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he Soviet Union’s disintegration not only
T gave rise to new independent states, a pro-

cess of historic importance, it also began their
integration into new geopolitical areas. Their geo-
graphic outlines visible under Soviet power were
confirmed by the Soviet Union’s economic struc-
ture. Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia together were
called “Pribaltiks;” Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Arme-
mia were known as the Trans-Caucasus while Kyr-
gyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
together formed “Sredniaia Azia” (Middle Asia).
There were also corresponding economic regions
of the U.S.S.R. In some cases, Kazakhstan was
viewed as part ol “Sredniaia Azia,” but it was nor-
mal practice to discuss the Kazakh economic region
separately because of its relatively large size.

It comes as no surprise that the independ-
ence and sovereignty of these states raised the
question of finding new names for these geopo-
litical areas to emphasize their newly acquired
independence from Moscow, In fact, certain pub-
lications (mainly by Russian authors) are still
using the names inherited from imperial times.!

| The best exampic of this is the Russian transiation
of Z. Brzezinski's The Grand Chesybowrd: American Printa-
cv und Iy Geostrategic Imperarives, Basic Books, New
York, 1997 in which the term “Central Asia” (pp. 46-47,
93,95, 113, 121, 129130, 131, 145, 150) is nearly every-
where translated into Russiun not as “Tscntral'naia Azia®
{as it should be) but as “Sredniaia Azi" (Middle Asin)

Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia have deemed it
necessary o drop the term “Pribaltika™ as a “So-
viet holdover™ in favor of the current “Baltic coun-
tries.” Today, the terms “Southem Caucasus™ and
“Central Asia™ (which includes Kazakhstan) have
essentially ousted the old terms “Trans-Caucasus™
and “Sredniaia Azia"” (Middle Asia).

Recently the relatively new geopolitical
term “Central Eurasia™ had been gaining curren-
cy. Itis normally applied to Azerbaijan, Armenia,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, which are treat-
ed as a single litical area. [ am i
that this is not completely correct from the geo-
political viewpoint since it still reflects the Rus-
sian idea of this geopolitical expanse.

Here | have posed mysel! the task of revis-
ing some of the issues related to the region’s ge-
opaolitical content from the position of a descrip-
tive approach, that is, irrespective of the aims the
world or regional powers are pursuing there.

i« Velikala sh

(2
Ameriki | ege ipe 1y
otnoshenia Publishers, Moscow, 2005, pp. 61-62, 116-117,
137, 146, 155-L38, {75, 180j; in the same veln “the three
Caucasian countries” and “the three states of the Cauca-
sus” (Z. Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard, pp. 122,
125) arg transloted, corcespondingly, as “tri zakavkazskic
(trans-Caucasian) strany™ and “iri zakavkazsKikli gos-
udarstva” (Z. Breczinski, Velikaia shakhmatmala doska.
pp. 148, 152).

o g oo

1 am profouwncy geateful to Avehil Gegeshidze. Eldar tsmailoy, and Alexander Rondeli for their valable commants
on the first version of the article. [ am alsa gratefid o Jeflrey Morski and Valdimir Sadovskiy for their very wsefil advice.
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Eurasia and Central Eurasia:
Geographic and
Geopolitical Approaches

‘The Eurasian continent consists of two parts of the world—Europe and Asia; for obvious rea-
soms its geographic dimension can be used (and is used) in geopolitical contexts as well. The books by
prominent American political scholar Zbigniew Bizezinski are the best example of this.®

There 15 another. no less popular, geopolitical idea about Eurasia created by the fact that in the
post-Soviel period Russia has been fooking for its national and territorial identity. Indeed. for the first
time in the last 200 years, Russia has found itsell on u much smaller teeritory. This prompted the search
for a conception that would justify its special role at least across the post-Soviet expanse.” No wonder
the questions—what is Russia? and where is Russin? —remain topical.* [t should be said that the so-
called myths® and narratives® about the homeland were largely encouraged by the talks about revising
the RF state borders, which are much more popular in the intellectual and political communities of
Russia and among the Russian public than is believed in Western academic writings.” According to
the latest public opinion polls, an ever growing number of people in the Russian Federation favor the
idea of a restored Soviet Union*

In their search for a solttion to the problem outlined above, the RF political leaders can rely
on the ideas of Eurasianism that scquired their second wind in the post-Soviet period.” Based main-
Iy on geography," they still presuppose a geopolitical revision of the Eurasian continent as a geo-
graphical unit,"!

In fact. late in the 19th century Russiun Professor V. Pomanskiy suggested that there were three,
rather than two, continents within the Old World.™ Later, prominent Russian geopolitician Petr Savit-
skiy called it Eurasia (the limits of which essentially coincided with Russia or, rather, the Russian
Empire)."" He argued that this Eurasia was different from the geographic description of Eurasia of-

* See, for example: Z. ki, The Grand Ch h 2. ¢ ki, The Choice: Global Domination or Glo-
bat Ludwxm:p, Ehulu: Baoks, New York, 2004
" See: 1. O Loughtin, P, Talbat, *Where i the World in Russin: Geopolitical Perceptions md Preferences of Or-
dinary Rmssuuu * Eurasion Geagraphy and Economics. Vol 46, No. 1. 2005, available at [hitp:#/www,colorado-edu/1BS/
PECjohnofpub/Wheres-Russia pdi).
* Soe, for example: 2. Breesingkl, The Grostrateghe Trivc: Living with Ching
Wls)\mgmum :::M PR 56, 64,
V. Toly, “Conflicting *Homeland Myths® and Nution-State Buiiding in Postcomniunist Russia,” Sfavic Review,
Vol. 57, No L 199K
VSeer'S. Aktlirk, "Reflections on Central Eurasian Model: A Foindation R:ply 10 Baifield on the Historiography of
Fibmo-Nationalisms,” Central Eyrasian Srudies Review, Vol 5. No. 2, 2006, p.
" Sge: V. Tolz, op. ¢it,, p. 204
¥ Sec: V. Petukbov, “Vnesfmepoliticheskie prioritety rossiam: ‘novy iallatsionizm® ili pragmatizatsia soznania,”
Ittegratiia v Evrazit, Narod | elity stran EEP. ed. by 1. Zadorin, Evropa, Mascow, 2006, p, 10°
¥ See: L. Tehantouridze, *After Marxism-Leninism: Eurasianism and Geopolitics in Russin,”™ iz Geopolitics: Global
Problems amd Regtonal Concerns, ed. by L. Tehantouridze, Winmpeg, Cenire for Defense and Scourity Studies, Universt-
ty of Manitoba, 2004,
W See M. Bassin, “Russia berween Ewripe and Asin. The ddeological Construetion of Geopolitical Space,” Slavie
Review, Val. 36, No. |, 1991, p,
" See. for example: MW, Lewis. K.E. Wigen. The Myoh of Cantinents: A Critigue of Metageography, University of
f_lluonuu Press, Berkeley, 1997, p. 222
' Bee: NoA. Nartow, V.N. Natrtov, Geapolliike. UNITI-DANA, Moscew, 2007, p. 129,
Continent Eveaziu, Agrafl Publishers, Moscow, 1997, As Savitskiy put it "Russin-Euw is
the center of the O1d World” (PN, Savitskiy, "G i asnovy Eveaziysiva,” in: Osnovy Evrazi
ystva, Arktogeia-Tscntr, Moscow, 2002, p. 298)

Enrape. and Russia, The CSIS Pross,

31



CENTRAL ASIA AND THE CAUCASUS

fered by Alexander von Humboldt." This gave rise to Eurasianism, one of the strongest trends of the
Russian geopolitical school that asserted Russia's special historical and cultural role in geographic
Eurasia.'

Lev Gumilev, a promi Russian histori: 1 pher, and geographer, who studied the
geographic Limits of the geopolitical continent of Eurasia, concluded that it consisted of three regions:
High Asia (Mongolia, Djungaria, Tuva, and the trans-Baikal aren), the Southern region (Central Asia),
and the Western region (Eastern Europe).'

We all know that geographically the Old World consists of several parts of the world—Eu-
rope, Asia (the so-called Eurasian continent) and Africa—while the term “Eurasia™ as applied by
the Russian geopolitical school narrows down the territorial limits of Eurasia as a geographical
continent.

‘Those academics who embrace the entire geographical cantinent in their geopolitical studies fell
into the trap. mostly inadvertently, of the Russian geopolitical school. In The Grand Chesshoard, the
author calls the region made up of Central Asia, the Caucasus, and the adjacent areas “the Eurasian
Balkans™ because of its conflict-prone nature.” There is an obvious contradiction: if “Eurasian” is
applied to the hical Eurasian i (as suggested by the book’s content), then the author
has wrongly placed the Bulkans outside this continent: the “Eurasian Balkans™ is nothing other than
the Balkans, This coniradiction can be removed if we specify that the term “Eurasian” in this comext
is related to Eurasia as seen by the corresponding Russian geopolitical school. In other words, Zbig-
niew Brzezinski was "taken captive™ by this school unawares.

Accarding to the Eurasists,™ Russia is a special continent.” To resolve the terminological con-
flict between the geographic and geopolitical mterpretations of Eurasia, the geopolitical context uses
the terms “Eurasia-Russia,”™ “Russin-Eurasia,™ or “Eurasian Rus.”™ The problem became topical
again in the post-Soviet period: hefore that geographers used the term “Eurasia” in its geographical
meaning.” Here it should be said that the discussion of'a possible compromise between the corvect
geographical term lor Eurasia and the territory of Russia’s domination is still going on.™

Since the Russian geopalitical school relies on ils own interpretation of Eurasia ta justily Rus-
sia’s imperial ambitions, the term “Central Eurasia™ needs specification: to what extent do its geo-
graphic and geopolitical interpretations comcide and what problems do they entail?

M See: PN Savitskiy, “Geograficheskic | geapaliticheskie osnovy Eveeelystva,” p. 300, According to other authors,
it'was the Viemese geologist Edunnd Sucss who coined the term Eurasia in the late 20th century 10 apply #t 10 Europe
Asin (see: M. Bagsin, op: cit,, p. 10).

1* Russia’s claims on the Furasian continent are so strong that even where there is no need 1o mention Eurasin au-
thors of cerain funduniental publications prove unable to leave the cliché alone, For example, when discussing cconomic
reforms within the CIS und addressing the Eurasion problems ncither in a geographic ner in a geopalitical context, the book
by E. Strocw, L. Bliakbman and M, Krotov used the teem indiscriminately (sec: Stroev, L850 Bliakhnan, M.1. Krotov,
Russru and Enritviar ot the Crassrocds. Expertencs und Prohlems of Economic Refarms in the Canmonwealth of tudependent
States, Springer, Berlin-Heidelberge, 1999), The sume can be said shout same non-Russian academies from the FSU ropublics.

* See: LN, Gumitoy, Rimy Evrazii, Progress Publishers, Moscow. 1993,

" See. 2. Braezinski, Tine Grand Chesshoard, p. 123,

1 1t should be said that the of ism call i Jves Eurasians, which iswot totally correet: Eum-
sians are people living in Furasia. while those who preach Eurasianisn should be called Eursists. This torm §s used here
precisely in this contoxt.

"* See, for example: A. Dugin, “F\ru.ml.w mnmnh " in: Opmosy Eve

ctywivid, Arkigeia-Tsentr, Moscow, 2000 (sec

also Thttp:/iwww.cviazia, articledesid= 102]).
* See, for example: N.A, Nartov, VN Nartoy, 0D cit. PP lJJ I!S 137.
1 See: A Dugin, Osiavy i hreskoe e Rosxii, Arktogein-Tsentr, Moscow, 1997,

p. B384
** See: I, Pananin, Mnformatsiomaia vayna | geopolitika, Pokolenie Publishers, Moscow, 2006, pp. 312-364, 539-543.
# See: ML, Hauner, "The Disiniegration of the Soviet Eurasian Empire: An Ongoing Debal Centeal Asia and
th Cancasus after the Soviet Union, ed_ by M. Mesbalil, University Press of Florida, Grinesville, 1994, p. 222
= Thid, p. 22
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Traditionally, Central Eu

ia a5 # geographic concept is related to the teritory between the
Bosporus in the west and the Xinjiang-Llighur Autonomous Region in the east and from the Kazakh
steppes (n the north to the Indian Ocean in the south.** This means that geographic Central Eurasia
almost completely covers peographic Central Asia, but not Central Europe because Asia is much
larger than Europe. For this reason Central Europe is left outside the conventional center (Central
Eurasia) of the single continent called Eurasia. 1T, however, the physical dimensions of the conti-
nent's parts are put aside, logic suggests thal geographic Eurasia as a continent consists of two parts
of the world (Europe and Asia). This means that geographically Central Eurasia should consist of
both Central Europe and Central Asia and the Southeast Europe and the Cawcasian region as two
links that connect them.™ It seems that the geographic interpretation of the Central Eurasian con-
cepl is still dominated by its geopolitical interpretation, which equates Russia and Eurasia even in
the post-Soviet era.*’

Those who limit Central Eurasia to Azerbayjan, Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tujikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan are still under the spell of Soviet approaches™ which leave
wvast Lerritories, in particular Afghanistan, Northern Iran, the Northern Caucasus, Northwestern Chi-
na, Cashmere, and the Tibetan Plateau, which share histoncal, ethnic, and cultural roots with the above
countries beyond the region.™

While the Russian Eurasian school narrows down the scale of Eurasia as a geographic continent,
the differences are less important in the case of Centril Eurasia sinee the Russian geopolitical school
1s in control of geography: look at the way the contemporary Russian geographers describe Northem
and Central Eurasia as the ferritory that covers the former Seviet Union, western part of European
Artic region, and some regions of Central Asia,

Central Asia and
Greater Central Asia

Alexander von Humboldt identified Central Asia as a geographic region in the mid-19th centu-
ry. According to UINESCO, it comprises five former Soviet republics (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,

Sec, for cxample: K Weishrode, Cantral Eurcsta: Prize or Quicksand? Contenting Views of Instahility in Kari-
bakh, Ferghama and Afghenistan, The Imemational Instinse for Stategie Stdies, Adelphi Paper 338, Oxford University
Press, New York, 2001, p. 11,

ny E'urunm ‘Tscmnﬂ nai Kavknm asaovy

ckonontil,” Analiticheskic zapiski G fonda

o No, 1, 2007, p. 8, available at (hitp:/fwww, gfsis.org/publications!
\-Purh\vn Ru_} mll'l Eledr Ishumifoy in his article O kategorii Tsentral'nain Evenzin,™ in: Doklady Natsional ‘nay akedemii
waisk Azerbiricchama, Vol LX1L No. 1, 2007, upprssched the problem from the geopolitical positions and arrived at o similar
conclusion.

 Seer ML Hauner, op. e, p. 217 Those of the authors whe favar cloared definitions Russin s described asa
northern part of Eurasin (see, for example: NN, Maiseey, “Geoppliticheskoe polozhenic Rossii: pespektivy mevitia,”
Evolutsia tearit | factor ATP, Diskussionny Kb, Krugly stol No. 3, available ut [hipt//www amani, r/moiscey/
geopolithtm).

* Today this idea of Contral Eurasta has gamed wide currency (see, for cxample; MLP. Aminch, H. Houweling,
“Intreduction: The Crisis tn IR-Theory: Towards a Critienl Geopolities Approach,” in: Centrad Eurasia i Global Poli-
Hes: Conflict, Security and Development, ed. by M.P, Amingh, . Houweling, Brill, Leiden, 2008, pp. 2-3; Ch. Fairbanks,
C.R. Nelson, S.F. Starr, K. Weisbrode, Strategic Assessnent of Ceniral Envasia, The Atlantic Council of the United States.
Cenral Asta-Caucasus Instiue, Johns Hopkins Universny, Washingion, 0.C_, 2001, p, vii; K. Meyer, The Dust of Empire:
The Race for Supremacy in the Asian Heartlomd, Abacus, Landon, 2004, p. 206,

* See: K. Weishiode, op. i, pp, 11-12.

™ Sce: Eedenanic Severnay | Tseniral woy Evrazii v soveemennuiu epokins. cd. by V.M. Kotliakov, Nuuk Publishers,
Moscow, 2006, p. 13
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Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbckistan), Mongolia, Afghanistan, Western China, and several parts

Geapolitical studies of Central Asia became particularly topical in the post-Soviet period when
the region acquired five new independent states (previousty parts of’ liu. Soviet Umm) # Despite their
more than 15-year-long history, the relited system of knowledg I ism—still dy i
nol only a vaster body of knowledge but also. to a certain extent, r-:nuvauon.“

Some geopolitical studies are still following the Soviet tradition and interpret Central Asia as
imited to five former Soviet republics: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uz-
bekistan.** This is not quite correct geographically (and not only geographically) because it leaves
out Afghanistan, Mongolia. and the adjacent areas of the countrics enumerated above. ™

Some authors include Azerbaijan in Central Asia," which can be hardly accepted hecause it is
obviously part of another region, the Caucasus,

In October 2004, Russia joined the Central Asian Cooperation Organization (CACO)Y” set up
by Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan in 2002, lts CACO membership does not make
it part of Central Asia; by the same logic, Turkmenistan should be excluded from the Central Asian
countries because it does not belong to CACO. In other words, membership in any regional organiza-
tion cannot be used as the only criterion of regional affilintion

I have writien above that in Sovict times the region was called Sredniaia Azia (Middle Asia),
it included Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turh i and Uzbekistan and left out Kazakh " Wesi-
ern economists mostly use the term “Central Asin,” while some Russian authors have not yel
dropped the old term “Middle Asia,"™" which as distinet from the past also includes Kozakhstan.
It seems that the latter prefers to gel rid of the alien term “Central Asia™ because of the threats
Trom the south—it obviously prefers the Soviet formuta *Sredniaia Azia and Kazakhstan.™™ This
i all very sad indeed,

Another term, Greater Central Asia, is of a more or less recent coinage: in the early 1990s, it
described Central and Southwestern Asta and South Asia®! | later the term was given a more exuct
geopolitival specification and applied to the five former Soviet republics and Afghanistan,*

M Sce: “Description of the Troject,”
WWW.A umswurgnuihudusuvlmul mg’pr him]

" See, for cxample: mergence of Central Asia.” Forelgn Policy, No. T8, Spring 1990, Central Asiu
and the Cancasus gfter .rm “Sovier Uniou; The Novw Goopolitics of Central Asia und ity Barderiands, od. by A. Bamuszizi,
M. Weiner. Indiana University Press, Bloomingion, 1994; The Mew States of Centeal Asiv und Their Neighbewrs, cd. by
P Icrdmnnd Council of Foreign Relations Press, New Yaork, 1994,

WSee: F. Tolipov, "Cenmal Asia as a Space, Polity, Peoples, and Fate,” Central Atfa und the Cavcusus, No, 2 (32),
2008, p. 112

™ See, for example: R Menon, “Introduction: Central Asin in thie ‘I\\:mylnm Century,” in: E. 'Rum:r.TJ Trenin,
Zhao Huasheng, Central Asia: Views firam Washington, Movcow, and Beijing, MiE. A p3

»See, for example: E. Naby, “The Emerging Central Asia Fihule and Religious Factions,” in hmmu,.m aned thie
Canasus ufter the Savier Union, pp. 35-3

" e M: Dowling, G, Wignaraja, “Central Asia's Ecanamy: Mapping Farare Prospects (0 2015, Sitk Road Paper,
July 2006, Contral Asis-Cuicasus Iustitite, Jobws Hopking University-SAIS, Washingion, D.C., 2006, p. 10, available ot
[hitpf/wwiw silkroads /0607 Wignatijn.pd

¥ See: F. Tolipov, “Russi m Central Asia: Retrent. Retention, Or Retum?” Cenral Avia and the Cineaviss, Na_$ (47),
2007, p. 19,

 For example: MW, Lewis, K. wqmn op. cit, p. 179

" Sec: A. Dugin, Qsmovy /i Rosatt, pp. 353359,

=8 Akimbekov, "Iu;ulhhnlhrmn kakumamu:guuubn\ Kazakhstanu?” Teenrdzia, 4 November, 2005, availuble
at ]hup ifwv.w cemrasin.rwnews A phpd?si=1131088440]

Soc: R.L, Canfield, “Resructuring in Greater Central Asta,” dxtan Survey, Vol. 32, No. 10, 1992, p. 874,

“ S.F. Starr, A *Greater Central Asia Parfnership® for Afghanistan and lis Neighbors,” Silk Road Paper, March
200%, Central Asia-Caveasus Instituie, Johns Hopkins University-SAIS, Washington, D.C.. 2005, p. 16, available o1 [hitp:i/
wiwvw.silkroadsiudies. org/CACUStraegy.pdf): idem. “A Paancrsiip for Contral Asin,” Foreign Affairs, Vol 84, No, 4,
2008,

UNESCO Mistory of Crvilizations af Central Asta, available at [hitp:d/
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The above (; i tradiciory) intery ions of the term “Central Asia” demonstrate that
there is no agreement on this issue.”

The Kazakh Eurasists match their Russian colleagues: they insist that Kazakhstan is a Eurasian
state which has nothing to do with Central Asia except for bordering on it.* It should be said in all
Justice that a small part of Kazakhstan (Western Knzakhstan) geographically belongs to Eastern Eu-
tope*; however, Kazakhstan's historical roots are intertwined with the roots of its Central Asian
neighbors.*™ lis regime, which is based on the incumbent president remaining in office us long as
possible, does not differ much from the regimes of the other Cemiral Asian republics.** This means
that Kazakhstan belongs to Centrul Asia. IIdetached lrom Central Asia asa Eurasian state, Kazakhstan
will lose its independence and will be swallowed by Russia.*®

T am convinced that so far not all the Central Asian countries (at least most of them) have grasped
the ing of their independ: and have pondered on their future. These are problems that have
not yet been resolved.

The Central Caucasus

The region is found between the Blick, Caspian, and Azov seas, that is, on the border between
Europe and Asia. It is also believed that the territory is wedged between Europe, the Middle East, Central
Asia, and the Russian sphere.”

The contemporary geopolitical interpretation of the term “the Caucasus™ appeared when Russia
conquered the region.® Its presence coined the terms “the Trans-Caucasus™" (pant of the region found
beyond the Main Caucasian Range if viewed from Russia) and “the Northern Caucasus” (the termtory
to the north of the Trans-Caucasus and the mountain range). Despite the obvious geographical fact
that when viewed from Tehran, the Trans-Caucasus is located not beyond, but rather in front of the
mountain range, it is still called maveran-¢ kafkas in Persian.” At the same time, it should be said that
Russtan tradition dominated over the international practice of identifying the region.

Theentire territory of the Northern Caucasus (which consists of the piedmont and mountain arcas)
comprises part of the Russian Federation. The piedmont area comprises the following RF subjects:
the Kmsnodar and Stavropol territones, the Astrakhan and Rostov regions, and the Republic of Kal-
mykia. The mountain area is made up of the n.publu,s of Adigey, Daghestan, Ingushetia, Kabardino-
Balkaria, Karachaevo-Cherkessia, North Ossetia-Alania, and Chechnia,

1 See: MW, Lowis,

Wigen, op. eit

“ Sce: . Nazarbacva, "Spessifiki { perspektivy politich razvitia K i velny institt sovee
ey ,lmlfﬂ.kr. 3 T}ccmh:r 2003, uvml:\h!: al [hipiwww dimp ke/Lists/articles DispFormaspr 21D=766],
“WSee RN Novye Taentral oy Azil v sisteme mezhdanarodkh omosherly,

Institat miravoy ckonomiki | mezhdunaroduykh otnosheny NAN Ukrainy, Kicv, 2003, p. 18; G. Khachiev, “Central Asia:
Partruit against the Background of the World Economy,” Cenhal Asta and the Caucasus, No. 2 (3%), 2006, p. 117

# Soe: F. Tolipov, “Central Asia is a Region of Five Stans. Dispute with Kazakh Eutasianists,” Central Avia and the
Conecasus, No, 2 (38), 2006, p. 22,

“ fid,, p. 23

“ Ihid., p. 18.

# Sco: MW. Lowis, K. Wigen, op. <it., p, 203

© See: NS, Breyfogle, Heretics and Colontzors; Forging Rucssta’s Empice (n the South Caucesus, Cormell Univer:
sity [‘:\.ss. hihaca, 2008,

Sec: T.V, Gomkrelidze, " TransCaucasin’ or *South Caueasus'? Towards a More Exaet Geapolitical Nomenclatre,

Marce Polo Magazine, No. 4/5. 1999, available at [http://wwiw traceca-org.org/rcp/marca/mp40, pdf.

A 8ee: R. Gachechiludze, The Mhddle Eaxt! Space. People and Polities, Diogene, Thilish, 2003, p. 17 (in Geor-
gian).
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The southern limits of the Caucasus were always identified by the Russian Empire’s southern
state border in the Caucasus.* The border change was amply illustrated by the case of Kars of the
late 19th century: when the Russian Empire detached it by force from the Ottoman Empire it came
ta be known as part of the Caucasus. Later, whin Russia lost Kars, Ardahan, and Bayazet, the Rus-
sian political and historical documents stopped referring to them as parts of the Caucasus. At the
same time, when in November 1918 these regions proclaimed their independence and formed the
Southwestern Caucasian (Kars) Democratic Republic,™ the name clearly indicated its Caucasian
affiliation,

This tradition of identifying the southern borders of the Caucasus survived in Soviet times when
three Union republics (Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia) were described as Trans-Caucasian,

Early in the 1990s, when the Soviet Union disappeared and the three republics regained their
md‘pcndcm.e the term "Tnm\—Caucasu_t. was r['p!m.ui by the more correet term “the Southern Cau-
casus,” Russia alone continued using the old term.*

Significantly, few academics stop 1o ponder on the fact that the 1erm “the Southern Caucasus™
(as well as "the Trans-Caucasus™) reflects the purely Russian geopolitical approach to the region.™
The terms “the Northem Caucasus” and “the Southern Caucasus! perpetuate the new and old Russian
borders in the region

According to Dr. Ismailov,” the Caucasus consists not only of Azerbaijan, Armenia, Geor-
gia, and the RF entities enumerated above. It also covers the northeastern Turkish areas (the ils of
Agri, Ardahan, Artvin, Van, lgdyr, and Kars) and the northwestern paris of Iran (the ostanha of eastern
Azerbaijan—Ardabil, Gilyan, Zanjun, Qazvin, Humadan, and Western Azerbaijan). This division
is based on the fact that the Turkish and Iranian regions have been populated by Caucasian peoples
from 1ime tmmemorial; for many centunes prior to the Russian conguests they belonged, together
with the other Caucasian peoples, to the same ethnocultural and sociocconomic area. This means
that these areas can be described as Caucasian on the same grounds as the Northern Caucasus of
Russia.

Geographically, the above regions of Turkey and Iran (as well as Armenia, which is described
us 4 Caucasian state) are found at the same distance from the Greater Caucasus and partly (il the space
of the Smaller Caucasus,

The above suggests that the Caucasian region consisis not of two (the Northern and Southern
Caucasus) parts, a5 the international academic community that relies on Russian geopolitical thought
commonly believes, but of three parts: the Central Caucasus (made up of three independent states—
Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia); the Northern Caucasus (made up of the RF autonomous units
bordering on the Cavcasus), and the Southern Caucasus, which covers the ils of Turkey bordering on

¥ See: E. lsmuilov, V. Papuva, Phe Central Cancasus: Exvuys on Geapolitical Econamy. CA&CC Press®, Stockholm,
2006, p. 10; idom, Fsontral'ny Kovkaz: istoria polittka, ekomomika, Mys] Publishers, Moseow, 2007, pp. 17-18
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Itki, Elm Publishers, Baku, 1992, idem, & kraticheskia respubliki avkiszet (Kerskeda | Avoz-Tinrkshaio
respubliki), Nurlan Publishers, Baku, 2004: Sh. Tegicvy, Denmokraticheskic respubliki hmu-lmlmblm',u Kavkaze (Azadistan
i Gitianskata Sovettkia Rucpnhﬂkul Kavkaz Puhhsilcn Baku, 2003
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¥ henia Publishers, Moscow, 2003; Gen-
egionol ‘nila bezopamest, ed. by AV. Vozzhani-

gratian
ays on Geo-

36



CENTRAL ASIA AND

2(50), 2008

Azerbaijan, Arm and Georgia (the Southwestern Caucasus), and northwestemn ostanha of Iran (the
Southeastern Caucasus).

Ifwe proceed from the specific features of the region’s history, Ismailov's congeption fully re-
flects the Caucasian current geopolitical realities.

The region has developed into a meeting place for all sorts of geopolitical and economic inter-
ests,* while the Central Cancasus accumulates the entire range of regional problems.*

On the “Central Caucasasia” Concept:
Moving Away from Eurasianism

Today academic circles (and not only them) are showing & great interest in studying the prob-
lems of the three Central Caucasian countries (Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia) and the five Cen-
tral Asian countrics (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) within the
same context.”” The vast region represented by these eight states is now called Central Eurasia® The
same term is also applied to the same eight countries and Afghanistan.® | have already written above
that, together with the five Central Asian states, it belongs 1o Greater Central Asia.

There is an even wider interpretation of Central Eurazia, which also includes the Black Sea,
Caueasian, Caspian, and Central Asian regions ' This means that this approach to the term “Central
Eurasia” can hardly be described as constructive—not only because it is rather vague, but also be-
cause the regions mentioned above overlap.

The current use of the term “"Central Eurasia™ not merely fails to describe the region geograph-
teally—it isa vehicle of the Russian imperial tradivion based on the idea thar Russia is Eurasia. 1f we
proceed from this interpretution, we should ask ourselves what geographic name should be given 1o
the region that unites the cight states and what do they have in common? It seems that a geopolitical
approach may answer these questions.

Today these eight states (Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan, Tajikisian,
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) are seen as parts ol much wider regions that include other countries
as well, These are the Eurasian Balkons™ and the Greater Middle East.*® The eight countries are
CIS members, therefore they are discussed in the context of this organization which, according to

W See: K.8. Yafowntz: 8, Comell, “The Crtical but Perilous Cavcasus,” Qrbis, A Jouwrnal of World Affairs, Vol, 48,
No. 1, 2004

 See, for example, E. Nutiyev, The South Caucasus af the Croxsroads: Conflicts, Casplan O and Great Pawer
Polltigs, LIT, Berlin, 2007,
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seh, €. Coaft. S.A Jones, M, Beek, Routledge, New. Yotk, 2000, Faultlimes of Conflict in Centeed Asie aned the Sl Ciave
cawus: Implications for the U Army, ed. by 0. Oliker, THS. Szayna, RAND, Sant Monica, 2003; Russia, the Ce
umd Centeal Avia: The 215t Centary Security Environment, ¢d. by R Menon, Yu.E. Fedorov, Gh. Nodia, M.E. Sharp
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www sl i f h FIC ecly/November_2006/Guo,pdl
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many experts, is currenily facing certain integration problems.™ They are the result of the efforts to
limit integration (o the C18 framework similar to the closer industrial cooperation within the Soviet
Union.™

The academic community is freely using the term “the Caspian region,” by which different com-
binations of sub-regions are meant in different publications. This term can hardly be used to denote
the region composed of the eight republics enumerated above. Logic suggests that the term should be
applied to the five coastal states—Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Turkmenistan.* The
interpretations of the term, however. are numerous, One of them, for example, implics the westemn
part of Central Asia, southern Russia, the Northern and Central Caucasus, as well as Northern Iran.®
Otherauthors apply the term to the five Caspian states and 1o Armenia, Georgia, Kyreyzstan, Tajikistan,
Uzbeki and partly Afghani Pakistun, and even the Middle East.™ According Lo the previous
interpretation, the region covers a small part of Central Asia and stretches beyond the territories of the
eight republics. According to the latter interpretation, the region comprises the above eight states and
also muny other states, tosay nothing of regions, which is not completely justified, The term “the Caspian
region” can obviously not be used to describe the region prsing the eight states dabov
that is, Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uz-
bekistan.

The term “the Caucasian-Caspian Region™ can likewise not be accepied as a definition of the
cight republics; those who use it imply that it covers the entire Caucasus’ yet fuil to specify the de-
gree to which the Central Asian region is included in it. What is more, they tend to write the Cauca-
sian-Caspian and Central Asian regions,” which seems to emphasize that Central Asia is outside the
Caucasian-Caspian region.

It scems that the term “the Caucasian-Central Asian geopolitical region™™ is much more pre-
cise, cven though it covers certain lerritories outside the eight countries, because as we all know the
Caucasus is not limited to Azerbuijan, Armenia, sand Georgia,

If we proceed from the fact that the eight republics discussed here form two sub-regions—the
Central Caucasus and Central Asia—the larger region, which includes both sub-regions, can be called
the Central Caucasasia™ : this preserves the term " Central ™ as the key one for both regions, while the

* Se: RS, Grinberg, LZ. Zevin, ef il 10 lor Sodruzhestva nezavisinykh di Hlpezti, razach
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new term “Caucasasia ” is-derived from two related terms “Caucasus " and “Asia. " Formation of this
word in English is rather problematic, since *Caucasin® is a synonym for the word “Caucasus.” So we
suggest using the term “Caneasasia” or “Caucaso-Asia” in English. The region can be either called
Cenrral Caucasasia or Central Caucaso-Asia. I the term 1s applied to nine countries (the original
eight and Afghanistan), the region should be called Greater Central Cavcasasia or Greater Central
Cancase-Asia.

We should not forget that Central Caucasasia as a single region is not integrated because it has
no political or cultural homogeneity.™ At the same time, its component parts have much in comman,
which makes it possible to regard them ss a single region.™

All the countries of Ceniral Caucasasia began their post-Soviet lives under more or less identi-
cal conditions, without the very much needed institutions of stat¢hood, with a fairly low level of po-
litical culture, and a command-(read: communist-Jtype economy. These three conditions were not
merely interconnected: the future ol the reforms in these countries depended on their interconnection.
Indeed, the absence of statchood institutions, for example, mude it hard (o develop a political culture
which, in turn, prevented democratization: on the other hand, the absence of statchood institutions
made it much harder to transfer to a market economy,™ which stowed down the advance toward de-
mocracy, Meanwhile, no market reforms are possible in the absence ol democracy.™ These problems
were reflected, to different extents, in the political and economic transformations in the Central
Caucasasian countries. Significanily, all these countries, with the exception of Kazakhstan, demon-
strated a reverse dependence between rich hydrocarbon reserves and the pace of market reforms: the
reserves obviously failed to stimulate economic reform.™

Central Caucasasia, 10 say nothing ol Greater Central Caucasasta, has several conflict sub-re-
glons on its territory." something that interferes, t various degrees, with economic progress in some
of the countries: it also prevents the local countries from psing local resources to move together in the
desired direction.

The region’s rich hydrocarbon resources attruct investments™ and tempt regional and world
powers to politically dominate there. Today, when energy policy is blending with the foreign policy
of these powers, this is not merely undersiandable, but also inevitable ® At the same time, the Russian
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Factor™ 1l very strong in the Central Asian countries’ encrgy policies:
Soviet heritage cannot be eliminated soon,

The Central Caucasus and Central Asia are mutwally complimentary, which means that they
can use their resources hor: the West 18 i d in Central Asian oil and gas, while the
Central Caucasus notonly wants 1o move its own oil and gas to the West, but also to use the energy
(and not only) transportation corridor that connects the East and the West.™ This means that the
Central Caucasus can serve as a bridge between Central Asia, a geopolitically closed region, and
the West.®

It should be said m this context that, according to Zbigniew Brzezinski, Azerbaijan is the most
important geopolitical pivot among all the others across the geographic continent of Eurasia.** The
“geopolitical pivot” status® is determined by the country’s geographic location and its potential vul-
nerability to what the active geostrategic players might undertike in relation to it By “active geos-
trategic players” 1 mean (he states strong and determined enough to spread their domination beyond
their limits.

By describing Azerbaijan as the “cork in the bottle™ filled with the riches of the Caspran Sea and
Central Asia, Mr, Brzezinski stresses: “The independence of the Central Asian states can be rendered
nearly meaningless if Azerbaijan becomes fully subordinated 1o Moscow’s control, ™ Kazakhstan is
another of America’s target countries in Central Caucasasia, which is amply illustrated by the Amer-
icans’ intention to maximize their mvestments there ™

The idea of post-Soviet state independence and its st as the linchpin ol state inter-
ests of the Central Caucasasian states rule out their ascceptance of not only Eurasianism, but also of
the Heartland theory. They both assert their subordination to the imperial schemes of Russia and
the West.

The leaders of those Central Caucasasian countrics who are secking u tighter grip on power rath-
er than stronger and developed state sovercignty, to say nothing of democratization, human rights,
and a market economy, are prepared to embrace any theory (or rather pseudo-theory) o camoullage
their true intentions or justify them.

1t would be naive to expect the world and regional powers to step aside and leave Central Cau-
casasia alone. Reality is much more complicated: these countries should carefully match their nation-
al interests and their choice of regional and world powers as partners,

Eurasianism clearly preaches Russia's revival as an empire, but the even more moderale ideas
now current in Russia do not exclude the “soft” allernative of imposing its interests on at least some

t scemns that this part of the
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of the local states, irespective of their nutional interests. Today only Georgia is described as being
lost for Russia*' The same author has said that “the cconomic importanée of Armenia and Georgia for
Russia is minimal,” even though “Armenia is Russia’s objective partner.™ In Azerbaijan, Turk-
menistan, and Uzbekistan, Russia has economic interests in the production and transportation of hy-
drocarbons." Stronger integration processes are contemplated in relation o Kozakhstan and Kyr-
gyzstan.” Regrettably, Russia’s political elite, carried away by the ideas of Eurasianism, does not
welcome this approach,

America, on the other hand, is guided by objective considerations®: far removed from the re-
gion, 1t cannot dominate over it and is strong enough not to become involved in unnecessary compli-
cations in this vast area.

From this it [ollows that America prefers a situation in which none of the countries dominates
over Central Caucasasia to allow the world community free financial and economic neeess 1o the
region.”

9/11 wught the United States how to prevent the threat of new terrorist acts in Central Caucasa-
sia and make victory in the war on terror possible.” Amenican interests in the region are not limited
to energy issues,™ which means that it will help the former Soviet republics overcome what remained
af the Soviet cconomic system and promote the market cconomy and private sector as a solid founda-
tion for economic growth and the rule of law. This will also help them o cope with social and ecolog-
ical problems and profit from their energy resources and ramified export mainlines."™

Some Russian experts admit thal Moscow is holding forth about its historical, psychological,
and other ties with former Soviet republie, while the United States rejects in principle any theories
along the lines of “soft™ or “limited" sovereignty of these republics.' The Americans are convinced
that Russia would profit from richer and more stable neighbors '

Some Central Asian experts have offered interesting ussessments, nceording to which “Moscow's
orientation toward ‘stagnation’ and the unlimited support of the people in power is depriving it, and
has alreacy deprived it, of prommising and potential allies smong those who tend toward modernization
and change.” America’s policy in the region promotes democracy."™

‘The above suggests that America is not secking integration with any of the regional countrigs,
its policy completely corresponds io the lucat countries’ nutional interests rooted in strengthening and
developing state so gnty, di szition, and enh g the market economy.

The newly coined termy “(‘cmrnl Cum.amm does not mercly :.pccny the region's geographic
identity: a conceptunl idea of the interests of strengthening the local countries” state sovereignty,
which, in principle, contradicts the spirit and idea of Eurasianism. All the Eurasian deliberations about
so-ciilled “Caucasasianism™ as potentially a theoretical antipode of Eurastanism are absolutely wrong.
This is explained by the political heterogeneity of Central Caucasasia, not all the members of which
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have similar thoughts about state sovereignty and the road toward it, At the same time, developing
and strengthening state sovereignty, deepening democratization, and confirming the principles of a
market economy are not prerogatives of the Central Caueasasian countries alone,

Even though it 1s accepted that the Central Asian countries’ “key strategic interests can be de-
seribed as independence, democracy, and integration,™™ they do not exclude possible reintegration
into Eurasia (to which Central Asia belonged as part of the Soviet Union) after il realizes its geopolit-
ical self-identity.'™ 1f we take into sccount that, as the Eurasists say, Moscow claims domination over
this Eurasia, the above arguments do notexclude (even in the relatively distant future, after “complet-
ed geopolitical self-identification™) the possibility that the Central Asian countries will join Eurasia-
Russia, It is equally interesting that some experts from Central Asian states are not alien (o nostalgic
reminiscences about the Soviet Union; they openly regret its disintegration.'™

Meanwhile, the pro-Western vector is much better suited 1o the interests of stronger sovereign-
ty. deeper democratization, and promotion of the prineiples of a market ceonomy, since they are com-
monly recognized Western principles
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