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ABSTRACT 

Central Asia (CA) has a large geostrategic and geopolitical importance due 
to its central location in Eurasia and its rich energy resources in the Caspian 
region. After the collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), 
establishment of new independent states in the region increased the interest of 
great powers in the region. The influence of the Russian Federation (RF) in the 
region has continued after the collapse of the USSR as it was during the time of 
the USSR. After the collapse of the USSR, superpowers like United States of 
America (USA) and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) began to establish 
their presence in the region in order to balance the Russian policy in the region. 
The interest of the USA in CA countries in early years of independence was seen 
in areas of economic aid and energy, while the influence of Russia has continued 
intensively in the political, economic, energy, and military fields. In this context, 
the USA and the Russia have entered into a competition to gain more military 
influence and space in the region. This study analyzes the effectiveness of 
the strategies applied by the US and Russia towards Central Asia within the 
framework of geopolitical theory.
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INTRODUCTION

Central Asia is located at the center of Eurasia and has a large geopolitical im-
portance due to the rich natural gas and oil reserves in the Caspian region and 
geostrategic importance due to its geographic proximity to countries like China, 
Iran, Afghanistan and Russia. Newly independent states emerging after the dis-
integration of the USSR increased the interest of great powers in the region. The 
Central Asian countries are largely under the influence of the Moscow, defined 
as the “back garden” or “near abroad” of Russia, which is the predecessor of the 
USSR. The regions started to attract the attention of powers like USA and China 
that wished to balance the influence of Russia in the region. 

The aim of the study is to examined and compare the policies of the USA and 
Russia towards the region. The main thesis of the paper is that leaders of the 
international system, the USA and Russia are entering a rivalry for the influence 
in the region in various ways. There are efforts of strengthening political influ-
ence by creating organizations, supporting or not supporting current political 
regimes. The economic presence of the powers in the regions is done through 
developing energy projects and implementation of economic aid programs. The 
two powers also enter a competition in a military sphere by obtaining military 
bases in the Central Asian region, which has a huge geopolitical and geostrate-
gic importance due to its location and energy potentials. The success of the tow 
powers in establishing their influence in the regions varies from time to time and 
from country to country.

Geopolitical theory is used to understand the intentions of powers in Central 
Asia. According to geopolitical theory, the concept of “geopolitics” forms the 
foreign policy of the administrations of Moscow and Washington. However, 
geography and environmental factors, which are seen as the usual solution to 
international politics, have an impact on human and state behavior (Ari, 2013). 
In other words, geography and environmental factors influence the behavior of 
people and the state.

The interest and rivalry of states in relation to the newly formed states in Central 
Asia is due to the huge geopolitical and geostrategic importance of the region. 
Central Asian countries also border countries such as China, Iran, Afghanistan 
and Russia, which are important participants in the international system. For this 
reason, geopolitical theory was adopted to understand the title of the article “US 
and Russian Politics with respect to Central Asia in the Framework of Geopo-
litical Theory”. In this context, the study was examined from the point of view 
of the approaches of geopolitical theorists such as Harold and Sprout (1965), 
Mackinder (2018) and Spykman (1938), as well as the relationships between 
such concepts as geography, environmental factors, and international politics.

THE CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL APPROACH: 
GEOPOLITICAL IMPORTANCE OF CENTRAL ASIA

Environmental theories, including geopolitics, began to dominate internation-
al relations in the 1960s under the influence of factors such as geography, de-
mography, natural resources, and technology (Dougherty and Pfatzgraff, 1990). 
Due to the recent development of technology and the consequences of changes 
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in international politics, the concept of “geography” has remained outside the 
scope of these problems and has not yet been sufficiently emphasized, but it has 
existed in international relations for a long time. After the collapse of the USSR, 
with the discovery of Eurasia by world powers, the concept of “geopolitics” 
began to come to life (Ari, 2013). In geopolitics, geography and environmental 
factors influence human behavior; geography and environmental conditions af-
fect international or foreign policy. Environmental theorists such as Harold and 
Sprout have argued that international politics are difficult to understand with-
out considering environmental factors (Dougherty and Pfatzgraff, 1990). For 
example, a state with distinctive geographical features and natural resources 
can influence other entities with differentiation and wealth. This influence can 
be reflected in the foreign policy and behavior of states, and geopolitical theo-
ry suggests a struggle between states for advantageous geographical features 
(Fettewis, 2006).  

Since Russia and the United States began to realize the geopolitical significance 
of Central Asia, they have tended to strengthen their influence and politics in the 
region. In other words, Central Asia began to shape the foreign policy agenda of 
the world powers. Consequently, the geopolitical term can be used to understand 
the foreign policy strategy and behavior of states in the international arena. Geo-
political thinkers such as Halford John Mackinder (2018) and Nicholas John 
Spykman (1938) believe that geopolitics is one of the main factors determin-
ing foreign policy (Kusznir, 2015; Venier, 2010). Spykman (1938) at that time 
played an influential role in reorienting American foreign policy from isolation-
ism to “interventionist globalism,” here, with the development of geopolitical 
theory, Spykman (1938) showed that the United States should be involved in 
more distant global events such as Central Asia.

Geopolitical theory accepts the concept of national power, such as realistic 
thought, as an important fact underlying international politics. States, given 
their national capacities, can be divided into small, medium and large or su-
per-states (Ari, 2013: 183). In this context, the main states are Russia and the 
United States, and medium or small states can be considered as the five states of 
Central Asia - Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajiki-
stan. Another geopolitical thinker Alfred Thayer Mahan sorts the same elements 
of national power as the realistic thinker Hans J. Morgenthau. For example, 
in his document entitled “The Impact of Sea Power on History: 1660-1783”, 
when Mahan talks about the elements of sea power, he mentions the geograph-
ical position, topographic features, size of the country, population, and military 
power. (Ari, 2013; Dougherty and Pfatzgraff, 1990). Central Asia is a bridge 
between the Middle East and the West due to its location in the center of Eurasia 
and gaining importance in terms of geographical location. This importance has 
increased since the events of September 11, 2001 in the context of the United 
States counter-terrorism in Afghanistan. 

The Caspian Sea is the third richest region in the world with its natural gas and 
oil resources after the Persian Gulf and Western Siberia (Russia). This topo-
graphic feature of Central Asia underlines the importance of the region (Perez 
Martin, 2017). The basins of the Caspian Sea and its environs contain 48 billion 
barrels of proven oil and 292 trillion cubic feet of natural gas reserves (Energy 
Information Administration, 2016). Natural resources are stored not only in the 
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Caspian Sea, but also natural gas and oil reserves are located outside the Cas-
pian Sea regions of Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan (Grau, 2001). 
For example, Kazakhstan’s hydrocarbon reserves are located in Aktobe, Atyrau, 
Karaganda, Kyzylorda and Mangistau regions, Turkmenistan in Galkinish, Dau-
letabad and Shatlik, Uzbekistan in Ustyurt, Bukhara-Khivi, South-West Hisar, 
Surkhandarya and Ferghana regions. In addition, countries such as Kazakhstan, 
which is the ninth largest in the world, and Uzbekistan, where about 30 million 
people live, with a population of about 30 million, attract the attention of great 
powers. 

Geopolitical theory, as in realism, considers national power as an instrument 
of the expansionist and imperialist policies of the state. In this context, Gray 
believes that “geopolitics is a variant of classical realism” (Gray, 2005). The 
rivalry and expansionist policies of great powers such as the United States and 
Russia in Central Asia can be described as military interaction between the two 
powers in the region. In other words, according to geopolitical theory, interna-
tional relations are in the process of struggle, and in this context, Central Asia 
can be considered as a zone of struggle between the United States and Russia. 

According to Mackinder (2018), the “heart” is the center of global geopolit-
ical processes and forms the north and center of Eurasia (from the Arctic to 
the desert of Central Asia, including Eastern Europe). For him, who dominates 
the “heart”, dominates the island of the world (Eurasia and Africa), who dom-
inates the island of the world, dominates the world (Mackinder, 2018). Also, 
the Power of the Earth, which is defined as the “heart”, “geographical core” or 
“axis” of history, and the whole history moves around this core (this axis, this 
“core”). History is a dynamic process, and there is a point “without dynamics”, 
a static point (support) around which the wheel moves. This is the power of the 
earth (Mackinder, 2018). In addition, Gray noted that “long-term control of the 
World-Island of Eurasia-Africa by one power will mean control of the world” 
(Gray, 2005). In this context, the struggle, rivalry, politics and the steps of the 
great powers towards Central Asia are more understandable.

THE US AND RUSSIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL ASIA: 1991-
2000 YEARS

After the collapse of the USSR, Russia turned into a very weak country, which 
was losing its vast lands. Boris Yeltsin, the president of Russia, had to deal 
with the economic crisis and poverty in the country. Yeltsin began to pursue 
a pro-Western policy, adopting the Western model of improving the country’s 
economy. During this period, a nuclear disarmament agreement was signed be-
tween the United States and Russia, and relations between NATO and Russia 
were developed. Russia took steps to join the World Trade Organization (WTO) 
(full membership in 2001) and retained its permanent membership in the UN 
Security Council (UN Security Council). All these criticisms and Russia’s par-
ticipation in international mechanisms, such as the G-8 in 1997, have been crit-
icized by many politicians for being close to the West. This criticism revolved 
around the idea that Russia’s foreign policy should be aimed at new indepen-
dent states and take an anti-American position (Kamalov, 2011). After these 
events, Yeltsin’s Russia began to move away from NATO and the United States, 
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criticize NATO’s eastern expansion and Balkan intervention, and deal with the 
Caucasus and Central Asia.

In this context, Russia created the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) 
on December 8, 1991 in order to defend its position in Central Asia. On De-
cember 21, 1991, all the former Soviet countries, except for the Baltic countries 
(Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania), Ukraine and Georgia signed this agreement. 
Georgia signed an agreement in 1993, but after the war in South Ossetia in 
2008 decided to leave this community. After the annexation of Crimea in 2014, 
Ukraine also decided to leave the community. Five countries of Central Asia (in-
cluding Turkmenistan, which pursued a policy of neutrality, are separated from 
full membership in 2005 and are still semi-state members), Azerbaijan, Belarus 
and Armenia are also included as members of the CIS (Vorobyov, 2011).

US policy in the region was initiated by the NATO Partnership for Peace (PFP) 
program at the Brussels Summit on January 10-11, 1994. PFP is a trust building 
program between NATO and non-NATO countries. In 1994, with the participa-
tion of Central Asian countries (Tajikistan in 2002), the program numbered a to-
tal of 22 Member States. Under the PFP program, in 1996 a military alliance was 
created between the United States, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan in 
the field of security cooperation called the Central Asian Battalion (CENTRAS-
BAT). The headquarters of the military unit is located in the city of Jambil, Ka-
zakhstan. In 1999, the program was included in the PFP program. In 2000, the 
program stopped after it was not possible to achieve efficiency, and continued its 
activities under the name KAZBAT as a union of Kazakhstan (Lamulin, 2006). 
Thus, at the first stage, the PFP program brought together all the countries of 
Central Asia under one roof on the US axis, but could not continue to the end. 

Alarmed by the US presence in the region, Russia decided to balance the power 
of the United States and, together with China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Ta-
jikistan, established the Shanghai Five in 1996, and later created the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization (SCO) in 2001 with the participation of Uzbekistan. 
The purpose of the organization was to ensure military security in the border re-
gions of a member state. The union was perceived by the international commu-
nity, especially the United States, as an effective pole against the United States. 
Russian President Vladimir Putin clearly outlined the Union’s mission, saying: 
“A unipolar world is unacceptable” at the Bishkek summit on August 16, 2007. 
In this context, the first serious step against the United States was taken at the 
2005 SCO summit. This was done with a call to end the US military presence in 
Central Asia. After that, the United States decided to cease its military presence 
in the region by withdrawing troops in Uzbekistan (Danilovich, 2011). But this 
is more due to the US reaction to the Andijan events, and not to the summit. The 
decision was made only at the summit on the withdrawal of American troops.

Polarization rivalry in the region continued with US support and the creation of 
anti-Russian GUUAM in 1997. It was established by Georgia, Ukraine, Azer-
baijan and Moldova to protect sovereignty, territorial integrity, inviolability of 
borders, democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights. Uzbekistan, 
which participated in various blocs, became a member of this institute from 1999 
to 2005. Uzbekistan decided to withdraw from the union after he thought that 
the US supported anti-government protests in the country in 2005, and turned its 
direction back. to the dominant Russian collective security treaty organization 
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(CSTO) (Rassokhin, 2013).  To limit China’s influence in Central Asia within 
the framework of the SCO, Russia created the Collective Security Treaty Orga-
nization with the participation of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Belarus 
and Armenia in 2002. Uzbekistan was a member from 1994 to 1999 and after 
leaving GUUAM in 2006-2012 (Ria, 2012). Uzbekistan is the only country in 
Central Asia that has been a member of both GUAM, based in the United States, 
and in the Russian CSTO. But later, the Tashkent government chose to remain 
alone and left the CSTO in 2012.

It can be argued that between 1991 and 2000, US policy in Central Asia was 
weaker than politics after 2001. During this period, the US regional policy was 
mainly based on economic and military assistance. Washington’s economic as-
sistance to the region was financed by loans and guarantees from commercial 
financial and insurance companies, such as the United States Import and Export 
Bank (Eximbank), Foreign Private Investment Companies (OPIC), the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID). Assistance was guaranteed by various US 
ministries and departments as part of direct assistance (Freedom Support Act, 
then Obama Administration Assistance in Europe, Eurasia and Central Asia) 
(Cagri, 2004). 

Table 1. 1992-1999 Commercial Finance and Insurance Assistance (in million
dollars)
Investment 
Type

Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Uzbekistan Tajikistan Turkmenistan

Eximbank 188,90 - 1243,8 - 503,8
OPIC 132,63 303,5 314,45 3,7 5
USDA 3,80 - 49,3 - 4,9
TOTAL 325,33 303,5 1607,55 3,7 513,7

Source: Office of the Coordinator of the US Assistance to NIS, US Foreign As-
sistance to and Cooperative Activities with the New Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union - FY 1999 Annual Report, Washington, 2000

The amount of US’s economic aid to the Central Asian region between 1991 
and 2000 was much less than its aid to the Middle Eastern countries. The aid 
to the Middle East amounted to billions of dollars, while assistance to Central 
Asia was limited to millions of dollars. After the United States and Russia began 
to realize the geostrategic importance of the region, they began to invest in the 
energy field. The Russian companies Lukoil, Rosneft, Gazprom and the Amer-
ican companies Chevron, Exxon Mobil and Conoco Phillips began working in 
Central Asia. These activities were carried out on the territory of Kazakhstan, 
which contains 30 billion barrels of proven oil reserves (BP Statistical Review, 
2017). The Tengiz oil base, which contains more than half of Kazakhstan’s oil 
reserves, was operated by Tengiz Chevroil (50% Chevron Texaco, 25% Exxon 
Mobil, 20% KazMunayGas and 5% Lukoil) with an agreement concluded in 
1993 (Figure 1). 
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Graph 1. The Shareholders of the Tengiz Petroleum Basis

Source: Chevron.com

The Kazakh Karashiganak field has an estimated 2.4 billion barrels of oil re-
serves. The base was managed by the Karashiganak Consortium (32.5% Agip 
and British Gas, 20% Texaco and 15% Lukoil, Chart 2). 

Graph 2. The Shareholders of the Karashiganak Consortium

Source: astanatimes.com

Other recently opened Kashagan oil bases were operated by ENI (Italy), BP 
(UK), Exxon Mobile (USA), Royal Dutch Shell (UK / Netherlands), Total 
(France), Phillips Petroleum (USA), Statoil (Norway) and Inpex (Japan) (Nu-
raliev, 2016). As you can see, the United States and Russia dominated all ener-
gy projects in Central Asia. In this context, the United States implemented the 
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) oil pipeline project, as a result of the US policy in 
Central Asia, we see whose construction began in 1999 and ended in 2006. We 
can say that the US energy policy has achieved a kind of success. Since 2008, 
Kazakhstani oil, and after 2010, Turkmen oil began to flow through tankers to 
the BTC pipeline. 

The Central Asian policy of the United States and Russia continued with rivalry 
and polarization in the region from 1991 to 2000. During the rivalry, Russia and 
the CIS, the Collective Security Treaty Organization, the Shanghai Coopera-
tion Organization and the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) have developed 
successfully since the day was established. Although the PFP program created 
in the USA was successful at first, but could not continue, the GUUAM project 
was not able to work efficiently in the same way. The fact that Russia was closer 
to the region and shared the same story with these countries in the past made it 
more profitable. But although the United States was far from the region, they 
sought to pursue an active policy in both the economic and energy spheres.
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THE US AND RUSSIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL ASIA: FROM 
2001 AND BEYOND

Vladimir Putin, who came to power in Russia in 2000, began to emphasize that 
he would deal with the “near abroad” policy through a new foreign policy con-
cept. Putin also said that the CIS and Russian minorities living in the region 
are the priority area of   the new foreign policy. The policy of the “near abroad” 
became more apparent in 2014 with the creation of the EAEU. Together with the 
EAEU, Russia was able to spread its influence in the region, improving econom-
ic relations with the countries of Central Asia. Thus, Russia is still active, taking 
leadership in the region. After the events of September 11, 2001, the geopoliti-
cal and geostrategic importance of Central Asia began to increase as a result of 
the “US war on terror.” During the US intervention in Afghanistan, all Central 
Asian countries granted the United States the right to fly. In the context of the 
US fight against terrorism, the Karshi Khanabad military base in Uzbekistan and 
the Manas military base in Kyrgyzstan were opened (Beehner, 2005). In addi-
tion to this, the Turkmen air supply station and Kazakhstani railways were used 
as material and technical support. The Karimov administration decided to close 
the US airbase of Karshi Khanabad after the Andijan incident in Uzbekistan in 
2005. In October 2005, the US government decided to move its base from Uz-
bekistan to the Manas base in Kyrgyzstan. The last U.S. military plane left the 
border of Uzbekistan on November 21, 2005. After 2006, when Uzbekistan re-
turned to the CSTO, this base was used by Russia as part of the CSTO, but when 
Uzbekistan decided to cease its membership in the CSTO. On June 28, 2012, 
the base was used only by Uzbekistan. In 2015, there was a lot of news that the 
United States would like to return its base in Uzbekistan and, in this regard, 
are ready to transfer 300 units of armored vehicles to Uzbekistan (Crisisgroup.
org, 2015). The United States is implementing it because Uzbekistan is of great 
importance for the Washington administration in terms of regional security. In 
addition to this, other states, except Uzbekistan in Central Asia, pursue a closer 
policy towards Russia. For example, Kazakhstan is considered Russia’s closest 
partner in the CSTO. Kyrgyzstan, having closed the US base and becoming a 
member of the EAEU, showed that they are closer to Russia. The presence of 
Russia’s largest military base in Tajikistan indicates that this country is under 
Russian control. Finally, given that Turkmenistan pursues a neutral policy, only 
Uzbekistan in the region is a suitable country for the United States. However, if 
we take into account the fact that the region is close to Afghanistan, and there is 
the possibility of resuming problems on this border at any time, it is not difficult 
to guess that the country that comes to the aid first will be Russia. Therefore, it is 
not expected that Uzbekistan will open its doors to the United States (Ria, 2015). 

The US military base Manas, located in Kyrgyzstan, has both economic benefits 
and security concerns for the Bishkek administration. But the case of the murder 
of a citizen of Kyrgyzstan by an American fighter in 2006 led to the closure of 
the base. In 2009, President of Kyrgyzstan Kurmanbek Bakiyev announced his 
government’s decision to close the Manas Air Force Base. However, without 
closing and only changing its name to the “Transit Center,” the base contin-
ued to work, increasing rates (Meta, 2011). After Almazbek Atambayev came to 
power after the overthrow of Bakiyev in April 2010 and with the advent of the 
new President Atambayev, the last U.S. military base in Central Asia was closed 
in June 2014. Despite the lack of natural resources in Kyrgyzstan, there is a huge 
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geopolitical meaning of this country due to its geographical location between 
Russia and China. In addition, we can say that Russia, which is a strategic part-
ner of Kyrgyzstan, played an important role in closing the American base. Four 
Russian military bases operate in Kyrgyzstan: the Kant air base, the Karakol 
submarine testing base, the Kara-Balta military communications base, and the 
Maylyu-Suu military radio-seismic laboratory (Kozyulin, 2007). 

The first president of Kyrgyzstan, Askar Akayev, after the collapse of the USSR, 
captured a weak country from an economic point of view. But due to his pol-
icies in the country, corruption increased and the country’s economy began to 
deteriorate. In addition, his third request for presidential election was not met by 
the Kyrgyz people. As a result, on March 24, 2005, riots broke out against Kyr-
gyz President Askar Akayev because of corruption, bringing family members to 
power, and presidential elections by fraud (Knyazev, 2007). It is believed that 
the riots were organized by opposition forces and Kurmanbek Bakiyev. Aka-
yev’s regime, which reacted harshly to the riots, was overthrown, and Bakiyev 
came to power. As mentioned above, the geopolitical position of Kyrgyzstan is 
of great importance for the United States to influence the policies of Russia and 
China in the region. In this context, the United States wanted to acquire a new 
base in Osh and Batken regions, in addition to the base in Manas. Negotiations 
and negotiations between the United States and Kyrgyzstan on this issue contin-
ued until November-December 2004. During the negotiations, it was discussed 
that the United States deployed E-3A aircraft in Manas and periodically sent 
them to the Chinese border. The Kyrgyz government rejected a request from the 
US administration, despite all the difficulties (Mukhamedzhanov, 2011). 

After 2005, the country’s economic situation worsened. Issues such as cor-
ruption and unemployment that existed in the past continued to grow. In other 
words, the riots of 2005 did not bring the desired result. In early 2010, the Ba-
kiyev administration doubled the price of electricity and heating, and the price 
of hot water - five times. In this context, rallies were organized in some regions 
of the country in February-March. People who participated in the rallies tried to 
express their opinion on the current situation in the country. On April 7, 2010, 
opposition forces organized regional congresses in various cities of the coun-
try. The opposing forces organizing the congress were arrested by the Bakiyev 
administration. This situation led to a riot, and people demanded that Bakiyev 
resign as president. On May 19, 2010, Roza Otunbayeva was elected President 
of the interim government until December 31, 2011 (Stepin, 2015). As a result 
of the second riot, which took place in Kyrgyzstan on April 7, 2010, the Kyrgyz 
elected Almazbek Atambayev as president instead of Kurmanbek Bakiyev. Pub-
lic opinion (especially Russian) suggested that the West, which tried to transfer 
pro-Western power to the government, influenced various colorful revolutions 
in the region (Ukraine, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan). As a result, a pro-Russian pol-
itician came to power and showed that he was closer to Russia, closing the 
American base. 

Due to its neutrality policy, Turkmenistan has stayed away from the strategic 
engagement of both Russia and the United States. As the world’s fourth largest 
natural gas energy source of Turkmenistan is involved in different alternative 
projects to export its energy resources. One of this was TAPI project planned 
to transport natural gas from Turkmenistan’s the world’s second largest natural 
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gas field Galkynysh to Afghanistan (Gerata, Kandagar region), then to Pakistan 
(Kvetta, Multan), after to India (Fazilka) which was supported by the US dis-
abling Russia (Kurtov, 2015). The line is expected to enter service in 2020 and 
the annual capacity will be 33 billion cubic meters.

In fact, the TAPI project can be seen as the desire of the United States to remain 
in the region due to the energy that was exported from Central Asia. In this 
context, TAPI is a strategic project for the United States to maintain its military 
presence in Central Asia (Saidi, 2013). The opening ceremony of the TAPI proj-
ect took place in Mary, Turkmenistan, in December 2015, and its commission-
ing is planned in three years. But the construction of the pipeline because of the 
continuing instability in Afghanistan continued only in the Turkmen regions. 
Pakistan has only signed a pipeline agreement with the International Ameri-
can Oil Company (IOC). The Government of Afghanistan is still thinking about 
what needs to be done to ensure the safety of the pipeline. Another obstacle to 
the implementation of the TAPI project is the tension between Pakistan and 
India. Despite this, regional leaders announced that the Afghan section of the 
TAPI project, which continued to advance upon completion of this section in 
Turkmenistan in February 2018, would begin immediately. In addition to Paki-
stan and Afghanistan, the United States plays an important role in the implemen-
tation of this project. The United States is interested not only in the TAPI project, 
but also in the implementation of a common Central Asian energy network or 
the Great Central Asian Project, which includes Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. 

Disapproving these positive developments, as an expert on Central Asia and the 
Middle East, Alexander Knyazev said that Qatar wants to prevent the implemen-
tation of the TAPI project in order to avoid the emergence of competitors for 
it (Knyazev, 2013). In addition to Qatar, China is not satisfied with the imple-
mentation of the project, or Beijing wants to buy Turkmen gas alone and supply 
it to the international market. As United States influence in the region begins 
to increase with the introduction of TAPI, China is concerned. According to 
Knyazev, the TAPI project is considered a competing project of the Iranian Mir 
project (Knyazev, 2013). It is planned that Iranian oil coming from the South 
Fars field will go to the Pakistan region in Balochistan, and then to China to 
the Xinjiang region. The US is concerned about the agreement on the supply 
of 1 million cubic meters of Iranian gas to Pakistan, which was signed between 
Iran and Pakistan in 2010. In this context, the US began to develop and support 
alternative projects, such as TAPI, to counter the Mir Project (Panfilova, 2016).

In 2015, former US Secretary of State George Kerry launched the new C5 + 1 
geopolitical project, which includes dialogue at the level of foreign ministers of 
the five countries of Central Asia and Washington. As indicated in the strategy, 
the United States “will stimulate the economic integration of Central and South 
Asia to foster prosperity and economic ties that will facilitate networking and 
trade”. The second direction is the interception of NATO and US structures of 
control over the training of military specialists in opposition to the CSTO. The 
United States invests heavily in training highly mobile units of the armed forces 
of the countries of the region, special forces and the protection of senior state of-
ficials (Sukhareva, 2018). The “C5 + 1” format was created in order to increase 
the weakening influence of the United States, despite the growing influence of 
Russia and China in the region. It should be added that the Trump administration 
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supported the idea of   “C5 + 1” by Barack Obama. According to political scien-
tist Dosim Satpayev, the Central Asian region will continue to maintain its geo-
strategic and geopolitical importance as a chessboard mentioned by Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, where great powers play their game (Satpayev, 2016). 

CONCLUSION

Geopolitical theory has proven effective for the purpose of this study because 
it focuses on Central Asia as the “heart” and the competition between the great 
powers for control of this “heart”. The location of Central Asia, energy wealth, 
natural resources and land size have always attracted great powers. Since Rus-
sia and the United States began to realize the geopolitical significance of this 
region, this has led to increased influence and politics in the region. In other 
words, Central Asia began to shape the foreign policy agenda of the world pow-
ers. Consequently, geopolitics is one of the main factors determining the foreign 
policy of countries. Since Eurasia is the Power of the Earth, which is defined 
as the “heart”, “geographical core” or “axis” of history, and the whole history 
moves around this core (this axis, this “core”). History is a dynamic process, 
and there is a point “without dynamics”, a static point (support) around which 
the wheel moves. Therefore, the great powers are interested and want to create 
a zone of influence in this region.

The policy of the United States and Russia regarding Central Asia was studied 
in two time periods (1991-2000; 2001 and subsequent years). In the first period, 
the polarization policy of the United States and Russia was analyzed on the 
political issue from the point of view of organizations. The analysis showed that 
organizations created by Russia (for example, the SCO, CSOs and the EAEU) 
dominated the region because of their activity in those days. American projects 
such as PSP, CENTRASBAT and GUUAM were actively launched, but over 
time they lost their effectiveness and became completely ineffective. Therefore, 
it can be argued that Russia’s policy in relation to Central Asia in the political 
sphere is more effective than US policy. 

In the second period, the US military bases in Central Asia in the context of 
the fight against terrorism with the incidents of September 11, 2001 could be 
seen as a great success of the US military policy towards Central Asia. Thanks 
to the Central Asian military bases, the United States was able to easily reach 
Afghanistan and gain influence in Central Asia. But the United States again 
lost its influence after the closure of the bases, first in Uzbekistan in 2005, and 
then in Kyrgyzstan in 2014. On the other hand, Russia created the EAEU to 
further develop its economic and political relations with the countries of Cen-
tral Asia, and continued its military presence in Kazakhstan with the Baikonur 
cosmodrome, in Kyrgyzstan with the Kant, Kara-Balta air bases and underwater 
bases “Karakol”, as well as in Tajikistan with 201 ground forces and the Nurek 
space control base. After the closure of US military bases in Central Asia, Russia 
completely assumed military control over the region and creates its own sphere 
of influence. After 2014, it can be noted that Russia, while maintaining its mili-
tary presence in Central Asia, has become more active in the military field than 
the United States.  
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Having lost its military bases in the region, the United States decided to defend 
its influence by supporting the energy policy of Turkmenistan, especially the 
TAPI project, which disconnects Russia from this energy project. The United 
States continues to support this and similar energy projects in which Russia is 
not involved. In addition, in 2015, the United States put forward the “C5 + 1” 
format on the agenda, developing new relations with the countries of Central 
Asia. With these events, the US says it will continue to develop political and 
economic relations with Central Asia and try to have more areas of influence, 
but will not leave the region of Russia. In this context, it is clear that Russia is 
more active and successful in the region than the United States, and the United 
States pursues a bumpy policy with success and failure due to its remoteness 
from the region. But despite the fact that far from the region, the United States 
will find new formulas to compete with Russia. Because, as Zbigniew Brzezins-
ki said, “the United States is too far to dominate Central Asia, but strong enough 
to stay on the street” (Brzezinski, 1997).

REFERENCES

Adomayt, Hannes (2002). Kontseptualyniye Napravleniya Vnesney Politiki 
Rossiyi (Concept of Foreign Policy of Russia). Vneshnyaya Politika Rossiyi: 
Ot Yeltsina k Putinu. Srefan Kroytsberger, Sabine Grabovski and Yutta Unzer 
(eds.), Kiev: Optima.

Ari, Tayyar (2013). Uluslararası Iliskiler Teorileri Catısma, Hegemonya, Is-
birligi (International Relations Theories Conflict, Hegemony, Cooperation). 
Bursa: MKM Yayincilik.

Beehner, Lionel (2005). Asia: US Military Bases in Central Asia. July 26, 2005. 
Retrieved from from http://www.cfr.org/russia-and-central-asia/asia-us-mili-
tary-bases-central-asia/p8440#p0. Accessed: 18.05.2018. 

British Petroleum (2017). Statistical Review. Retrieved from https://www.
bp.com/content/dam/bp/en/corporate/pdf/energy-economics/statistical-re-
view-2017/bp-statistical-review-of-world-energy-2017-full-report.pdf. Ac-
cessed: 22.05.2018.

Brzezinski, Zbigniew (1997). The Grand Cessboard: American Primacy and its 
Geostrategic Imperatives. Washington: Basic Books.

Cagri, Erhan (2004). “ABD’nin Orta Asya Politikalari ve 11 Eylul’un Etkileri” 
(US Central Asian Policies and the Effects of September 11). Uluslararasi Il-
iskiler 1(3): 126-127.

Crisisgroup.org (2015). Uzbekistan: Reform or Repeat? Europe and Central 
Asia. Briefıng No. 84. Retrieved from https://www.crisisgroup.org/europe-cen-
tral-asia/central-asia/uzbekistan/84-uzbekistan-reform-or-repeat. Accessed: 
03.06.2018.

Danilovich, Maria (2011). “Shanhayskaya Organizaciya Sotrudnichestva i Azi-
atskaya Bezopasnost” (Shanghai Organization Cooperation and Asian Safety). 
Slova Maladym Vuchonym No. 7: 96-102.

THE US AND RUSSIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL ASIA IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE 
GEOPOLITICAL THEORY



67

Eurasian 
Research 
Journal 
July 2020
Vol. 2, No. 2

Dougherty, James E. and Pfatzgraff Robert L. (1990). Contending Theories of 
International Relations a Comprehensive Survey. New York: Harper Collins 
Publishers.

Fettewis, Christopher J. (2006). Eurasia, the “World Island”: Geopolitics and 
Policymaking in the 21st Century”. Global Research Summer 2000: 58-71.

Grau, Lester W. (2001). “Hydrocarbons and a New Strategic Region: The Cas-
pian Sea and Central Asia”, Military Review May-June 2001. Retrieved from 
http://fmso.leavenworth.army.mil/documents/hydrocarbons/hydrocarbons.
html. Accessed: 12.05.2018.

Gray, Colin S. (2005). In “Defence of the Heartland, sir Halford Mackinder 
and His Critics a Hundred Years on” in Global Geostrategy, Mackinder and the 
Defense of the West (ed. Brian Blouet). London: Routledge.

Harold, Sprout and Margaret Sprout (1965). The Ecological Perspective on 
Human Affairs with Special Reference to International Politics. Princeton, N.J: 
Princeton University Press.

Kamalov, Ilyas (2011). “Rusya’nin Orta Asya Politikasi” (Russia’s Central 
Asian Policy). Inceleme Arastirma Dizisi No. 02: 28-32.

Knyazev, Aleksandr (2007). “Gosudarstvenniy Perevorot 24 Marta 2005 g v Kir-
gizii” (Coup D’état of March 24 2005 in Kyrgyzstan). Bishkek, 2007. Retrieved 
from http://www.knyazev.org/books/Gov_over_3.pdf. Accessed: 22.05.2018.

Kozyulin, Vadim (2007). “Gosudarstva Centralnoy Azii: Razvitie Voorujennyh 
Sil i Perspektivy Voenno-Tehnicheskogo Sotrudnichestva s Rossiey” (States of 
Central Asia: The Development of Armed Forces and the Prospects of Mili-
tary-Technical Cooperation with Russia). Indeks Besopasnosti 3(83): 41-60.

Kurtov, Azhdar (2015). “Partnerstvo vo Imya Gaza, Zachem Amerika Usilivaet 
Svoe Vliyanie v Turkmenistane” (Partnership for Gas Why America Strength-
ens Its Influence in Turkmenistan). April 2. 2015. Retrieved from from https://
lenta.ru/articles/2015/04/02/uscentcom/. Accessed: 25.05.2018.

Lamulin, Murat (2006). “Tsentral’naya Aziya v Zarubezhnoy Politologii i Miro-
voy Geopolitike” (Central Asia in Foreign Political Science and World Geopol-
itics). Centralnaya Aziya v XXI Stoletiya 2006: 248.

Mackinder, Halford J. (2018). Democratic Ideals and Reality: A Study in the 
Politics of Reconstruction. Washington: National Defense University Press.

Meta (2011). “Baza SSHA “Manas” Poka Ostaetsya v Kirgizstane” (USA 
“Manas” Base Will Stay in Kyrgyzstan for a While). November 23, 2011. 
Retrieved from http://meta.kz/other/277487-baza-ssha-manas-poka-ostaets-
ja-v-kirgizii.html. Accessed: 10.05.2018.

Muhamedjanov, Bektas G. (2011). Gosudarstvenniy Perevorot v Kırgızstane: 
Rol Vnutrennih i Vneshnih Faktorov (Turnover Coupling in Kyrgyzstan: the 
Role of Internal and External Factors). Fond Pervogo Prezidenta Respubliki 
Kazahstan. Foundation of the first President of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 
Retrieved from http://iwep.kz/files/attachments/biblioteka/books/Gos_Perevo-

THE US AND RUSSIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL ASIA IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE 
GEOPOLITICAL THEORY



68

Eurasian 
Research 

Journal 
July 2020

Vol. 2, No. 2

rot_Kyrgyzstan_VIT.pdf. Accessed: 22.05.2018.

Nuraliyev, Nurlan (2016). Kazahstansko-Amerikanskie Otnosheniya (Ka-
zakhstan-American Relations). Bibliotekar.kz. Retrieved from from http://bib-
liotekar.kz/suverennyi-kazahstan-na-rubezhe-tysjache/kazahstansko-amerikan-
skie-otnoshenija.html. Accessed: 12.05.2018.

Panfilova, Viktoria (2016). U Proekta TAPI Poyavilis Protivniki (The TAPI 
Project Has Opponents). March 15, 2016. Retrieved from http://www.ng.ru/
cis/2016-03-15/6_tapi.html. Accessed: 20.05.2018.

Perez Martin, Miguel A. (2017). A Water History of Central Asia. In Security 
and Human Right to Water in Central Asia. New York: Palgrave Pivot.

Rassokhin, Ilya S. (2013). “Istoriya Organizacii za Demokratiyu i Ekonomich-
eskoe Razvitie (GUAM) Kak Alternativnogo Obedineniya na Postsovetskom 
Prostranstve” (History of Organization for Democracy and Economic Develop-
ment (GUAM) as an Alternative Association in the Post-Soviet Space). Vestnik 
VGU, Istoriya, Politologiya, Sociologiya No. 1: 138-140.

Ria (2015). Mnenie: SSHA Popytayutsya Vernut Svoyu Bazu v Uzbekistan 
(Opinion: the US Will Try to Return Its Base to Uzbekistan). January 23, 2015. 
Retrieved from from http://ria.ru/radio_brief/20150123/1044001284.html. Ac-
cessed: 22.05.2018.

Ria (2012). Organizatsiya Dogovora o Kollektivnoy Bezopasnosti (ODKB) 
(Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO)). Amy 15, 2012. Retrieved 
from http://ria.ru/spravka/20120515/648945336.html. Accessed: 12.05.2018.

Saidi, Tarik (2013). Politizaciya proekta TAPI (Politization of TAPI Project). 
News Central Asia. November, 1, 2013. Retrieved from http://www.newscen-
tralasia.net/2013/11/01/ политизация-проекта-тапи/. Accessed: 01.05.2018.

Satpayev, Dosym (2016). Centralnoy Azii Nikto, Krome Kitaya, Nichego Konk-
retnogo Predlojit ne Mojet (No One Except China Can Offer Anything Specific 
to Central Asia). Eurasia Daily. August 3, 2016. Retrieved from https://eadai-
ly.com/ru/news/2016/08/03/dosym-satpaev-centralnoy-azii-nikto-krome-kita-
ya-nichego-konkretnogo-predlozhit-ne-mozhet. Accessed: 03.06.2018.

Spykman, Nicholas J. (1938). “Geography and Foreign Policy I”. American Po-
litical Science Review 32(1): 28-50.

Suhareva, Olga (2018). C5+1: Nichego Krome Ugroz dlya Centralnoy Azii 
(C5 + 1: Nothing but Threats to Central Asia). Ritm Evrazii. February 7, 2018. 
Retrieved from https://www.ritmeurasia.org/news--2018-02-07--s5-1-nichego-
krome-ugroz-dlja-centralnoj-azii-34819. Accessed: 30.05.2018.

Venier, Pascal (2010). “Main Theoretical Currents in Geopolitical Thought in 
Twentieth Century”. L’Espace Politique 12(3): 1-10.

Vorobyov, Vladislav V. (2011). “Istoriya SNG: Etapi Formirovaniya Sodrujest-
va Nezavisimyh Gosudarstv v 1990’e Gody” (History of CIS: Stages of Forma-
tion of the Commonwealth of Independent States in the 1990s). Vestnik Chely-
abinskogo Gosudarstvennogo Universiteta 34(249): 90-96.

THE US AND RUSSIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL ASIA IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE 
GEOPOLITICAL THEORY


	ERJ Vol.2 No.2 — копия

