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Introduction
The collapse of the Soviet Union brought internalitizal, economic and social
crisis in the states of Central Asia. The statenblamies within the former USSR overnight
became International borders. Previously operatisgstem of center-periphery
relationships between Moscow and other republicereitihe principle of the prevailing
Soviet systematic interdependence appeared inadequate aiaotam the economic
relationships between the newly independent soyerstiates. Moreover, the absence of a
readily available alternative political and econonfiame, which might have filled the
power vacuum and fostered Central Asia’s regionaperation hampered with the fragile
economic and political order at the national angiaeal levels. However, despite the
unfulfilled vacuum of regional economic interdepende attempts tofoster Central
Asia’s regional cooperation through the officegshed Economic Cooperation Organization
(ECO) and Central Asian Common Market since thdyehd®90s without a regional
economic order did not succeed.
The immediate US foreign policy towards the regiaas unclear, since the fall of

USSR came unexpectedly. Accustomed to perceiMeeddSSR as a single unit, many

! Note: The author is grateful to Dr. Aftab Kazi fus invaluable assistance and guidance in compjiis
work as well as providing with extensive literatamethe subject of American foreign policy. Dr. iMa
Bernadette Conde’s encouragement and her advioemerous technical matters are greatly appreciaged
well.

The author also wishes to express her special ajaicn to Dr. S. Frederick Starr for graciouslyegjng to
review the work and providing comments as wellasis work “A ‘Greater Central Asia Partnershipt f
Afghanistan and Its Neighbors,” on which the présaper is based on.
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American foreign policy analysts found it difficutb understand the political and
economic independence of newly independent poset@entral Asian states, while other
continued to perceive Central Asian states as tteSoviet Union, just as the Central
Asian leadership itself was trying to understanel tiew geopolitical realities and find its
role in the International Community.

Initially the U.S. Department of State did not setarhave a formulated policy
towards the region, as indicatby the policy initiatives of early 1990s outlinedder the
Silk Road Act | passed by the U.S. House of Remtasiges, which did not clarify various
policy aspects relevant to the regional politicalkwre and only called for a fast overnight
like economic and political transformation of p&iviet Central Asian states. Moreover,
U.S. also engaged Central Asia into the Partnerfeinipeace Program, a NATO initiative
created in 1994. However, the romanticism aboetrévival of ancient Silk Routes as a
policy initiative to possibly incorporate Asia amairope without the necessary foreign
direct investments in the region seems to haveeahifie U.S. foreign policy community
during this early phase. Energy oriented investsieént Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan
appeared a different matter beyond the scope oSitkeRoad Act | policies.The early
phase of U.S. policy in Central Asia involved sreatijrants in various areas, besides some
assistance the training of customs and border Ipgatiaps, as well as limited assistance for
economic and political transitions.

The September 11 2001, besides the war on terrorism and subsequeit
invasion of Afghanistan became a turning pointhargging the U.S. foreign policy course
in the region bringing out additional realities dadding United States to lease two major
military bases, one in Karshi-Khanabad in Uzbekistad another at the Manas Airport of
Bishkek in Kyrgyzstan. Longevity of the Afghan dact and some newly emerging

geopolitical alliances within the region, such asai@hai Cooperation Organization,
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however, appear to have started new the policytddizh in the United States as well as
the Central Asian governments.

However, publication of the article on “A Partnapsfor Central Asia” inForeign
Affairs in July 2005 by Professor S. Frederick Starr, @han, Central Asia-Caucasus
Institute about th&reater Central Asia Partnership (GCAP) doctrindipived by the re-
organization of the U.S. Department of State, nmgy@entral and South Asia to create the
new Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs iatsingle operational entity reflects a
new vision on possible Central and South Asian ecafpon under the new GCAP
doctrine. Dr. Starr’s efforts were further compdinted by the organization oth&gh-level
International Conference in Kabul, Afghanistan (Apt-2, 2006), which discussed
prospects and problems of trade and developmehtnatite GCAP doctrine that includes
Afghanistan.

Thus, the GCAP doctrine has played an importaetiroshifting the U.S. Central
Asia foreign policy aimed at providing the landleckCentral Asian states an access to the
Arabian sea ports of Pakistan, hence alternativgeso of transportation to facilitate
regional and cross-continental trade in order toiporate Central Asia into the world
economy. The promotion of regional integration @n@al Asian states under the GCAP
scheme indicates a major change in U.S. foreigmcydbwards this region aimed at
replacing the military presence with long-term emorc links within and outside the
proposed region.

Resear ch Questions

Considering the major thesis of this study that thiéernative routes of

transportation for Central Asia through its tramtl southern historical land and sea

routes in South Asia indicates the beginnings néwa regional economic order under the
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GCAP doctrine, new American foreign policy initiaiin the region, this study attempts to
explore and analyze the following three reseamuestions:
1. What is Greater Central Asia Partnership (GCAP)?
2. How does the GCAP scheme differ from the perc@dppolicy base of
major power players, such as United States, Rassla&China?
3. What is geopolinomics inherent to GCAP and hawtlte Central Asian
states view it?

Present study consists of three chapters. Figdteh discusses historical context
of Greater Central Asia Partnership, briefly loakiat the history of the region in the
twentieth century and the development of US-Centala relations prior to the
introduction of GCAP. Second chapter looks atdbecept of GCAP in depth, a point of
the major shift of the US foreign policy toward thegion. This chapter analyzes how
geopolinomics is inherent to the concept of GCARystanswering the third question.
Finally, third chapter looks at the interplay of & with other regional powers, such as
Russia, China, Iran and the EU.

Analytical Framework

The discipline of geography and its geopoliticapaunt on foreign policy that had
allegedly lost its importance after the World Wadr dppears to have regained its
significance after the major international geopcdit changes of early 1990s. Geopolitics
once again has become an important parameter ifotieen policies of most world
powers, including the United States, albeit unadenes very different circumstances of the
late 20" and early 2% centuries. However, as Demko and Wood point‘tie, magnitude
and extent of global economic change renders tHefield of geopolitics obsoleté”

Indeed, new economic realities of the globalizingrlel require broader outlook upon the

2 George J. Demko and William B. Wood, Reordetimg World: Geopolitical Perspectives on the Twent
First Century (Boulder: Westview Press, 1999) 14.
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range of interactions that take place, particulanyCentral Asia. The complexity of
economic relations and its interconnectedness fwittign policies of the states cannot be
easily described by traditional theories of pdditiacealism, thus the old frames of
geopolitics alone, as geoeconomics appears to &rawgually important partnership role.
The concept of geopolinomics introduced by Georgamko and William Wood “is
perhaps a more appropriate term for analysis dfidp@olitical, and economic systems
among states and their regidnih the 2f' century. Geopolinomics focuses upon the
“interactions between and among governments andfomign policies are influenced by
regional and global economic prowess, and in thowy economic linkages and flows are
affected by political relations’'The substance of many economic and political iealin
the former Soviet Union seems to have changed ¢oettient that previous analytical
frameworks derived from the post-independence enam@nd political transitions and
experiences of Asian, African and Latin Americaates appear inadequate to explain the
existing levels of political cultures and the psyidyy of landlocked states, as well as the
emerging political attitudes in post-Soviet Cen#ala. The story of Caucasus and Baltic
states is qualitatively different in spatial termisaditional frameworks cannot explain the
origins of nationalism without ethnic routesr politics of environment, water, space and
technological issues in spatial terms. Moreovelithee political science or political
geography alone nor economics or geoeconomics almmexplain the modern day world
problems. Interdisciplinary studies also fail tqokn modern day world issues spatially.
Geopolinomics is such a vast term that broadly eypasses the interdisciplinary contours
in both specific and spatial terms. Since the t&snmew, it is necessary to provide a

functional general definition of the term. Accorgito Kazi,

® Ibid.
* Ibid.
® See Anthony D. Smitfhe EthnidOrigins of Nations(Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1998).
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“ ‘Geopolinomics’ combines the influences of palél geography, economic

geography, globalization and geopolinomics overmpgétical arena in order to

explain issues, hitherto unknown in pre and podtdGdar eras, such as, the

transit-route politics, energy security, emergeotéhe comparatively different

forms of nationalism, particularly in some partstbé former Soviet Union,

environment and water, the global impact of infaiiora technology and the

geostationary issues involving space and sateHitelstheir role in international

business management transactions, hence their dyraatplications over

foreign policies, as compared to other analyticaiies related to political

realism. OIld geopolitics has thus ended. Geopoliogntherefore has a

comparative advantage over the traditional frammed a particular appeal to

issues of the Zicentury from prioritized spatial perspectives. Téen itself is

a self-explanatory, which capsulates in depth titerdisciplinary nature of

modern day issues in both individual and spatiahse’®
Literature Review

The concept of Greater Central Asia Partnershigpiaparatively new and has not

been thoroughly studied and analyzed yet. Verydeademic studies have been devoted
to the study of GCAP as a foreign policy initiativelowever, GCAP came as a result of
preceding fifteen-year experience of US-CentralaAslations and therefore needs to be
looked upon in the light of the developments ofrallestrategy of American foreign policy
in the region. The latter subject has been subatignnvestigated and every new event in
US-Central Asia relations received due attentionegkarchers and foreign policy analysts

from both sides. The amount of published bookghensubject matter is numerous and

® Aftab A. Kazi,End of Geopolitics and the Beginning of GeopolirmmiUnited States and Central Asia.
(Washington, D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus Instit8#lS, John Hopkins University, 2007 (a book atdjsn
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several separate periodicals are devoted exclysteethe study of this subjett. The
present study utilizes both primary (which will tnolly examined in the course of the
paper) and secondary sources of information. Ryins@urces include the paper “A
‘Greater Central Asia Partnership’ for Afghanistamd its Neighbor$”written by Dr. S.
Frederick Starr, the Chairman of Central Asia aadicasus Institute, as well as his article
in Foreign AffairS magazine, both of which present the concept ofadreCentral Asia
Partnership. The analytical framework of this staldyives from primary source as well.
The book of George J.Demko and William B. Wdeeordering the World: Geopolitical
Perspectives on the Twenty-First Centlinjntroduces and explains the concept of
‘geopolinomics’ as a new state of the art theorg tlmmework of analysis that may serve
as analytical tool for researchers in their futsiedies, since it takes into account all four
factors that are closely interlinked in the mode@iobalized world, namely politics,
economics and spatial considerations of the gebgragrea. Additionally, Dr. Aftab A.
Kazi's paper “Pivotal Pakistan: GCAP and the Gdimpmics of Central Asia’s
Traditional Indus Basin Corridof* is among the first studies that employs geopolicsm
in the conceptual justification of the Greater CantAsia Partnership Doctrine. Sir

112

Halford J. Mackinder's work “The Geographic PivdtHistory” = will be employed in the

paper as a primary source for the analysis of keattTheory of International Relations.

" Central Asia and Caucasus, Times of Central A§i®&|IFactfile, Himalayan and Central Asian Studies,
etc.

8. Frederick Starr, “A ‘Greater Central Asia Parship’ for Afghanistan and Its Neighbor§ilk Road
Paper(Washington D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus InstitR@g5).

° S. Frederick Starr, “Making Eurasia Stablegteign Affairs75, no. 1(1996): 80-92.

2 George J. Demko and William B. Wood, Reordeting World: Geopolitical Perspectives on the Twent
First Century (Boulder: Westview Press, 1999), 14.

1 Aftab A. Kazi, “Pivotal Pakistan: GCAP and thedpolinomics of Central Asia’s Traditional Indus
Basin Corridor.” Paper presented during the Ir@gamal Conference on “Partnership, Trade and
Development in Greater Central Asia,” Kabul, Afglsaan, 1-2 April 2006.

2 Halford J. Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivot détdry.” Questia Online Library
http://www.questia.com/PM.gst;jsessionid=G7ZCshF¥7bgdQ 7221 T7bCzpZsg80P1Dy2HY568hNKB
2dpt8F!496220831?a=0&d=500882452@cessed 27 October 2006).
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Strategic Assessment of Central EurdSipublished by Atlantic Council of the United
States and Central Asia-Caucasus Institute in 3f0vides explanation for the active
involvement of the US in the region as well as ¢ating its strategic interests. Ultimately,
the Silk Road Strategy Act of 206is the last primary source. This legal document
reflects the changes to the previous Silk Roads&jy Act of 1999 and recommendations
for the foreign policy implementation in Centralids Secondary sources include various
scholarly articles found in the published as wslledectronic sources. The review of the
afore-mentioned literature suggested two main areasely problem/topic and theoretical
fields present below.

First, the subject of the study is Greater Cen&sia Partnership, new foreign
policy initiative of the US toward Central Asia. ub to the novelty of the subject the
literature written about it merely touches uponviesy nature and the reactions of some
regional powers to its introduction. Specificallpy. Starr's paper outlines the main
features of the doctrine, while Dr. Kazi's artigieesents the conceptual justification,
historical context as well as possible outcomesiamediments to the implementation of
the GCAP scheme in the region. Further analysiSitd Road Strategy Act of 2006
reveals the implications of the proposal of GCAPtlee major shift of American foreign
policy in the region. However, in order to undarst the nature of the shift it is necessary
to look at preceding development of the US forgigticy toward Central Asia and the
causes for such a shift to be made. For this marp@rious articles frorCentral Asia-
Caucasus(Journal of Central Asia-Caucasus InstitutdRl Fact file (Independent
Pakistani Journalxlimalayan and Central Asian Studjd@3mes of Central Asias well as

1990s issues dforeign Affairshave been analyzed.

13 Charles Fairbanks, et &trategic Assessment of Central Euragilashington D.C.: Atlantic Council of
the United States and Central Asia-Caucasus |testia001).

14 Congress of the United States of America. (20@lk Road Strategy Act of 2008. 2749). Courtesy of
Dr. Aftab A.Kazi.
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The demise of the Soviet Union and consequentyptianned economies of the
Socialist/Communist bloc as well as the rise o€ frearkets throughout the globe in the
early 1990s were seen as a hew opportunity foveetkercise of American foreign policy.
Robert E. Hunter's article “Starting at Zero: USr&ign Policy for the 19905 has been
especially insightful in providing analysis of thkS foreign policy tasks and challenges in
the post Cold War era. Particularly, the authguas that the fall of the USSR and the
victory in Persian Gulf War forced the US to withdr from its active participation in the
world arena. Nevertheless, the aftermath of théd Gdar was far more different and
profound than the aftermath of the two world warShe environment of International
Relations of that period asked for the clear sipafer the foreign policy conduct. Hunter
argues, national resources were to be readjusttdewm patterns of engagement with other
international actors worked out in order to avograzsum foreign policy, which was
practiced during the Cold War. The author propdkasthe US needs to prepare at home
and it should “mesh geo-economics with geopolitiés.

Another noted work in this subject matter is ZligynBrzezinski's “A Geostrategy
for Eurasia,*’ which stresses upon the importance of Eurasiatingtt not merely in
strategic consideration, but also in the issuegeaipolitics and even national interests of
U.S. to a certain degree. The author underlinesauic and political value of Eurasia,
especially when it comes to prediction that it colokcome a rival to the U.S. in the world
hegemony, since Russia, China and the EU are ettuatthe continent. Therefore, as
Brzezinski suggests, the main purpose of Americarign policy in this region should
aim at the presence and maintenance of geopolpicaalism. To support his idea, the

author provides numerous examples of actors’ behawithe Eurasia. For instance, it is

!> Rober E. Hunter, “Starting at Zero: U.S. ForeRpiicy for the 1990s.”American Foreign Policy Reader
(Bishkek: American University-Central Asia, 2005).
16 ||
Ibid.
17Zbigniew Brzezinski. “A Geostrategy for Eurasiadimerican Foreign Policy Reader ICP-314
(Bishkek: American University Central Asia, 2005).
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suggested that Russia would need some time toimedés role. European Union’s role is
important as well, since it would guarantee segunitEurasia and serve as a partner of the
US, albeit of its supranational entity with extemsbureaucracy and so-called “democratic
deficit”, it shares many common priorities with Us Asia, as Brzezinski implies, Iran is
still in the interest of the U.S. India’s demogrds another motivation for the foreign
policy analysts worldwide. As long as it existe thope for implementing democratic
ideals in Asian continent will maintain. Althoughpan is one of the U.S. partners and is
one of the world’s largest economies, its influemcthe region is not as tangible as that of
China. Finally, the author calls for the creatiminso-called ‘transcontinental security’
organization, which would be similar to NATO, iilly including America, Japan and
China. Later on, as author predicts, it might expdas membership to India, Russia and
eventually to Europe, thus “relieving Americanssofne of its burden$® Realization of
this plan, if achieved, would make the U.S. “thetfand only global superpowel’”

The work of Rodney W. Jorf@ss additional input for the analysis of the Greate
Central Asia Partnership and its interplay withioegl powers, since it discusses the
region of South Asia and its significance in theaaand in American foreign policy at
large. Southern Asia is an important area for th8. foreign policy because of the
presence of two regional actors. Pakistan andhlade essential to look when discussing
security issues in particular. Jones gives a leetabverview of foreign policy
reassessment of both actor states in the periedtag fall of USSR. Shift of the balance
of power in the global arena in the end of the OMar forced many states to adopt their
foreign policy priorities according to the new egiag world order. Jones presents

analysis of internal conditions of each state foatered reevaluation of the worldview,

' Ibid., 318.

" Ibid., 318.

Y Rodney W. Jones, “American Foreign Policy Old @eia and New Realities: Security in Southern Asia
After the Cold War."American Foreign Policy Reader ICP-3iBishkek: American University-Central
Asia, 2005).
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strategic consideration and the national inter@ste author analyzes military capabilities
of Pakistan and India, their relationships with amether over the disputed areas of Sind,
Punjab and Kashmir and how this debate togethér mititary and economic potential of
both actors influences security order in the regiaiones states that both states faced
economic crisis immediately after he end of thedQaélar, however, “fresh thinking and
rational economic policy* was present in their new politics. Pakistan is ohthe major
non-NATO allies of the United States. Perhaps, rigson for it not being a NATO
member is its geographic location. Jones impliegt tany changes taking place in
Afghanistan and in Central Asia are closely relatedPakistan’s politics. He also
emphasizes on Pakistan’s efforts to remove USSBe$om Afghanistan during 1970s.
However, after the breakup of the Soviet Union,istak adopted somewhat isolationist
policy.

Jones writes that India’s economy, which is weakesomparison to that of
Pakistan, can be characterized with its tendencgoialism and protectionism,
which results from “oligopolistic practices of Il oldest and largest private
business house$? At the same time, it is important to note thataading to Jones,

India directed its economy to more free-market ragd practices. However, the
main challenge of the state lies in its internaliaion with autonomies. When
compared to the foreign policy reassessment ofsRakiit seems that India had to go
through enduring process of reconsideration oh#sonal interest since the fall of
USSR. India, particularly during the rule of IraliGandhi, had close cooperation
with ex-Soviet Union, which was especially evidant the 1979 invasion of

Afghanistan by USSR, where Pakistan was suppottiegAfghan resistance and

India collaborated with the Soviet Union. Nowadé&ydia is part of Non-Alignment

21 bid., 110.
22 bid., 115.
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Movement and attempts to build up close relationth Wnited States, European
Union and China. Jones concludes that two stagegssential for the U.S. in terms
of defense issues, while the East-West competgiays an important role in shaping
of Pakistani and Indian politics and their potdnteainfluence the region in which
they are situated.

Three previous works provide general overview @& American foreign policy in
the aftermath of USSR demise. They also outlimeigm policy goals in Eurasia and
therefore Central Asia, which are essential to lakin order to understand the
circumstances, which required the shift of US fgmepolicy in the region. Analysis
provided by Jones of South Asia’s relations witmt€a Asia is key in understanding the
nature of Greater Central Asia Partnership. Besibdesworks of Hunter, Brzezinski and
Jones there is an extensive amount of recentlyighdd literature devoted to the priorities
of US in Central Asia, which receives detailed ex®tion in the present paper. However,
let us look at the theoretical part of the issuerigler to understand the choice of the frame
of analysis.

The theory area of the study of American foreigtiggan general and in Central
Asia in particular is vast encompassing differérd@aries of International Relations. It is
needless to mention that the field of InternatidRalations has experienced uneasy period
of reexamination and reevaluation in the yearsr dfte fall of the USSR. For more than
forty years bipolarity was central in Internatiof@&lations realm and all events were seen
from the lenses of such bipolarity. The end of shiper-power confrontation left many
International Relations theoreticians and foreigoliqy analysis uncertain about the
emerging world structure. The opinions greatlyedged predicting unipolar world with
leading position of hegemonic US and the contrasiom of multipolar world system with

the emergence of the European Union and Japanocasrmec giants. As Joseph S. Nye
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noted in 1994, “the structure of power is like eethdimensional chess ganfé the top of
which is occupied by the US with its military mighind ability to project global military
force. The middle economic dimension is where B8, Japan and possibly China are on
the board, while the bottom “consists of diversgnsnational relationships outside the
control of governments, including financial flowslrug trafficking, terrorism and
degradation of ozone layet*”where there are no poles. Modern day multipligfy
international actors, including International anatergovernmental organizations, and
merely the environment of the post Cold War periogstered some new shifts in the
understanding and analysis of the events in Intenmal Relations. It is believed that two
main perspectives of Neorealism and Neoliberalisra dominating the realm of
International Relations nowadays and Geopoliticsfién used as tool for foreign policy
analysis.

The Penguin Dictionary of International Relatioregides Geopolitics as a method,
‘which seeks to understand, explain and predierirdtional political behavior primarily in
terms of geographical variables, such as locasae, climate, topography, demography,
natural resources and technological developmentpatehtial.> Found by Sir Halford
Mackinder, this approach is still dominant in fgmipolicy analysis. Majority of
academics and researchers employ the conceptimetkemination of US foreign policy
toward Central Asia. For instance, Parvin Daralsmtutinizes the significance of the
Caspian oil reservoirs in the world geopolitiésSvante E. Cornerll looks at possible
alignment of Central Asian states as well as theategic potenti#l’ Michael Hess and

Christopher G. Fettweis go further by employing Head theory model of interplay of

zj Joseph S. Nye, “Peering into the FuturBdreign Affairs73, no. 4 (January 1994): 87.

Ibid.
% Graham Evans and Jeffrey Newnham (Eds), Féxeguin Dictionary of International Relatior.ondon:
Penguin Books Ltd, 1998) 197.
“parvin Darabadi, “The Caspian Region in Contempo@eopolitics,”Central Asia and the Caucas@s
no. 21(2003): 66-71.
" Svante E. Cornell, “Geopolitics and StrategiagAlnents in Caucasus and Central Asietceptionst,
no. 2(1999): 120-124.
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sea-based and land-based powers. Fettweis wiilé®e Heartland of the Eurasian
landmass may well play an important role in thetrmentury, and the policy of today's
lone superpower toward that region will have a grdous influence upon the character of
the entire international systerff” Michael Hess develops the same idea by declahiaig
Central Asia “will become once again entangled inesv Great Game between powers
struggling to gain a foothold and resources inttbartland, much along the same lines as
during the times of tsarist Russia and coloniata®ni”*® Farkhod Tolipov additionally
investigates the applicability of Heartland theary the light of the situation in
Afghanistar®® Evidently, Geopolitics is pre-dominant in the dign policy analysis in
general, however, as mentioned in Analytical Fraor&wof this paper, Geopolinomics
offers much broader and more accurate analysibeot)S foreign policy in Central Asia
and Greater Central Asia Partnership Doctrine psliay construct. The afore mentioned
authors have mainly utilized foreign policy varieblsuch as the national interest of the US,
priorities, motivation, worldview, geopolitical argfrategic importance. Therefore, in the
paper the following foreign policy related variablevould be used: the regional and
strategic importance, political culture, geopaétisignificance and, most importantly, the
perception, which will become the main variabletfoe explanation of foreign policy shift.
Referring once again to the Penguin Dictionaryrdédnational Relations, perceptions in
world politics are seen as “conditional assumptiongferences about person or persons”
and as a tool it is essential since “the investogabf decision-making and how key

‘players’ perceive their situation will form a lagart of analysis* The content analysis

%8 Christopher G. Fettweis, “Sir Halford Mackind&eopolitics and Policy Making in the 2Century,”
U.S. Army War College Quarter80, no 2 (2000):http://carlisle-
www.army.mil/usawc/parameters/00summer/fettweis.(@atessed 21 October 2006).

9 Michel Hess, “Central Asia: Mackinder Revisitéd@olumbia International Affairs Onlin8, no
1(2004): 95-105www.ciaonet.org/olj/co/co_mar04/co_mar04h.palfcessed 26 October 2006).
®Farkhod Tolipov, “Are the Heartland and Rimlanda@bing in the Wake of the Operation in
Afghanistan?’Central Asia and the CaucasBsno 23(2004): 99-107.

$1Evans, Graham and Jeffrey Newnham (Ed@ikg Penguin Dictionary of International Relatiofi®ndon:
Penguin Books Ltd, 1998), 431.
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related to the perceptions of the US and otheoregiand non-regional actors like Russia,
China, Turkey, EU as well as Central Asian statels help investigate the shift of

American foreign policy in Central Asia.

Chapter |I. Historical Context of GCAP

The present chapter looks at the historical cantéxthe Greater Central Asia
Partnership Doctrine, which includes a brief glamtethe role of Central Asia in the
history of the region, the changes it underwenthi@ twentieth century as well as the
development of US-Central Asia relationships ptmthe introduction of the GCAP as a
new phase of American foreign policy toward theagrg

Central Asia is a landlocked region situated ia tdenter of Eurasian continent
bordering Russia, China, Afghanistan, Iran and Bagan through the Caspian Sea. The
region is comprised of five states, namely KazakmstKyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. The brief histormatrview of the region would suggest
that this part of Eurasia has been mainly assataith Silk Roads and various Muslim
and Arab empires, emirates and khanates.

Achaemenids (500-350 BC) ruled over the territorgtsetching from the
Mediterranean Sea to the parts of modern Pakislaater, Parthia has emerged in the
region becoming one of the major resistance fotradBoman Empire. On the ruins of it
Sasanid Empire experienced its golden age untiAtia® invasion of thr late 600s. Later
the region witnessed Seljuk and Safavid rules dsasdhe disastrous conquest of Genghis
Khan, which at the same time re-established SiladRpthe channel for trade that helped

pave the way for the region’s status as a crossraad bridge-point between Europe and
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Asia. Marco Polo’s journey along the Silk Roagasticularly famous as one of the first
accounts about people and cultures of Central A9dong this route many medieval
empires flourished, notably that of Timurid, whitlas influenced Central Asia in its
cultural and political life reviving Persian culeuand later establishing the Mughal dynasty
in Hindustan, which has controlled the differentrétes that have existed in the aftermath
of the Genghis Khan’s empire. Muslim Khivan Khana@Bukharan Emirate and Khanate
of Kokand have taken shape until the Tsarist Rugsided its conquest of Central Asia.

In the late 19, amid the Russian conquest of Turkestan, Censi Witnessed the
confrontation between the Tsarist Russia and thiisBr Empire as part of their
imperialistic policies popularly known as the Gre@ame. This struggle for the
domination of the region comprising modern-day @antAsia was concluded by
establishing Afghanistan as a buffer zone, thugdolig the area into British and Russian
spheres of influence. The importance of the regioworld politics of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century was further complimdrig Heartland theory of Sir Halford
Mackinder, a British geographer and the foundemafdern geopolitics. According to
Mackinder, the Heartland “formed by Central Aslee Caucasus, and parts of present-day
Russia” was key to the domination of the World islgcontinents of Asia, Europe and
Africa) and therefore the world at larffe.

However, the Bolshevik Revolution of the 1917 imusBia brought dramatic
political, economic and social changes to CentisithAnaking it part of the newly formed
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Besides drayunew borderlines between five states
of the region, the Communist government in Moscaw taunched the nation-delimitation
policy dividing Turkestan into various nations thveds completed under Stalin in 1934.

Large-scale industrialization and modernizatiothef region initiated by Bolsheviks often

32 Michael Hess, “Central Asia: Mackinder RevisRedColumbia International Affairs Onlind, no
1(2004): 95www.ciaonet.org/olj/co/co_mar04/co_mar04h.p@iccessed 26 October 2006).
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faced resistance in the form of Basmachi movememiswever, persistence of Soviet
leaders backed by large population of peasantsnamklers has made many aims of the
Communist Revolution possible. Economies of the/lg created states in Central Asia
just as other Soviet republics in Eastern Euromdti@Sea region and the Caucasus were
established in such a manner, where core-periphaelgtions were exercised making
Moscow a political, social and economic centerhef ySSR.

Central Asia being a part of the Soviet Union vmamcipally agricultural and
energy producing region. Only after the fall o# tiSSR in 1991, Central Asian republics
gained their independence and began initiating fawign relations with the outside
world. The task was complicated since the falthaf Soviet Union was unexpected and
Central Asian leadership was very soon forced tbnéeit role in the world arena.
Simultaneously, other regional and non-regional grswhave taken advantage of open
borders and began involving themselves in the regiestablishing embassies and
businesses, opening educational institutions archanges as well as investing in the
economies of Central Asian republics.

Turkey began its involvement in the region by leksaing educational institutions
and engaging Central Asia into economic and tratitions. However, “Turkey was too
weak economically, while Central Asian republicd dot want its strong influence in the
region: they wanted contacts with the West and rditl need intermediarie$® Other
regional powers like Iran and China saw the poaémdr expanding their markets to their
closest neighbors.

At the same time, the end of Cold War had a strimfigence on the foreign
relations of the United States as well. Foreigiicg@analysts were faced with the dilemma

of how to best utilize the national resources amthfilate the new foreign policy agenda

%37akir Chotoev, “On Turkey’s Possible InvolvememtStrengthening Central Asian Securit@éntral Asia
and the Caucasu$, no 28(2004), 136.
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under new realities of the post Cold War world finee. Accustomed to three main
paradigms of the American foreign policy during feld War, such as containing the
territorial expansion of the USSR, restrainingidtsological spread and encouraging the
development of the global economy along the ledmersef the US together with the
promotion of the principles of democracy and fresrkat> foreign policy analysts could
not formulate new agenda immediately. With thé délthe USSR two previous patterns
of action were dismissed, while the latter one iieeth significant requiring along US
leadership an active involvement of other econollyicand politically powerful
international actors, such as Japan and the Eundgeeon. It was predicted “America’s
future approach to the world will be far more decalized and disaggregated than it has
been true for half a century™ Moreover, it was also suggested that the US nkéale
change it focus from military issues to other aspesuch as education, research, and
infrastructure, so it would provide the US with “rmgims for employing capital in support
of foreign policy.”®

The administrations of George Bush Sr. and Bilhtoh had attempted to cope
with the reality of post Cold War world structumagoying “new world order” and “neo-
dollar diplomacy” tools respectivefy. Unexpected fall of the former rival power
necessitated quick redirection, however, there sagse delay in the immediate foreign
policy action toward Central Asian republics, whibuld have been explained given the
fact that initially the US did not see any of itgriicular national interests involved in the
region. On the other hand, foreign policy analyst$Vashington D.C. “continued using

the old Sovietological patterns that insisted ogiaeal balance of forces...and using the

*Robert E. Hunter, “Starting at Zero: U.S. Forelplicy for the 1990s,American Foreign Policy Reader
(Bishkek: American University-Central Asia, 2005),
35 [|hi

Ibid., 6.
*®|pid., 10.
37 Aftab A. Kazi,End of Geopolitics and the Beginning of GeopolirmsmiUnited States and Central Asia
(Washington, D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus Instit8#lS, John Hopkins University, 2007 (a book atd)sn
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old “human rights” lever®® Furthermore, the region was seen as mainly Rusgiaere of
influence and US did not want to intervene with &ason what was considered its
‘backyard.’

Emergence of the Caspian Sea energy resourcée imternational scene in mid
1990s has transformed Central Asia into the regiotvital U.S. interests* According
to New York Timesstimates in 1998, “Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan ankm@nistan together
own over 100 billion barrels of oil, which make® t@aspian the world’s third (after the
Persian Gulf and Siberia) oil reservoir and onéhefkey world centers of geopolitical and
geo-economic importancé®

While two previous administrations viewed Centrsdia through “Moscow’s
eyes,” the foreign policy analysts of the admimistm of George W. Bush, Jr. have
brought “Central Asia into focus for its own saké.In addition to engaging Central Asia
into NATO “Partnership for Peace” Program and latexation of Central Asia Peace-
keeping Battalion, there was a need for stabilbsdancer state for the successful policy
implementation and development in the region. Wxtan seemingly possessed all
necessary potential to become such ‘anchor stht’ by achieving “equilibrium and
coherence from within” the region would “create ealthy balance that would best serve
the interests of regional security, Europe and NATOAdditionally, geographic location
of Uzbekistan in the heart of Central Asia with siolerable Uzbek minorities in all
bordering states and the largest population amahgrcstates together with evident
enthusiasm of Uzbek side to cooperate appearetiréatamany foreign policy experts in

Washington D.C.

3 Dmitry Trofimov, “Russia and the United StateOentral Asia: Problems, Prospects, and Interests,”
Central Asia and the Caucasfisno. 19(2003), 80.

% Svante E. Cornell, “Geopolitics and StrategiogAfnents in Caucasus and Central Asizetceptionst,
no. 2(1999): 123.

0 parvin Darabadi, “The Caspian Region in ContempoGeopolitics,'Central Asia and the Caucas8s
no. 21(2003), 67.

LS. Frederick Starr, “The United States, Afghmisand Central Asia,NIASnytt3(2002): 9.

423, Frederick Starr, “Making Eurasia Stablegreign Affairs75, no. 1(1996): 81.
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Terrorist attacks on New York and Washington Di€.September 1, 2001
marked the change of American foreign policy glopband Central Asia was not an
exception. Geopolitical importance of the regios h&creasingly altered due to the close
proximity of Afghanistan. The War on Terror reaadrcloser strategic points from where
to wage war for which two military bases in ManasgpArt in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan and in
Karshi-Khanabad in Uzbekistan were establishedu@hathe latter one was removed in
November 2005). Nevertheless, this military preseof the US in Central Asia was seen
in two different dimensions. First, the foreigripg analysts outside the US assumed that
America had only short-term military interests ierral Asia. The other group believed
in the revival of the Great Game of the nineteerghtury, calling it the “New Great
Game,” where US aspired to control the redin.

The significance of Central Asia in geopoliticahda geostrategic terms was
evaluated in th&trategic Assessment of Central Eurgsidolished by Atlantic Council of
the United States and Central Asia-Caucasus Itestitu2001. This document has clearly
defined Afghanistan as a primary security concdrthe entire region. By declaring that
three types of interests, i.e. vital, strategic angortant, guide the US foreign policy in
general this study indicated how Central Asia iatider afore-mentioned interests in
particular. While no vital interests present, tegac interests included four areas: peace
and stability, containment of intra-regional diggmjtprevention of inter-regional conflicts
and prevention of the production of weapons of nessructiort.’ Important interests of
the US in the region included energy resources, dmmghts issues, environment
concerns, democratic reforms, religious freedonghting of corruption and drug
trafficking. It was widely expected that as a amsence of active US presence in the

region and successful implementation of policiesnexted to important interests of the

43S, Frederick Starr, “The United States, Afghamisand Central AsiaNIASnytt3(2002): 10.
4 Charles Fairbanks, et 8frategic Assessment of Central Eura§iflashington D.C.: Atlantic Council of
the United States and Central Asia-Caucasus Itestid001), 98.
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US will altogether speed up the long anticipatesisformation of Central Asian states into
the stable democracies. US Ambassador Pascoe wrdids regard that America’s
“enhanced engagement is helping to break the lohlsgpression and stagnation “ in the
region®® while Professor Spelcher argued that when war fghanistan is over “Central
Asia will revert to relative obscurity from a geditioal point of view, the outskirts of the
world economy.#®

The issue of misperceptions in American foreigdiggomight explain such
contrasting views about Central Asia in generalheré was a complex of ideas that
appeared to be misleading the US foreign policyyate& For instance, Olivier Roy in his
book The New Central Asia: the Creation of Natidmss described two myths of Pan-
Turkism and Pan-Islamism in Central Asia, whichnseé to blur the image of Central
Asia in the world arena. Moreover, Charles Faiksam his article inThe National
Interestissue of 2000 has remarked, “we [Americans] arefulty ignorant about the area
and, worse, our ignorance tends to be filled byhfuisthinking.™’ Revival of the classic
Heartland theory has also contributed to the grgveignificance of Central Asia in the
light of events, however, as Michael Hess has arddackinder’'s idea when “heartland

bestows a geopolitical advantage to the power thatrols it*®

can not be so easily
applied to modern day Central Asia with its seguriioncerns and the advanced
technological military buildup in general.

Central Asia has also been referred to as an hiesta&gion, vulnerable to

Islamization. The countries of the region havenbgeite often called as ‘failed states,’

although in reality they are far from failing. time very recent annual review of the global

4 Lynn B. Pascoe, “U.S. Policy in Central Asia aneé War on Terrorism,IRPI Fact File7,no 6(2005): 34.
6 Martin C.Spelcher, “Economy and Security in Gahf\sia since 9/11: A Skeptical LookCentral Asia
and the Caucasusk, no.19 (2003): 44.

" Charles Faribanks, “Bases of Debate: AmericaBentral Asia. Being ThereThe National Interest
68(2002):42.

4848 Michael Hess, “Central Asia: Mackinder RevisR&dColumbia International Affairs Onlind, no
1(2004): 97 www.ciaonet.org/olj/co/co_mar04/co_mar04h.aécessed 26 October 2006).
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threats John Negroponte, National Intelligence @oe has warned of instability in
Central Asia,
“In the worst, but not implausible, case, centrgharity in one or more of these
states could evaporate as rival political factiartans or regions vie for power,
opening the door to dramatic expansion of terr@ingt criminal activities along
the lines of a failed staté®
Lack of clear strategy of the US toward CentralbAr the early independence period has
also contributed to somehow distorted image of rdgion, when several governmental
agencies of the United States government resp@nsiblthe foreign policy formulation
have had different sets of priorities toward thgioe. Later developments of US foreign
policy in the region have supported the opiniort tikaentral Asia is very likely to become
a strategically important area, not overlaid’ by thHeartland or the Rimland as a

subordinate entity, but represented in them as@ependent entity>®

494ys Warns of Instability in Central AsiaFimes of Central Asial7 January 2007, p.5.
% Farkhod Tolipov, “Are the Heartland and Rimlana@ging in the Wake of the Operation in
Afghanistan?” Central Asia and the Caucasbsno. 23(2004): 107.
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Chapter I1. Greater Central Asia Partnership Doctrine

While previous chapter briefly discussed the depelent and the challenges of the
US foreign policy toward Central Asia, such as rarspptions and the lack of clearly
defined strategy towards the region, which has gedeUS from successful policy
implementation in the region, the present one ik at the GCAP in depth. The Greater
Central Asia Partnership doctrine proposed by DrFi®derick Starr, the Chairman of
Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, has marked thagghaf the perception about the region
in the foreign policy formulating circles of the USndeed, perception and worldview of
the US has evolved since the fall of the Sovietodni New realities of the post Cold War
world structure and specifically post Septembel” 12001 world together with the
experience of military presence in the region haegiired the US to examine its priorities,
motivation, national interest and strategic/gedmmali considerations in Central Asia, since
the US needed to preserve the results achievedhéoyOperation Enduring Freedom in
Afghanistan for which it needed new more appropriahd timely strategy toward the
region.

Greater Central Asia concept introduced and d@eeldy Dr. Starr opened up new
phase of the US foreign policy toward the regidbreater Central Asia as a geographic
notion includes all five former Soviet republics@éntral Asia and Afghanistan plus South
Asia. Dr. Starr has argued that structural probdéwiewing the region when Central Asia
was viewed under Eurasia and Afghanistan underhSAsta was not quite appropriate.
The following re-organization of the DepartmentState and Defense when a new entity,
Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, was ldi&thed shows the implications of the
Greater Central Asia Partnership doctrine in regaodthe shift of perception, hence as a

consequence the overall strategy of American forpujicy in Central Asia.
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According to Greater Central Asia Partnership sahetransport routes and
consequent improvement of trade relations are kelstfor the success in this region.
Construction of new alternative routes of transgosh, oil/gas pipelines and lifting of
tariffs to ease the movement of goods in the regidhprovide new interdependence for
the states of Central Asia, which lost it after tak of USSR and will help both Central
Asia and Afghanistan to integrate into the worldremmy by providing landlocked Central
Asian states an access to the Arabian Sea. THisnwurn benefit Russia’s Siberia with
alternative routes and an access to the sea thefitieg Russia’s farthest and less-
developed area. New trade patterns would alsoé€fite@hina’s “Develop the West”
program.® As a result, “Central Asians will be able to cheovhether to export their
cotton, oil, gas, and manufactured goods througésRuwor through South, and will choose
the cheapest alternative or mix of alternatives.This new strategy toward Central Asia
appears to change the role of US in the region amlynmilitary power to a more
economic one. In his paper the author proposes:

“Trade and economic development must be the capterf any pro-active
US strategy for Afghanistan and its neighbors, diber components must be
equally important. Security, institutional devetognt, the expansion of
elections, and cultural/educational programs miuisba transformed from
issues pursued on a purely national basis to regida concerns>?
Simply put the Greater Central Asia Partnership Gmoperation and Development is
intended to become a forum for participating statesdiscuss the possible ways of
implementing different US programs in the regidfurthermore, the author states that no

other organization or state has a program whichbfaces both security and multi-sided

°L'S. Frederick Starr, “A ‘Greater Central Asia Rarship’ for Afghanistan and Its Neighbors,” Sitoad
Paper(Washington D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus InstitR@f5), 14.

*2bid., 14.

>3 bid., 15.
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development” together with viewing “Afghanistan atie five former Soviet states as a

single unit®

that is expanded towards Southwest Asia as aitraoste corridor for land
and sea based communication infrastructure to @dn@entral Asia with the Pakistani
seaports on the Arabian Sea, which have histoyica@ived Central Asia in regional and
cross-continental trade.

Re-structuring of the US Department of State andfelse was further
complimented by the Conference on “Partnershipd@rand Development in Greater
Central Asia” in Kabul, Afghanistan in April of 260 The Conference was attended by
foreign ministers and the representatives of alt@¢ Asian states as well as those of
Afghanistan, Pakistan, US, Russia, China, JapanEdhd Two keynote speakers at the
conference, Richard A. Boucher, U.S. Assistant &acy for South and Central Asian
Affairs and Kassymzhomart Tokaev, Minister of FgreiAffairs of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, have remarked on the new U.S. inigapvesenting their views on the
concept of Greater Central Asia.

Boucher in his speech has mentioned that forithe &fter the fall of USSR the
region of Central Asia was placed in different [aws,

“We had had offices called, you know, FSU, Formevi& Union, we have

had the CIS, Office of Commonwealth of Independegtattes, and then we

had for a while the NIS, Newly Independent Stawsich was a separate

entity and we moved it back into the European Butéa
This statement clearly evinces that the worldvidwhe US has changed and its

perception of the Central Asian region has as alétked. Frequent visits of the top

US officials, such as the trips of President Bulh,to Afghanistan, Pakistan and

54 [t
Ibid.

> Richard A. Boucher, Remarks at the Internatior@f€rence on “Partnership, Trade, and Developnment i

Greater Central Asia,” Kabul, Afghanistan, ApriR12006, available from

http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/forumétea kabul boucher.htnfhccessed 2 March 2006).
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India, Secretary of State Rice’s visits to Centkala and earlier visits of former
Secretary of Defense Ramsfeld to Kyrgyzstan withim last few years indicate the
growing importance of the region in the US foregplicy. Certainly, this is not
simply dictated by the wish to launch the GCAP sobe Rather the closeness of
Irag and immediate neighborhood of Iran bring addél incentives for considering
Central Asia as one of the strategically attractegions, if not as a pivot region as a
whole. Boucher mentioned

“United States has a very serious and long-ternerésts in this

region...The regional integration that we are talkalgput and that has

come up today has been transport, it is energyis itrade, it is

communication, it is cooperation, it is free traded we are looking really

to maximize the movement of energy, people, goofdsformation, from

the Kazakh steppes to the Indian Ocedn.”
The hub of the new transit routes, energy pipelianas the political will to cooperate in
lifting barriers for trade is meant to attract mm@&tional investors and help Central Asia
together with Afghanistan to integrate into the Moreconomy. According to
Kasymzhomart Tokaev Central Asia already “boastmicant human, natural and
industrial resources. Approximately 84 million péolive here and aggregate whole of
the region’s gross domestic product totals mora th@0 billion US dollars annually®
Indeed such numbers make Central Asia an attraotember of the world community,
however existing trade barriers and various custoesrictions and the mere lack of
institutionalized structure impede Central Asianfrguccessfully importing and exporting

goods.

56 [|hi

Ibid.
" Kasymzhomart Tokaev, Remarks at the conferencert®aship, Trade, and Development in Greater
Central Asia” Kabul, Afghanistan, April 1-2 2006/alable from
http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/forumétea kabul_tokayev.htn{accessed 26 February 2006).
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Merging Central Asia with Afghanistan into thee@ter Central Asia also poses a
question as to why post-Soviet Central Asia shdédoined with Afghanistan and South

Asia and what historical bases are present to reakke a reshuffling in the perceptual base

of the US foreign policy analysts toward the region

Aftab A. Kazi, Senior Fellow of the Johns Hopkidsiversity SAIS and Central
Asia-Caucasus Institute appears to have answeilgedubstion by presenting the example
of Kushan Empire (A.D. 100-500) as a model to leegilain the historical context of
Greater Central Asia Partnership scheme. Kaziegjritthe Kushan Empire encompassed
more or less the regions of modern day Central ,As@uding Afghanistan and Pakistan
that are considered essential as a regional traderhthe GCAP schemé&® The author

argues that the partnership and cooperation schemdsr the GCAP parallels those

structures that have existed under the Kushan Empir

MAP A: Kushan Empireat its greatest extent, c. 150 CE.
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%8 Aftab A. Kazi, “Pivotal Pakistan: GCAP and thed@polinomics of Central Asia’s Traditional Indus

Basin Corridor.” Paper presented during the Iragamal Conference on “Partnership, Trade and
Development in Greater Central Asia,” Kabul, Afgisaain, 1-2 April 2006, p. 8.
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MAP B: The Silk Roads.
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In his paper “Pivotal Pakistan: GCAP and Geomwtiics of Central Asia’s Traditional
Indus Basin Corridors” presented a the Kabul Carfee, Kazi as well discusses the
geopolinomics present in the concept of GCAP,

“GCAP as a geopolinomic concept is another majaebigpment in the

evolution of geopolitics, which proposes a simudtaus cooperation

between Heartlands and Rimlands by intersectingp@éis with

economics aiming at spurring a new geopolinomie¢nnegn Central and

South Asia and surrounding regions as a mechaniemrdgional

economic integration and cross-continental trade.”
The author mentions of Heartland and Rimland tlesoaf International Relations in his
justification of applicability of geopolinomics t&CAP. Indeed, as argued above,

Heartland theory of Sir Halford Mackinder envisidrtee whole Central Asia with parts of

9 bid., 4.
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Caucasus and Russia as a Heartland, which wakég tdomination of the world, while
Nicholas Spykman’s Rimland theory argued that bwytmtling the Rimland roughly
comprised of Western Europe, the Middle East, amatiBand East Asid one is able to
control the world.

As we have entered the age of globalization ibbezs the axiom that economics is
essential in the analysis of the events takingepladnternational Arena. Both Heartland
and Rimland theories are important, however, tie@ economic element that needs to
be attached to better explain the reality of ttebhmelogically advanced world, taking into
account the spatial attributes of the region uraaedysis. Geography and thus geopolitics
is nevertheless still sine qua non of InternatioRa&lations, although alone it cannot
explain the complex nature of the economic andtipali interdependence, as it was
mentioned in before. Therefore, GCAP can be hestified through geopolinomics, as
interplay of spatial, economic and political sturets of the present-day world. It focuses
on how politics influences economics and how imtaconomics affects politics in the
given region with its own geographic attributes.

In the simplest terms, Greater Central Asia Pastip scheme, if successfully
implemented, would create a new region of the waitth its diversified transit routes and
pipelines with an access to the sea and other rtrajde routes. Thus the economic reality
of the Greater Central Asia would foster new inégehdence for all of the states involved
in the region with the will and active participatiof the respective governments to
cooperate and work on the policies that could atd trade. Overt convergence of
political, economic and spatial factors in the gepdic region of Greater Central Asia

makes it subject to solely geopolinomic analysis.

0 Michael Hess, “Central Asia: Mackinder RevisRedColumbia International Affairs Onlind, no
1(2004): 96 www.ciaonet.org/olj/co/co_mar04/co_mar04h.aécessed 26 October 2006).
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Aside from the analytical basis of the given stggt let us look once more at the
legislative changes introduced after the propo$&GAP in 2005. “Silk Road Strategy
Act of 2006” passed in US Congress in Md} 2006 shows the extent to which GCAP
proposal has influenced US foreign policy in Ceniysia. The bill contains changes to the
previously adopted Silk Roads Strategy Act of 19%pecifically, the document outlines
several events in the global arena as well as imtr&@leAsia alone that have led to the
change. Particularly the aftermath of Septembé?, PZDO1 required more enhanced
security cooperation of the US in the region aralliberation of Afghanistan necessitated
the country’s re-integration to Central Asia. Kldzstan and Azerbaijan have become key
energy partners of the US and, moreover, Kazakhsagnbecome of high importance to
the US. ‘Color revolutions’ that have taken plaseGeorgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan
once more re-affirmed the necessity for the state€entral Asia to move towards
democracy and the rule of law. Relations with Kyrgjan have become important in light
of the presence of Gansi military base in Managdatir of Bishkek, while Turkmenistan’s
and Uzbekistan’s domestic political issues requiaedloser look at the transformation
processes of these states. Andijan events in Ma®005 in Uzbekistan and world’s
reaction to it as well as the erosion of US-Uzbadltrons and the removal of the American
military base from Karshi-Khanabad, Uzbekistan asll vasked for revision of the
American foreign policy in the region. Persistamted for the diversification of
transportation routes and energy pipelines to g@aritral Asia an access to world trade
routes was seen as necessary for its transformatf@nally, radical actions of Iran’s
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad in the Internatidkraha altogether favored the change
of American foreign policy toward Central Asia.

Evidently, any change in the foreign policy raispiestion about the costs of such

a change. Dr. Starr writes in this matter:
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“Assuming the eventual (but definitely not immedjateduction of US military
assistance to Afghanistan by a third and the miaamee of present levels of
non-military support to Kabul, one could double foilitary assistance to all
the other countries of the region and still gaméstal cost reduction of 3098
The durability of military operations in Afghanistand the War on Iraq require massive
military funding, while the cost of human lossesegen more valuable. Economic
presence of the United States in region is se¢heasost beneficial to secure its long-term
interests in the region.

Certainly the idea of the transit routes is notvnsince the discussion about
alternative routes of transportation started ady e states in Central Asia have gained
independence. Economic Cooperation Organizatitemgited at constructing new roads
from Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan to Karachi and Isllaad. Asia Development Bank
(ADB) initiated the Central Asia Regional Econon@ooperation Program (CAREC) in
1997, which later enlarged to include the Inteoradl Monetary Fund, Islamic
Development Bank and European Bank of Reconstmuciiod Development. United
Nations Development Programme as well as World Bdsd joined the alliance.

As a matter of fact, ADB has been quite activasaisting countries of Central Asia
in the attempts to diversify their transit routesl dhus reducing poverty. Working within
the areas of transport, water/energy and trade AB8already concluded some projects,
such as Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitatiddumerous projects on Dushanbe-
Kyrgyz Border Road Rehabilitation, Regional Poweansmission Modernization as well

as Regional Trade Facilitation and Customs Coojer&@rograms are on their wéj.

®1S. Frederick Starr, “A ‘Greater Central Asia Rarship’ for Afghanistan and Its Neighbors,” Sitoad
Paper(Washington D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus InstitR@f5), 24.

2«Central Asia: The Way Forward,” Special Adveirig Supplement (Washington D.C.: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2004).
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However, there are challenges that may impedeUSefrom implementing its
Greater Central Asia Partnership Doctrine in tiggore  Especially the problem that lies in
the historical reality of the post-Soviet Centradi@d deserves particular attention. The
region has been integrated within the USSR for mgveyears and after gaining
independence the states in the region still wislexperience independence in decision-
making both in domestic and foreign affairs. Aligh, fifteen years have resulted in
various economic and political development of thates in the region the lure of
independence seems to be strong and this in tumn challenge their re-integration.
Besides, the number of external influenced on #gion with often varying agenda,
whether they come from the US, Russia, China ar, [fairkey and EU, complicates the

task even further.
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Chapter I11: Interplay of GCAP with Regional Powers.

This chapter aims at presenting the role of rediand non-regional powers present
in the region and their possible interaction witte tGreater Central Asia Partnership.
Central Asia as such had constantly experienceermeadtinfluences throughout it history.
The very recent long-term experience has been gliin@ seventy-year of the Soviet rule.
A brief glance at the long history of the regiorg®nted in the first chapter indicates the
fact that various empires, khanates and emiratesldvoften replace each other
consequently creating a whole new array of ideggtitiThe emergence of the nationalism in
the seventeenth-eighteenth century had practicallynpact on this region. Such modern
creations as state and nation came comparativedytta Central Asia and were rather
forcefully implemented in the first part of the tmth century by Bolsheviks. Perhaps in
this regard Central Asia can be compared to Ceatrdl Eastern European states, which
had also experienced external influences of differuropean states as well as the
Ottoman rule. Nevertheless, after the fall of liteen Curtain most of the states in Central
and Eastern Europe were able to join the Europedaanand are currently attempting to
fully integrate into the structure of this suprdtomal and intergovernmental organization.
Central Asia in this respect did not join any uniercept for various attempts to form its
own union and the membership in the loose Commolthvefilndependent States.

The bait of Heartland still remains tangible anddiinder’s thesis about Heartland
granting power to its ruler appears valid evenwg later. Obviously, Heartland alone
is not the only answer to the question about tlesaers for the multiplicity of actors
involved in the region. Natural resources, suclkraergy (oil and gas), raw materials and
water resources in turn attract external attentiBesides, cultural and historic links of the
ancient and recent past stimulate the cooperatidheostates in the region with outside

powers. Present chapter presents the most impadgional actors and their perceptions
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of Central Asia in their foreign policies, thus shiog various scenarios of possible
interplay of GCAP with each country respectively.

When discussing ex-Soviet Union states and tkedations with the outside world
the role of Russian Federation’s influence becomesvoidable. This is especially true
when it comes to Central Asia, as the region thed bften been characterized as a
‘backyard’ or ‘underbelly’ of Russia. Indeed, maegergy pipelines and transportation
routs built during the Soviet Union go through Rassvhich means that it still has a
greater say in region’s economic relations.

MAP D: Oil and Gas Field and Pipelines.
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2007).

The presidency of Vladimir Putin brought Centrasia into the spotlight as Russia
emerged from 1998 crisis and particularly aftesatv the military moves of US in the

region.
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Sergey Lavrov, the minister of Foreign AffairsRdissian Federation, commenting
on Secretary of State Rice’s visit to Central Asi2005 said that Russia has common aims
with Americans in Central Asia, a region where ¢éhare very active displays of terrorist
and extremist groupings, which seek to shatterilgtab At the same time, as Lavrov
pointed out, Russia understands that besides Hiosethe US is also interested in gaining
access to Central Asia’s energy resoufiésowever, two years later Lavrov takes a firmer
position at the meeting of Duma declaring thatatel years the presence of non-regional
actors in CIS territory has dramatically increasmtd someone is trying to impose
malleable competition on Russia, whereas Russ#f iis not going to fall under those
provocationg?

Another important event that is still in the meditention is Russia’s unwillingness
to accept US missile bases in Eastern Europe, wdschome analysts note is a sign of
Cold-War-like attitude of both Russia and the US.

In Russia-Central Asia relations it is essentahtention the new labor laws that
were passed in State Duma according to which foeegywill be barred form trading in
markets starting from April 2007. This move istpastimulated by the unprecedented rise
of racist/fascist riots in Russia in 2006. Krendippears to share this right-wing tendency.
However, it might as well plant some seeds of dsagent between Russia and some
Central Asian states, namely Tajikistan, Uzbekistard Kyrgyzstan as they together with
Chinese, Georgians and Armenians constitute routgrlymillion of illegal migrants to
Russia. Furthermore, the World Bank study estinséit@ws, “remittances sent back by

those workers contribute more than 10% of Tajikistagross domestic product”

%3 Sergei Brillev, “Asian Tour of Condoleeza Ricéyesti7 October 16, 2005,
http://www.vesti7.ru/news?id=7143accessed January 26 2007).

%4 “State Duma discussed the future of Commonwedlthdependent Staté'sltv, March 21, 2007,
http://www.1tv.ru/(accessed March 24, 2007).

%5 “Russia’s New Labor Laws Already Causing WavesoasrCentral Asia and Beyond;imes of Central
Asia, 31 January 2007, Vol. 9, no. 8, p. 7.
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Nevertheless, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in padicseem to be very inclined toward
Russia lately. Significance of two organizatiofisSbanghai Cooperation Organization as
well as Collective Security Treaty Organization, e Russia plays notable role, is
increasing in the region.

The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), itukhodbe noted, is an
intergovernmental international organization fouhdte Shanghai on 15 June 2001 by six
countries: China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstaajikistan and Uzbekistan. On 17 June
2004, the SCO held its annual Summit in Tashkeabelistan, which was attended by
Chinese President Hu Jintao, Russian PresidentindiadPutin, Kyrgyzstan’'s President
Askar Akayev, Tajikistan’'s President Emomali Rakimme, Kazakhstan's President
Nursultan Nazarbayev and Uzbekistan’s Presideatns{arimov. Much of the pre-summit
media attention included what Russian PresidenihRartd Chinese President Hu hoped
would facilitate the development of economic relasi between the SCO countries. This
appeared to have been successful. At the concludgiohe summit, the leaders signed a
document titled the Tashkent Declaration, which samzed the outcome of the SCO's
work since it was set up, evaluated the activibiehe organization's agencies and set new
goals. Additionally, agreements on cooperation ighting drug trafficking and on the
protection of secret information in the frameworktioe SCO anti-terrorist agency were
signed, establishing the main headquarters in Teaghk

China being one of the potent members of the SCta crucial regional power
whose influence on Central Asia is quite notabhesil991. China-Central Asia relations
in general do not go against Russia’s positioméregion, since both Beijing and Moscow
know that China needs Russia to be successfusireiations with Central Asia. China,
just as other regional and non-regional powersgrees Central Asia as a source for raw

materials and energy and alternative market opt@mnconstantly increasing Chinese
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production. Beijing is especially active in coogtesn with Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan
and its multilateral approach in dealing with Rasand Central Asia assists China in
negotiating and setting new projects. One of itstnanbitious projects is the South-West
corridor, a transportation link that would conn€&ttina with Europe through Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan and parts of Middle East. Besides,apeements were signed to construct
Turkmenistan-China and Kazakhstan-China pipelineswall as highways from and
through Kyrgyzstan as well as trans-Pamir trangpiort corridor for Uzbekistan to link it
to China. Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous region isiaely involved in trade with Central
Asia and estimates show that the trade volume legtvhina and Central Asia Regional
Cooperation (CAREC) member has increased from ‘i#iibib in 1997 to $9.8 billion in
2005.%° Construction of pipelines and transit routes frand through Central Asia by
Chinese companies does in fact serve Central Amiaitf benefit in diversifying its
transportation links, however Russia’s and Chima&mnbership in SCO is often seen as a
counterbalance for the US presence.

In fact, many foreign policy analysts both in GahAsia and outside it speak of the
revival of the Great Game. Terms like New Greatm@ar Greater Great Game are often
used to characterize the geopolitical situatiorCentral Asia with a number of different
regional and non-regional actors involved. SCQdsdalr the reduction of the US military
presence in Central Asia in 2006 and earlier dewecg of opinions over lIran’s
membership in SCO seems to indicate some linessafjceement. It was often observed,
“The year 2006 has thus made it clear that thedushiikely to become a single dominant
power in Central Asia. Simply put, Russia and @Huave together put up the SCO dikes

delimiting the US influence in the region, whichliviie difficult for Washington to breach

% Anastasiya Levchenko, “China Embracing Ties witmtal Asian CountriesTimes of Central Asidl,7
January 2007, Vol. 9, no. 4, p. 5.
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for the foreseeable futur8”Energy resources of Central Asia attract other-negional
actors such as Japan, EU and Turkey. Japanese Rfinster Junichiro Koizumi has
visited Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in August of 2@®@liscuss energy deals and thus
decrease Japan’s reliance on energy resource dflithdle East. This visit can also be
interpreted as a move to counter growing RussianGininese influences in the region. In
addition, Japan is attempting to establish educatiprograms for university students of
Central Asia.

Turkey is also important in the region. Earlyiaetphase of Turkish involvement
has given way to tranquility in relations with CextitAsia. Just as other power players in
the region Turkey is trying to gets its hold of eperesources of the Caspian Sea Basin.
Baku-Ceyhan-Thilisi project has already come irgality. The construction of trans-
Afghanistan pipeline from Turkmenistan supported APB does not appear to suit
Turkey's interests. For these reasons it may it Iran to encourage it to fight for its
share in the rich Caspian Sea. Turkey is still wotted to its Pan-Turkic ideas, although
some Central Asian leadership is no longer wiliagigree with Turkey on this issue. For
instance, relations with Uzbekistan have becomdecmince the early 1990s. It is very
likely that Turkey will remain in the region as pas there is support from the US. Alone
without any support form the outside powers Turkell less likely exercise palpable
influence on the region.

Relations of Central Asian states with Europearmb@re growing in significance
as well. German presidency in the Council of Migris has brought Central Asia into light
and currently European foreign policy analysts wogking on the EU Strategy towards
Central Asia. According to Dr. Klaus Grewlich, Aagsador of Germany in Kyrgyzstan,

there are three interlinked components: secutalyikty, the rule of law and development,

®’M.K. Bhadrakumar, “The Great Game on a Razor’seEdphe Stakes go up in Central Asi&fbbal
Research.December 26, 2006itp://www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?detid=4264(accessed
January 30, 2007).
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which will be outlined in the new EU StratefyEuropean Union does not have any
geopolitical interest and thus acts mainly as apoiver. Ambassador Grewlich noted that
EU would likely concentrate on educational project®ecently proposed project of
establishing Water Academy in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan,center for excellence where
professionals would receive training in water mamagnt, which persists to be one of the
troublesome issues for many Central Asian stateseésof the examples of such programs.
Energy security is also one of the main aspectsi®involvement into the region, since it
is interested in the Trans-Caspian Gas PipelineP|Ti@oject that is aimed at delivering
Turkmen and Kazakh gas to international marketsutlin Azerbaijan and Iran. European
Union is frequently referred to as ‘a community v@lues’ and one of those values is
regional cooperation. According to Adrian Van Déger, Head of European Commission
in Kyrgyzstan, European Union can offer CentralaAgs own experience of integration
and especially the transition experience of Ceratral Eastern European countries, which
have been successful to liberalize its planned @ognand transform its political
structure$? Eric Miller, Charge d'Affairs of French Embassy Bishkek, states the
integration in Central Asia can begin with techhisaues, such as ‘Community of Water’
or ‘Community of Energy’ just as the EU has standéidin 1947 with European Coal and
Steel Community. However, for Central Asia to sssfully integrate there is a need to
implement political reforms in order to foster desraxy, rule of law and respect for human

rights.”©

% Klaus Grewlich, “The European Union Strategy fen@al Asia,” Lecture delivered at American
University-Central Asia, 7 March 2007.

%9 Adrian Van Der Meer, “What to Learn from EU?” Itere delivered at American University-Central Asia,
22 March 2007.

" Eric Miller, “Is EU a Model for Central Asia?” Laare delivered at American University-Central A€,
March 2007.
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Pakistan and India engage with Central Asian staitérade, pharmacy and textiles
industries. Pakistan is especially interestedhénrhembership in SCO as well as enhanced
trade with Central Asia.

Central Asian states themselves react differetdlythe introduction of Greater
Central Asian Partnership Doctrine by the US. WHflazakhstan appeared an ardent
supporter of this idea other states have beentaesiso this new policy imitative of
Washington, D.C. According to Kazakh Foreign MieisTokaev,

“Kazakhstan is strongly committed to regional cexgpion...being a regional
leader, Kazakhstan can and is willing to bring niegial contributions to
restoration of Afghanistan and creation of a Gme&entral Asia, which we
view as a civilizing and economic entity aimed aisw@ing security and
development of the regior®
Indeed, Kazakhstan has already become a major egorgpwer in the region. Earlier
mutual visits of Kazakh President to the US showadkistan’s importance as a power that
can lead change in the course of Central Asia’®ldgwent at large, “this change would
be a shift from a military scenario with a demoicraand humanitarian face to the
development of economic infrastructure with adegl@ng-term financial help’

Many other critics of GCAP, mainly Russian foreigolicy experts see Messianic
zeal of the US in the proposed projéttGreater Central Asia Partnership is often called
the neo-Marshall plan of the US aimed at contairitgssian and Chinese influences.
Moreover, there is a fear among Central Asians @pah borders and better infrastructure

will stimulate even bigger flow of narcotics fronfghanistan. Bhadrakumar writes,

" Kasymzhomart Tokaev, Remarks at the conferencert®aship, Trade, and Development in Greater
Central Asia” Kabul, Afghanistan, April 1-2 2006/alable from
http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/foruméea kabul_tokayev.htn{accessed 26 February 2006).
2 Giorgio Fiacconi, “Will Kazakhstan Effect Regior@hange?”Times of Central Asjat January 2007,
Vol. 9, no. 1, p.8.

"*See Omapor M.H. (ed.),Hosas Bomvwas Hepa 6 Bonvwori Llenmpansioti Asuu, (Bumkex: Camam, 2005).
(M.N. Omarov (ed.)The New Great Game in Greater Central A¢Bishkek: Salam, 2005).
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“No wonder there are no taker in Central Asia foradhington’s policy

construct. Central Asia’s states are aware of Thkban’'s resurgences in

Afghanistan, and reckon that peace is a distant ggaen New Delhi seems

embarrassed. Islamabad keeps quiet. The onlyatapievince enthusiasm for

Washington’s Paradigm of steering Central Asiariestdoward South Asian

allies has been Kabul*
The same author points out two reasons, which niukedoreign policy toward Central
Asia less effective. First, the US lost of inflees over Uzbekistan after the Andijan
events of May 2005. Uzbekistan is still geopadilig essential state in Central Asia, which
later seems to be more inclined towards RussieCdmaa. Second reason, as Bhadrakumar
writes, is the issue of Iran. The author referZlbagniew Brzezinski's article written in
1990s, in which he argued that in order “for the td§ional diplomacy to be anywhere
near optimal in the Caucasus, in the Caspian regiehin Central Asia, it must befriend
Tehran.”® However, today’s reality with Iran’s nuclear issaled the reaction of the US

and other international actors make the probaldlitypefriending Iran’ quite distant.

" M.K. Bhadrakumar, “The Great Game on a Razor'geEdThe Stakes go up in Central Asiajobal
Research.December 26, 2006itp://www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?deid=4264(accessed
January 30, 2007).

’ |bid.
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Conclusion

Seventeen years of US-Central Asia relations haghtaboth sides many lessons.
The new generation of political elite has emergethe Independence years and post Cold
War world has fostered every state in Central Asialevelop its own unique political
culture with mixed identities and attitudes towatlalsir governments and foreign relations
of states.

Multiplicity of regional and non-regional powensvblved in Central Asia brought
back the discussion of the Great Game and thisegtrappears to be the most alluring in
the literature devoted to the analysis of the plateCentral Asia in world affairs.
However, it is essential to remember Central Asiwsg historic path in order to
understand its complex reality. Greater CentrabAZartnership Doctrine in this regard
refers to its past experiences as a crossroadsufaural exchange with its famous Silk
Roads. Heartland theory utilized in the paper anoee emphasizes region’s significance
in the world politics, while geopolinomics callsrfthe implementation of GCAP and thus
new interdependence without which the region wilt he able to easily integrate into the
world economy. Globalization with its enhanced petition necessitates regional
groupings for the survival and development of stateglobal arena.

Greater Central Asia Partnership Doctrine of tH& Mhich marked the eventual
shift of the US foreign policy in Central Asia, agolicy construct is expected to restore
historical relationship between Central and SoutfiaAhrough the alternative routes of
transportation. Links constructed during Kushad ter Ghaznavid empires, which have
existed on the territory of Central Asia, had hashs$portation links with the outer world as
well as ports and access to sea. One of thoss igdBarbarikon, ruins of which are still in
Pakistan and popularly known as Bhambhor. Dr. Ka#es,

“‘communication through Barbarikon on the ArabianaSend via lands of

modern day Pakistan was one of the then Silk roufBise cross-continental
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trade of the Kushan and the Chinese Empire in gilkr, silk and spices with
the Roman Empire was carried out through this rbytéhe time Sassanid rule
over Persia. Ships sailed from the Arabian Sed&R¢nl Sea and entered
Mediterranean via the Red Sea Niles canal in Edggt) where the goods were
exported to Greece and Ron&.”

Indeed, the trade routes of those epochs have \mgrbeneficial for Central Asia,
consolidating its status as a crossroad for theange of cultures, people and ideas.

Applicability of GCAP will likely depend on the tsiation of Afghanistan,
although there might be a wave of new Taliban tisréathe region. Robert Gates,
the US Secretary of Defense, during his meeting déiap de Hoop Scheffer, NATO
Secretary-General, stated that there are “indisatwat the Taliban want to increase
the level of violence in 2007.*

Whether history would repeat itself in Central &sémains a grand question,
the answer to which can determine the fate of U8ida policy in Central Asia and
the success of Greater Central Asia Partnershigrinec Political life of Central
Asia appears to be shifting, producing variousaaltes with the outside regional and
non-regional actors. Only time will show how GCAWIl be implemented,
meanwhile one can merely discuss possible alteewtior the application of the

GCAP doctrine as well as its interaction with powkyers involved in the region.

® Aftab A. Kazi, “Pivotal Pakistan: GCAP and thed@polinomics of Central Asia’s Traditional Indus
Basin Corridor.” Paper presented during the Ir@gamal Conference on “Partnership, Trade and
Development in Greater Central Asia,” Kabul, Afgisaan, 1-2 April 2006.

«ys warns of Instability in Central AsiaTimes of Central Asidl, 7 January 2007, Vol. 9, no. 4, p. 5.
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