést Russia and Kazakhstan
joined the WTO: ‘First Russia and Kazakhstan vaihjWTO and then we will create

a customs uniorf>?

The plan to establish a customs union involvingaBes, Russia and Kazakhstan was
still in operation in May 2007. Tajikistan was rgaso to join but, as Russian media
reported, a key ‘obstacle preventing it from jomis the lack of a common border
between Tajikistan and the first three signatoRiassia, Belarus and Kazakhst&i'.
So while the EvrAzES increased co-ordination betwBelarus, Russia and
Kazakhstan, these initiatives held little short-pramise of solving Central Asia’s

intra-regional trade challenges.

Co-operation patterns

What implications, if any, did these reconfiguragdhave for intra-regional co-

operation patterns in Central Asia? | will strds®é overarching points.

The first issue that emerges from the above assgdggmthe remarkably swift end to
the TAS framework. After nearly 12 years of exisieand hundreds of agreements,
the organisation simply — to paraphrase@oemunist Manifeste melted into air.
The ease with which TAS was eradicated was a polistament to the

fundamentally ‘virtual’ character of the organisaiti

852'Customs union to be set up after Russia, Kazakljstn WTO — Russian ministeBBC
Worldwide Monitoring5 April 2006.

3'Three Eurasian countries move on with customsryiatin saysBBC Worldwide Monitoringl6
August 2006.
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Second, a key feature of regional affairs after42@@s the rise in the level of
engagement and activity on the part of the SCGCs Hurease raised the question of
whether China might be more successful than Russialping to bring about
substantial and tangible co-operation in Centrah ABy May 2007 it was still not

clear what the outcome of China’s engagement woeld

Third, Uzbekistan’s re-alignment with Russia broughout greater uniformity in
regional relations. This shift had important formahsequences. Following
Uzbekistan’s return to Russia, Uzbekistan’s bikteslations with Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan improved significantlyu€ytions remained, however, as
to whether this would produce tangible improvemémiso-operation patterns. Below

| sketch out developments in some selected ismasar

Trade

On issues related to economics and trade, Tajikistal Uzbekistan discussed re-
opening flights between Dushanbe and Tashkent. Wghrd to Kazakhstan—
Uzbekistan relations, the recently appointed Kagtli ambassador to Uzbekistan,

Askar Mirzahmetov, described on 23 August 2006sthée of affairs as follows:

Relations between Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan aracteaised by their
stability. Along with trade and economic, cultuaald humanitarian relations,
close neighbourly relations are also increasingptoe degree. Nowadays the
legal base of the Kazakh-Uzbek relations is fortmgtiundreds of documents,
which cover almost all fields of cooperation. Thkey issue is how fully and
successfully they are being implemented in real liherefore during the state
visit of the Kazakh president, the sides decidegMaduate the existing
documents and to focus on the most important ongmrticular conceptual
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documents which serve to expand bilateral relatiand to start a new stage
of mutually beneficial relations between our coigdr... The interstate
coordinating council, set up under the direct page of the presidents of the
two countries, is going to hold meetings everyrsonths and will help
achieve these objectives. The establishment afdhecil demonstrates to
what extent our bilateral relations are signific&fit
Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan agreed on 12 February &00ft visa requirements for
citizens travelling between the two countries. Tdgseement was seen as potentially
highly beneficial for trade flows in the Fergandlgy, since traders could now move
more freely between the two countries. Howevergheere still some concerns as to
whether the new agreements would result in tangibprovements. In the case of the
Kyrgyzstan—Uzbekistan agreement, shortcomings samrged. The visa
arrangements were in place for only one month leeftabekistan temporarily
suspended the new arrangement because the couhtrgtdaccept the ID cards that
many Kyrgyzstani citizens carried instead of padspdloreover, citizens crossing
the borders observed no tangible improvementsarp#ériod when the new and more
liberal arrangements were in place. IWPR reporte@®March 2007 that the new
arrangements did not alter the border regime nabige and that some people in the
Uzbekistan—Kyrgyzstan border areas dismissed ftiatine as a populist gesture.
One Uzbekistani citizen from a border communityedotnothing changed during the
visa-free month...Corruption is endemic at the bopests and no one obeys the

law 1655

854'New Kazakh ambassador to Uzbekistan upbeat atehdll relationsBBC Worldwide Monitoring,
23 August 2006.
855'Red tape marks Kyrgyz—Uzbek bord8NPR,23 March 2007.
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Water

The diplomatic efforts on water management undertakithin TAS continued under
the aegis of EvrAzES. At the informal Sochi sumnie EvrAzZES integration
commission was charged with preparing a ‘draft ptird for the effective use of
water and energy in Central Asfa° Plans for a Water-Energy consortium were also
still in circulation. Interestingly, the EvrAzESdders also revived discussions of an
old Soviet project from the 1980s: the proposadilve Central Asian water problems
and the Aral Sea crisis by diverting Siberian riveouth to Central Asf&’ No other
specific actions took place on improving regionakev co-operation or efficiency in

water use.

Security

On security issues, and in relation to dealing vatiremist threats’, there were some
significant changes in Kyrgyzstan—Uzbekistan rel&i Immediately after the
Andijan events, relations between Kyrgyzstan anddiistan took a sharp downturn.
Uzbekistan demanded that Kyrgyzstan return theotests’ that had fled Andijan

after the demonstrations. Kyrgyzstan refused tealand, with the exception of 14
suspected organisers and escapees, proceededitatéaihe refugees’ journeys to
third countries in Europe. In refusing to hand aver refugees, Kyrgyzstan stressed
concerns over human rights and the country’s otitiga towards international legal

conventions and institutions. The US supported gstan’s stance.

856 'Russia: the Eurasian bloc heads of state signrdents after Sochi meetingBC Worldwide
Monitoring, 16 August 2006.

7). Salay, 'The Soviet Union river diversion praj&@bm plan to cancellation 1976-1988psala
papers in economic histarpo. 10, 1988.
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After Uzbekistan’s reorientation towards Russia asdubsequent membership in the
CSTO, however, some significant practical changesiiwed. There were several
alarming incidents related to ‘extremism’ in 20@éiich the Kyrgyz authorities
claimed were linked to the IMU. In January 200@yigon in northern Tajikistan was
attacked by two gunmen, who shot the prison direztal released one of the
inmates — later claimed by the chief prosecut@ughd Province (Tajikistan) to be
an IMU member. On 12 May, the anniversary of thelifam events, a border post on
the Kyrgyz—Tajik border was attacked by assailarite killed two Kyrgyz and three
Tajik border guards. The episode triggered a craskdand shoot-outs between law
enforcement personnel and armed gunmen in the sunMoeeover, Rafig Qori
Kamoluddin, a well-known Muslim cleric who had dedied the rights of radical

religious groups, was killed in a raid on 6 Aug806.

The violent and fierce crackdown initiated by theharities in Kyrgyzstan was
unusually swift. Moreover, unconfirmed reports sesfgd that Rafig Qori
Kamoluddin had been killed at a police check-pbinsecurity forces from both
Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. These events impliatidfter Uzbekistan joined the
CSTO, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan initiated co-openain dealing with ‘extremist’
threats in a qualitatively new way: via joint sagupperations. Previously,
Kyrgyzstan had complained that Uzbekistan’s seggetvice was undertaking un-
sanctioned raids into Kyrgyzstan’s territory in @rdo capture individuals sought by
Uzbekistani law enforcement. Now, it seemed, tloeeteservice units were starting to

work closely together on an operational level. Kggfan also changed path on the
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refugee issue: while it had previously been rehicta hand over the 14 remaining

individuals, it later accepted Uzbekistan’s demaauuts extradited them.

Efforts towards curbing drugs trafficking in theien continued in much the same
way as before 2004. Both outside and local powadslieen co-operating formally in
previous years, and this formal regime continuenlvéler, the key challenges
identified in the Chapter 6 related to the symls@dicrime and law enforcement

remained unsolved.

With regard to migration, President Putin contint@@roclaim that the final goal of
EvrAzES was the free movement of people, capitdlgoods. However, EvrAzEs
undertook few additional measures in the sphemigfation after 2004. There were
also no further bilateral initiatives between tren€al Asian states. In contrast,
Russia acted unilaterally and bilaterally on migmaissues. Russia brought migration
regulations into negotiations with Tajikistan oagreement on a Russian military
base in the country. Russia also adopted a migrédio that entered into force 1

April 2007, imposing new restrictions and more censbome procedures for labour
migrants in Central Asia —representingeafactodiversion from a potential path

towards free movement of people in the EvrAZES spac

Concluding remarks

In general, it seems that while there were sigaiftdormal reconfigurations in
regional relations, co-operation patterns continneduch the same way as |

described for the period from 1991 to 2004.
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The Uzbekistan—Kazakhstan rapprochement led téoth@ation of a new ‘interstate
coordinating council’, but it took no proactive nesv The case of Kyrgyzstan—
Uzbekistan trade relations similarly demonstrateddifficulties that practices

associated with ‘indirect rule’ continued to crefatetrade and cross-border ties.

In water, further diplomatic efforts and reportsezged from EvrAzES, but a
breakthrough in regional water c-operation didse#m probable. The states
displayed a distinctively Soviet ‘hangover’ on tesue of water, since the one
proactive measure discussed was the grand prdjestlioecting a Russian Siberian
river to Central Asia. If initiated, such a projeabuld enable the Central Asian states
to avoid reform and avoid dealing with the centtallenge with regard to water:
exceptionally high water inefficiency due to pooawvgrning techniques in water

management.

Security was the one area where a tangible impreméim co-operation was visible.
In tackling ‘extremism’ threats, Kyrgyzstani andlgkistani national security
services appeared to be working together moreigftiy. In relation to drugs and

illegal migration, however, it seems that the addt@rns endured.
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Appendix 1: Officially recorded trade flows in Cental Asia

Kazakhstan has shifted much of its export away fiieenCIS market, with 78.8 per

cent in 2004 going to countries outside the &fExports to Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan

and Tajikistan accounted for only USD 370 millidrk@azakhstan’s overall export of

USD 12,927 million in 2005%°
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Figure 9: Kazakhstan export trends
Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

858 IMF, Country report Kazakhstafwashington, DC: IMF, 2005 ).
859 |MF, Direction of trade statistics yearbogWashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998).
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Table 17: Kazakhstan exports, million USD

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Kyrgyzstan 60 75 112 66 63 60 58 87 109 154
Tajikistan 10 40 61 55 42 46 53 61 46 76
Uzbekistan 277 153 202 148 119 66 134 150 101 138
Total for the 3 | 347 268 375 269 224 172 245 298 256 37(Q
countries
Russia 1438 2366 2484 2288 1611 1139 1751 1760 1498968
Total export 3277 3231 4974 6497 5334 5872 8812 9863 9670 12927

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbdd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

Table 18: Kazakhstan imports, million USD

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Kyrgyzstan 104 31 91 64 53 31 30 33 32 55
Tajikistan 18 12 18 6 4 2 5 2 3 7
Uzbekistan — 270 89 66 96 87 71 81 87 90
Total forthe 3 | — 313 198 136 153 120 106 116 122 152
countries
Russia 1293 1900 2325 1969 1712 1351 2439 2892 2548282
Total import 3887 3561 3781 4301 4314 3655 5040 6644 6584 8327

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbdd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

Russia has retained its position as a key tradamtner of Kazakhstan, although the
time-series data above indicate a slight decreagelume. The economic crisis of
1997/98 triggered a slump in trade, though by 20@3volume of exports to Russia
had been restored to levels close to those of 18§3brts and exports to Uzbekistan
have decreased significantly, from USD 277 milliori994 to USD 138 million by
2003. Exports to Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan increlageit these trade flows remain
marginal in terms of importance to Kazakhstan’sheooy — USD 156 million in
exports to Kyrgyzstan and USD 76 million in expddsTajikistan in 2003, out of a

total Kazakhstani export of over USD 12 billion.

Uzbekistan, by contrast, has continued to rely nooréhe CIS as an export market. In
2004, 36.9 per cent of its export went to CIS coasf® As with Kazakhstan,

however, very little of the CIS exports have begadled to its immediate Central

850 CEEP,Uzbekistan economy statistical and analytical revienuary—September 200Bashkent:
Center for Effective Economic Policy 2004).
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Asian neighbours. Only USD 120 million worth of W4#istan’s exports went to

Tajikistan in 2003, and as little as USD 35 millinrth of goods went to Kyrgyzstan.

Similarly, only USD 81 million in goods were expexdtto Kazakhstan. Above | noted

that Kazakhstan exported goods valuing USD 138anilio Uzbekistan. Both export

figures are remarkably low, given the overall z¢he economies of these two

countries, coupled with the fact that they are inleayrs.
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Figure 10: Uzbekistan export trends

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbdd@ashington,

DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

Table 19: Uzbekistan exports, million USD

1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 1998 1999 | 2000 2001 2002 2003
Kazakhstan — 245 81 60 87 78 64 73 78 81
Kyrgyzstan 64 120 116 111 46 68 60 54 35
Tajikistan 76 229 181 237 206 240 168 137 120 120
Total forthe 3 | — 538 382 413 404 364 300 270 252 236
countries
Russia 774 808 593 923 473 423 602 527 310 436
Total export 1929 2708 2675 2896 2310 1962 2132 9207 | 1539 1953

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbadashington,

DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)
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Table 20: Uzbekistan imports, million USD

1994 | 1995 | 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Kazakhstan 304 168 222 163 131 73 146 165| 11 1 151
Kyrgyzstan — 98 127 111 42 51 98 52 30 17
Tajikistan 25 145 210 189 138 199 107 95 0 8 73
Total forthe 3 | — 411 559 463 311 323 351 312 221 241
countries
Russia 917 907 1191 962 533 264 301 400 498| 553
Total import 2321 3030 4901 4537 2930 2481 2071| 2292 2079 2481

Source: as above

The time-series data show a near halving of expgorRussia between 1994 and 2003,
with sharp declines in 1996, 1998 and 2002. Owihele, Uzbekistan’'s exports to
Kyrgyzstan decreased, though there was a perioglatively high export volumes in
the years from 1996—-1998. Tajikistan also receredatively high volumes of exports

between 1995 and 1999, followed by a steady deeleabe period 1999-2003.

Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan are smaller economiesta higher trade volumes in

relative terms with their close neighbours tharudbekistan and Kazakhstan.

Kyrgyzstan directed 36.5 per cent of its total expto the CIS in 200%* Until 2002,
the share of Kyrgyzstani exports going to Tajikistdzbekistan and Kazakhstan was
higher than that going to Russia. In 2003, Kyrggastxported goods at a value of 97
million USD, while the three other countries re@s\goods from Kazakhstan
totalling 91 million USD that year. Kazakhstan riged the bulk of this regional

export. In 2003, it imported goods worth 57 milligsD.

81 IMF, Country report KyrgyzstafWashington, DC: IMF, 2005).
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Figure 11: Kyrgyzstan export trends

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbdd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

Table 21: Kyrgyzstan exports, million USD

1994 | 1995 1996 | 1997 1998 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003
Kazakhstan 95 113 112 87 85 44 33 39 36 57
Tajikistan 3 5 12 12 8 9 7 6 10 18
Uzbekistan 44 89 115 101 38 46 89 47 27 16
Total for the 3 | 142 207 239 200 131 99 129 92 73 91
countries
Russia - 114 134 98 83 70 65 64 80 97
Total export - 409 505 603 513 453 504 476 4885 581
Source: as above
Table 22: Kyrgyzstan imports, million USD

1994 | 1995 1996 | 1997 1998 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003
Kazakhstan 58 67 140 69 75 72 57 81 123 17(
Tajikistan - 8 6 10 6 4 1 1 3 3
Uzbekistan 64 70 132 128 122 50 75 66 60 39
Total for the 3| — 145 278 207 203 126 133 148 186 212
countries
Russia — 105 175 190 204 109 132 85 11§ 17¢
Total import - 522 838 709 841 599 554 467 586 717

Source: as above

Exports from Kyrgyzstan to both Russia and thedl@entral Asian countries have

dropped markedly since 1996. Export flows to Uzbtgi in particular have fallen,
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despite a slight recovery in 2000. These downtaamgrast with the increase in
Kyrgyzstan's total exports since 1995. The coustigterdependence with
Kazakhstan has increased markedly since 2000: ibdaiazakhstan, not
Uzbekistan, that is Kyrgyzstan's main regional imgcpartner. In 2003 Kyrgyzstan
imported nearly as much from Kazakhstan (USD 170 as from Russia (USD 179

mil).

Tajikistan was estimated to export 13.9 per cefitsajoods to the CIS in 200%

The country differs from Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstahaving a relatively high share
of exports going to Uzbekistan. Of total exportS@790 mill) in 2003, USD 74 mill
went to the three countries — and here Uzbekissimase was USD 67 million.
Nevertheless, Russia has remained important: bajtkigtani exports (USD 52 mill)
and imports (USD 178 mill) to and from Russia weearly as high or, for import

higher, than those to/from Uzbekistan in 2003.

%2 |MF Republic of Tajikistan: selected issues and statisappendixWashington, DC: International
Monetary Fund, 2005).
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Figure 12: Tajikistan export trends
Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbdd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

Table 23: Tajikistan exports, million USD

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Kazakhstan 10 7 24 10 10 3 5 3 3 4
Kyrgyzstan 2 3 10 9 5 3 2 2 3 3
Uzbekistan 23 132 191 172 125 180 97 87 72 67
Total for the 3| 35 142 225 191 140 186 104 92 78 74
countries
Russia 46 95 79 63 47 115 258 104 87 52
Total export 492 749 770 803 596 688 770 651 731 0 79

Source: as above

Table 24: Tajikistan imports, million USD

1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003

Kazakhstan 33 27 52 42 51 78 82 89 72 95
Kyrgyzstan 1 3 7 5 5 7 7 5 5 27
Uzbekistan 83 251 199 261 227 264 185 150 132 13p

Total for the 3| 117 281 258 308 283 349 274 244 209 254
countries

Russia 61 136 74 115 102 92 105 129 163 178

Total import 547 810 668 750 711 663 670 680 710 O 88

Source: IMF Direction of trade statistics yearbd@Mashington, DC: IMF, 2004 and 1998)

The time-series data indicate a steady decredbe size and significance of

Uzbekistan’s exports and imports to Tajikistanha period 1994 to 2003. There was
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a gradual but slight increase in Tajikistan’s Raissmports, while its exports to
Russia peaked in 2000 but have since declined.karan and Kyrgyzstan have
remained marginal destinations for exports fronKigtan, although both
(Kazakhstan in particular) have increased themiB@ance as exporters to Tajikistan.

However, trade volumes are still very low.

An important caveat about these trade figures beg@esating. Earlier, | mentioned the
large discrepancies in registered trade flows betwehina and some of the Central
Asian states. Boris Rumer notes that there wagrdfisiant ‘shadow sphere’ of the
Central Asian economy. This involved ‘unregistefiedncial commercial and
industrial groups, and it does not appear in tbedlof resources and goods reported
by the national statistical services. A significtattor ...also belongs to the so called
“shuttle-traders” ¢helnok) — the hundreds of thousands of people who relgular
journey abroad, including to neighbouring state€rigage in such trad®® The

UNDP estimated that unrecorded imports of petrmhscmer goods and diesel fuel in
2003 were equivalent to 17 per cent of Kyrgyzstaetrded imports that ye3
Thus, there are sizable trade flows that are rgstered, and therefore do not appear

in the statistics above.

3B, Z. Rumer and S. V. ZhukoGentral Asia: the challenges of independeffenonk: M.E.
Sharpe, 1998), p. 110.

854 UNDP Central Asia Human Development Report 208Bw York: United Nations Development
Programme, 2005), p. 53.
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Appendix 2: Basic parameters of water co-operationirrigation,
electricity and agriculture in Central Asia

Map 3: Amu Darya and Syr Darya

KAZAKHSTAN

KYRGYZSTAN

TAJKISTAN

UZBERISTAN

TURKMEMISTAN

Source: Map created in MaplInfo using Batholomewitaid>ata (2002)

Water

Two trans-border rivers have been central in regjiorter-state co-operation in
Central Asia: the Amu Darya and the Syr Darya. Ahwu Darya originates in
Tajikistan. It forms the entire border between Higjan and Afghanistan and later
between Uzbekistan and Afghanistan, then turnginotd Turkmenistan and ends in
the north-western parts of Uzbekistan. The Syr Banyginates in Kyrgyzstan. It runs
through the Fergana Valley in Uzbekistan, crossesnorthern Tajikistan, enters the
central areas of Uzbekistan and ends by flowing saiuth-western Kazakhstan and

eventually the Aral Sea further north.
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Figure 13: Main Reservoirs and Hydropower Facilities of the Syr Darya Basin
Source: World Bank Water and energy nexus in CeASE: improving regional cooperation in the Syaiya basin
(Washington DC: World Bank, 2004) p. 2

The major consumers of water in Central Asia aeedibwnstream countries.
Uzbekistan receives 22.33 km3 from the Syr Daryga2thkms3 from the Amu Darya.
Tajikistan withdraws approximately 0.7 km3 from Bgr Darya and 10.54 km3 from
the Amu Darya, while the respective figures for ¢yastan are 4.92 km3 and 0.42

km.3 Kazakhstan receives 10 km?3 from the Syr D&%a.

855 Aquastat, 'General summary for the countries effthmer Soviet Union', FAO, www.fao.org. This
situation is quite unique. Elsewhere in the worldthwthe exception of the Nile river basin, upstream
countries tend to predominate in the share of walttidrawals. J. Allouche, 'A source of regional
tension: the case of water', in CIMERA &the illusions of transition: which perspectives @entral
Asia and the Caucasug@eneva: Graduate Institute of International StadpP004), pp. 95-96.
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Table 25: Renewable surface water resources of tiieal Sea basin

Country or | Area Renewable surface water resources
zone
Amu Syr Aral
Darya Darya Sea
basin
km? % of | % of km3 | %of | km3 | % of | km® | % of
(@in basin| country| per basin| per basin| per | basin
'000) area year year year
South 540 28 20 - 00| 450 121 450 3.9
Kazakhstan
Turkmenistan 466 24 96 098| 12| - 0.0 0.98 0.8
Uzbekistan 447.4| 23 100 4.70 6.0 484 130 954 8.3
North 234 12 36 6.18| 79| - 0.0] 6.18 5.3
Afghanistan
Tajikistan 141.67 7 99 62.90| 80.2] 0.40| 1.1| 63.364.8
Kyrgyzstan 1175 6 59 1.93 25 2725 734 29.2B.2

Source: Aguastat, 'General summary for the coustoiethe former Soviet Union', FAO.

Central Asia as a whole is not a particularly watesrce region. A country is
considered water scarce if annual water supplieg delow 1,000 cubic meters per
person. Uzbekistan (704 cubic meters) and Turknemik32 cubic meters) fall short
of that figure, while Kazakhstan (4,484 cubic meteTajikistan (11,171 cubic meters)
and Kyrgyzstan (10, 394 cubic meters) are comftytabove the 1,000fmark. The
water problems of Central Asia are therefore melated to distribution and use than

to overall quantitie§®®

Water use in Central Asia is strikingly inefficieBetween 80 and 90 per cent of the
water used goes to irrigation. The World Bank eates that the ratio of water use in
agriculture in the region is 12,900 cubic metenshextare, and that only 21 per cent
of this amount is employed effectively. The remagnv9 per cent is lost, due to

unlined on-farm and inter-farm canals, decayingnédige systems, and lack of canal

8% Allouche, 'A source of regional tension: the cabevater', p. 95.
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cleaning and maintenance. In contrast, the noratalfor inefficiency in water use in

developing countries is 60 per céfit.

Central Asia’s best-known and most urgent watesi<is the shrinking of the Aral
Sea. This disaster has a simple cause. The indrease of water from the Syr Darya
and the Amu Darya for irrigation in cotton prodoctiafter 1960 caused drastic drops
in inflows to the sea. In 1960 the Aral Sea stretchcross 66,900 km?2, whereas by
2000 its surface had been reduced to 24,003 km# &adl split into two smaller
seas®® Desiccation continued at the same relentless piee1991: the
independence of the Central Asian states did retéfachange and positive action on
the Aral Sea crisis. The figure below presentsligatenages of the Aral Sea showing

the rapid advance of desiccation.

7 World Bank,Irrigation in Central Asia(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2003), p. 9.
%8 M. Spoor and A. Krutov, 'The “power of water” idivided Central AsiaPerspectives on Global
Development and Technologyl. 2, no. 3-4, 2003, pp. 26-27.
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Figure 14: Desiccation of the Aral Sea

Source: Spoor and Krutov ‘'The “power of water” irdavided Central Asia’, p. 26

Table 26: Annual water inflow to the Aral Sea

inflow, km3

1960 64.1
1965 30.2
1970 37.8
1975 11.2
1980 11.1
1985 3.1

1990 12.5
1995 10.3
2000 5.5

Source: U. Ashirbekov and I. Zonn Aral: the histofylying sea (Dushanbe: International Fund for iBguihe Aral Sea, 2003)
p. 56 (publication name listed as appearing in fgthversion)

The desiccation has led to a complex set of disaaféecting the people and the
environment of the region around the Aral Sea. feorseashore villages and towns
are now more than 70 km from the sea. The minenatent of the water has

increased fourfold, ruling out the survival of mésh and wildlife. Large-scale
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fishing ended in 1982. The exposed seabed is saltythe sand and dust (polluted
with pesticides) are carried by the wind to neighimy regions. Unemployment and
emigration have devastated the local communitieshaalth conditions have

worsened dramaticalff’

Reservoirs

The other paramount water-related challenge img¢g@®n has been the dispute over
the shares and timing of water flows for irrigateomd hydropower generation. Here
we should note an important structural featureldkation and capacities of water
storages and reservoirs. These provide a considaraasure of control on the part

of individual states, in particular Tajikistan akgrgyzstan. Tajikistan has 19 dams
and reservoirs (5 for the Syr Darya and 14 forAhwai Darya) with a total storage
capacity of 29 km? and with a reservoir area of B3%. Kyrgyzstan has 18 reservoirs,
with total capacity estimated at 23.5 km3. Totglawity for storage of Syr Darya
water is 22.3 km3 —the large Toktogul dam make&up kms3 of this amount. This
dam is close to the Uzbek border, and relatively decas in Kyrgyzstan receive

water from it.

In 1994, Uzbekistan had 50 reservoirs with a tstatage capacity of 19 km3. Of

these, 21 were for the Syr Darya and had a tofaaity of 5 kms3, whereas 29 were
for the Amu Darya and had a total capacity of 143Kputflow from water reservoirs
and installations in Uzbekistan has led to thetaeaof artificial lakes, the largest of

which is Lake Aydarkul in the Arnasay Depressiomhie middle of the Syr Darya

89 Aquastat, 'The Aral Sea basin'.
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(storing approximately 30 km3 in 1995). In the m@90s Uzbekistan started

constructing several additional storage-enhanesgmvoir projects.

Kazakhstan has more than 180 reservoirs, but fawenh are part of the Syr Darya
basin. The one major reservoir for this basin iar@ara on the border with
Uzbekistan, with a total capacity of 5.7 km3. The#&say Depression and Lake

Aydarkul are close to Chardara and also form plaikazakhstani territory.

Some 90 per cent of the withdrawals from the AmuyBand the Syr Darya are used
for irrigation. Agriculture occupies a vital positi in the national economies of
Central Asia. In Uzbekistan agriculture accounts3f® per cent of GDP, 60 per cent
of the country’s foreign exchange receipts and&scent of all employment. In
Kyrgyzstan agriculture contributes to 38 per cdr&6DP, and in Tajikistan 19 per
cent®® Agriculture is less crucial in Kazakhstan, whenepresents only 11 per cent

of GDP and only 14 per cent of employment.

Compared to those of Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan’sdorekchange receipts stem to a

much greater extent from the energy sector rattaer from agricultural exports. This

distinction is highly relevant, since as will besdissed below, Kazakhstan has been
pro-active in pushing for multilateral and longrtemechanisms for water sharing in

the region — in contrast to Uzbekistan, whose ecgnig far more dependent on

irrigation.

70wWorld Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Asia: improviegional cooperation in the Syr
Darya basin(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2004), p. 3.

363



Agriculture

Cotton dominates among the irrigated crops of Géasia. In Tajikistan and

Uzbekistan it is the leading crop, and the secangkist crop in Kyrgyzstan and

Kazakhstan.

Table 27: irrigated crops in 1994

Crop Irrigated land (ha)
Uzbekistan Cotton 1 700 000
Fodder 950 000
Wheat 450 000
Total irrigated cropland 4 308 800
Tajikistan Cotton 290 000
Fodder 110 000
Wheat 60 000
Total irrigated cropland 719 200
Kyrgyzstan Cotton 20 000
Fodder 530 000
Wheat 210 000
Total irrigated cropland 1077 100
Kazakhstan Cotton 105 000
Fodder 1 006 000
Wheat 98 000
Total irrigated cropland 2313100

Source: Aguastat, 'General summary for the coustoiethe former Soviet Union', FAO, www.fao.org

In Chapter 2, | noted that the countries of Cerflah chose different economic
reform paths after independence. Uzbekistan hanthw steps to reform its
agricultural sector, and Tajikistan has also ddttle in that regard. Uzbekistan has
continued with government-set production targeted prices and compulsory
delivery to the state. By contrast, Kyrgyzstan Kadakhstan have introduced private

property principles and market mechanisms in thieealgural sector.
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Electricity

The other aspect of water and irrigation in Cengil concerns the generation of
hydroelectric power. Most reservoirs and dams int2& Asia were constructed
primarily in order to regulate water for agriculiiproduction. The reservoirs enabled
the Central Asian republics to increase productiots ensured more controlled and
predictable access to water — which in turn hetpedh reach the agricultural
production targets set by the political leadershimoscow. Many of the dams and
reservoirs were, however, also equipped with ifetahs for generating

hydroelectric power.

Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan have the greatest regatigtalled capacity for generating
hydropower. Of the 3.6 GW and 4.4 GW of total iflethcapacity for electricity
generation, 80 and 90 per cent are hydropowergotisely. Importantly, both
countries have planned or have launched ongoingg{scale projects to enhance
hydro-generation capacity. Tajikistan has initiatemtk on the Sangtuda 1 project,
while Sangtuda 2 and Rogun are in the advancedsfgplanning’* These three
projects will draw investment from both Iran andsBia, and possibly Kazakhstan as

well 87

Kyrgyzstan negotiated with Russia’s Unified Ene8ystem for investments in the
Kambarata 1 project, which would enhance hydro-gima at the Toktogul
reservoi’” The realisation of these projects would furthdraace Kyrgyzstan and

Tajikistan’s control of the timing and quantity water releases. Depending on their

71 Interview, Advisor to the President of the Repeiolf Tajikistan, Dushanbe, 12 April 2005.
672 |pbid.
®73'Russia offers Kyrgyzstan a handstitute for War and Peace Reportirig, September 2005.
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design, the projects might also ensure better teahcapacity to generate power,
while avoiding distortion of irrigation scheduldsdugh the construction of several
successive water chambers and reserd6iBhe projects also introduce the prospect
of large-scale export of electricity to neighbogreountries like China, Afghanistan,

Iran and Pakistan.

The Unified Energy System of Central Asia is markigehnically from the Central
Dispatched Unit, calleBnergig in TashkentEnergiaensures synchronous operation
of the grid by balancing the system in real timd eegulating voltage and system
frequencies according to plans prepared by eactitigoU® Power exchanges
between the countries through this system contialtieough the level of inter-state

exchanges dropped by 70 per cent in the decadeebrth990 and 2000.

7 Interview, Representative Ministry of Water Manamgmt Kyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 11 February 2005.
67> World Bank,Water and energy nexus in Central Asia
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Interview list (chronological, by country)
Kyrgyzstan

Representative, Ministry of Water Management Kyejgn, Bishkek, 11 February
2005

Senior representative, Ministry of Water Managent@mgyzstan, Bishkek, 11
February 2005

Former head of the legal and international co-dperaection of Kyrgyzstan’s Drug
Control Agency, Bishkek, 13 February 2005

Representative, UNODC, Bishkek, 21 February 2005

Representative, Ministry of External Trade and BtduKyrgyzstan, Bishkek, 21
February 2005

Truck driver (anonymous), Bishkek, 21 February 2005
Representative, World Bank, Bishkek, 22 Februa§520

Representative, Committee for Revenue under thésiynof Finance, Bishkek, 23
February 2005

Chief technical advisor (governance) UNDP, Bishk&kFebruary 2005
Representative, Pragma Corporation, Bishkek, 23uaep 2005
Representative, NGO (migration), Bishkek, 24 Fely@®05
Representative, Ministry of Finance KyrgyzstanhRek, 25 February 2005
Representative of ACTED, Osh, 2 March 2005

Representative, NGO, Osh, 2 March 2005

Representative, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Kyrggan Southern Region Migration
Service, Osh, 4 March 2005

Field officer OSCE, Osh, 4 March 2005

RFE/RL local correspondent, Kara Suu, 6 March 2005
IWPR local correspondent, Osh, 6 March 2005

Mayor of Osh City, Osh, 9 March 2005

Businessman (anonymous), Jalalabad City 10 Mar6b 20
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Advisor to businessman and Member of Parlianj@oghorku Kengeshf)sh, 10
March 2005

Businessman and Member of Parliam@aighorku KengeghOsh, 11 March 2005
Small-scale farmer, Osh province, 14 March 2005

Farmer and local-level water regulator, Osh projrigt March 2005
Representative, NGO (legal advice on border crgs$jrOsh, 15 March 2005
Uzbekistan

Advisor to the President of Uzbekistan, Directotha Institute of Strategic and
Regional Studies under the president of the RepuwblUzbekistan, Tashkent, 12
September 2002

Resident Representative, UNDP, Tashkent, 15 Madoh 2

Researcher (migration), Tashkent, 18 March 2005

Lecturer, University of World Economy and Diplomadyshkent 22 March 2005
Representative, UNESCO, Tashkent, 23 March 2005

ADB Regional Co-operation Specialist, TashkentMz8ch 2005

Representative, Swiss Agency for Development armp€a@tion, Tashkent, 24 March
2005

Researcher, Centre for Economic Research (CERhK&as 24 March 2005
Resident, Regional Representative UNODC, Tashi&nkjarch 2005

Representative, Pragma Corporation (Trade Fadaitatnd Investment Project),
Tashkent, 28 March 2005

Representative, OSCE, Tashkent, 29 March 2005

Representative, International Organization for Mitgm (IOM), Tashkent, 29 March
2005

Former high-ranking Uzbekistani foreign ministrfiofl, Tashkent, 30 March 2005
Technical director, Agency for Implementing GEFjpots (IFAS), Tashkent, 30
March 2005

Journalist, major national newspaper, UzbekistashKent, 1 April 2005
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Editor and journalist, Andijan, 4 April 2005

Representative, Andijan province administratiorc{i®® on water management
issues), Andijan, 4 April 2005

Representative, NGO (water issues), 4 April 2005
Local TV journalist, Fergana City, 5 April 2005

Small-scale importer of goods from Kara Suu mankatzaar trader Fergana City, 5
April 2005

Representative, Ministry of Internal Affairs, FengaProvince, Fergana City, 5 April
2005

Representative, Fergana province administratioctieeon water management
issues), Fergana, 6 April 2005

Tajikistan

Representative, International Organization for Migm (IOM), Dushanbe, 15
August 2003

Former official, Tajkistan Ministry of Security, Bbhanbe, 19 July 2004
Former civil war middle-level commander (UTO), Isiskim, 1 August 2004
Representative, Tavildara Development Committegildara, 24 August 2004

Representative of Uzbekistan to the Internationaid=for Saving the Aral Sea,
Dushanbe, 11 April 2005

Advisor to the President of the Republic of Tajiliis Dushanbe, 12 April 2005
High-level representative, Tajikistan Ministry aidustry, Dushanbe, 12 April 2005

Representative, Department of Foreign Economict®els, Tajikistan Ministry of
Industry, Dushanbe, 12 April 2005

Businessman, former exporter of goods from Tajkidb Russia, Dushanbe, 13 April
2005

Representative, Ministry of Economic Developmerd @made, Dushanbe, 13 April
2005

Deputy Leader, Islamic Revival Party, DushanbeAfB8l 2005
Researcher, Institute for Strategic Studies untePresident, Dushanbe, 14 April
2005
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Former high-ranking UTO member, Dushanbe, 15 A2005
Representative, US Embassy in Tajikistan, Dushazibépril 2005
Kazakhstan

Pragma Corporation Central Asia Regional Direcliote¢national Trade and Customs)
and Country Director Kazakhstan, Almaty, 24 Apfi0%

Regional Programme Co-ordinator, World Bank Cenfisé regional office, Almaty,
28 April 2005

Deputy Chief Technical Advisor, ICWC, Almaty, 28 WR2005
Researcher and regional integration expert, Alm2@yApril 2005
Representative, Kazakhstan’s National Water Comaris80 April 2005

High-level representative of EvrAZES secretariabfer representative of TSAES
implementing committee, Almaty, 4 May 2005

Representative, USAID, Almaty 5 May 2005

Project team leader, 'Support to the Eurasian ifrgi@entre for Civil Servants in
Kazakhstan', Astana, 11 May 2005

Representative, Pragma Corporation, Astana, 12 208%
Representative, NGO, Astana, 13 May 2005

Senior representative, International OrganizatmriMigration (IOM), Almaty, 15
May 2005

Deputy Head, South Kazakhstan Province Administratshymkent, 16 May 2005
Independent journalist, Shymkent, 17 May 2005

Representative, South Kazakhstan Branch of thediatson for the Support and
Development of Pharmacies, Shymkent, 17 May 2005

Confidential
Anonymous, City: Anonymous, 6 March 2005

Representative of a Central Asian Foreign Minis@ity: confidential, 13 May 2005
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