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2. Abstract

Since the independence declaration in 1991, Kazakhstan has been promoting its multi-
vector policy with the desire to maintain balance between regional security and economic
integration. This is reflected in the relations with the Russian Federation, which is
considered to be the Republic’s key partner and security guarantor on the one hand and
recognized as a threat on the other, because of its excessive influence. Moreover, the crisis
in Ukraine has intensified geopolitical tension. The paper examines Kazakhstan’s policy
towards the Russian Federation by applying Kenneth Waltz's theory of defensive realism.
The policy is explained by the analysis of Kazakhstan’s nation-building processes covering
post-Soviet developments, the Ukrainian conflict, and the First President’s, Nursultan
Nazarbayev, resignation. The analysis provides a number of insights, including approaches
to other post-Soviet cultures to prevent large-scale conflicts in the region.

The paper is based on multilingual literature sources as well as a qualitative research
approach, namely interviews and opinions polls that provide valuable insights into
Kazakhstan’s strategic agenda with respect to Russia. The research is done with regard to
the fields of International Relations and History, backed with various sources, opinion polls
and recent interviews. In addition, the comparative analysis approach is applied to
differentiate the policies of Ukraine and Kazakhstan in relation to Russia and to
demonstrate the distinctive strategies of Kazakhstan in a state-building process.

Key words: Eurasian integration, defensive realism, multi-vectorism, post-Crimea,

multiculturalism.



Abstrakt.

Seit seiner Unabhéngigkeitserkldrung 1991 fordert Kasachstan seine Multivektorpolitik mit
dem Wunsch, das Gleichgewicht zwischen regionaler Sicherheit und internationaler
Integration aufrechtzuerhalten. Dies spiegelt sich in den Beziehungen zu Russland wider,
das einerseits als wichtigster Partner und Sicherheitsgarant der Republik gilt und
andererseits aufgrund seines tibermafBigen Einflusses als Bedrohung erkannt wird. Dariiber
hinaus hat die Krise in der Ukraine die geopolitischen Spannungen verschérft. Dieses
Papier untersucht die Politik Kasachstans gegeniiber der Russischen Foderation unter
Anwendung der Theorie des Defensiven Realismus von Kenneth Waltz. Die Politik wird
durch die Analyse von Kasachstans Nationsbildungsprozessen erklért, die die Zeit der
postsowjetischen Entwicklungen, den ukrainischen Konflikt und den Riicktritt des ersten
Priasidenten Kasachstans Nursultan Nasarbajew umfasst. Die Analyse dieser Prozesse
offenbart eine Reihe positiver Einsichten, darunter auch Ansdtze flir andere
postsowjetische Kulturen zur Verhinderung grof3 angelegter Konflikte in der Region.
Diese Arbeit stiitzt sich sowohl auf mehrsprachige Literaturquellen als auch auf einen
qualitativen Forschungsansatz, ndmlich Interviews und Meinungsumfragen, die wertvolle
Einblicke in die strategische Agenda Kasachstans in Bezug auf Russland liefern. Die
Forschungsarbeit basiert auf den akademischen Disziplinen Internationale Beziehungen
und Geschichte. Verwendet wurden einschlidgige Literatur, Meinungsumfragen und
Interviews. Dariiber hinaus wird der Ansatz der vergleichenden Analyse angewandt, um
die Politik der Ukraine und Kasachstans in Bezug auf Russland zu differenzieren und die

unterschiedlichen Strategien Kasachstans beim Staatsaufbau aufzuzeigen.

Schliisselworter: Eurasische Integration, defensiver Realismus, Multi-Vektorismus, Post-

Krim, Multikulturalismus.



3. INTRODUCTION

Since the Ukrainian crisis back in 2014, the research on Russian influence and
expansionism in the Baltics and some European states has become quite common and at
times continuous. Kazakh-Russian relations development has been among topics, requiring
international and profound consideration. Changing the political system in Kazakhstan has
long been a point of concern for the international community, and the situation has had a
particular impact not only on the relations with Russia but also on other major world
powers: China, the US and the EU. Following the independence declaration in December
1991, Kazakhstan has enthusiastically been promoting a multi-vector foreign policy by
harmonizing two broad and core goals, economic development and state security.
According to Reul Hanks, the policy allowed the former president, Nursultan Nazarbayev,
“to pursue all available options ... and secure both of the objectives”. This policy includes
the desire to maintain balance between security and economic integration through active
diplomacy with the former Soviet space and various multilateral actors, organizations
(CSTO, SCO) and institutions (Hanks 2009, 260). The latter is vividly reflected in the
bilateral relations with Russia as Kazakhstan actively seeks to balance its security interests
through international cooperation with the Collective Security Treaty Organization,
Shanghai Cooperation Organization, NATO and the OSCE. Russia had difficulty moving
beyond this policy and promoted so-called “compatriot support to the area of its influence”
(Grigas, 2016). In this regard, the principal objective of this study is to examine the
Kazakhstani defensive realism in domestic and foreign policies in relations with the
Russian Federation.

It is important to first evaluate the complex set of nation-building processes both
domestically and internationally. Next, a special attention will be given to the Kazakhstan

strategic agenda to establish a strong, stable, tolerant, and economically successful state.



The second approach of research considers the state’s inclination towards regional security
and cooperation, different international actors involved.

The experience of nation-building policy in relations with Russia is explored with regard
to the fields of International Relations and History. The research on bilateral relations
between Kazakhstan and Russia inevitably includes issues over security and military
affairs, foreign policies of both countries, national identity, ethnicity, nuclear withdrawal,
and particularly the role of historical trends. In fact, Kazakhstan nation building and its
influence on bilateral relations with Russia requires a thorough historical examination due
to Kazakhstan’s ethnic diversification, resulting from Soviet identity-building policy and
prevailing Russian population. It is important to understand the relationship through
different evolving stages in the period of post-Soviet developments. For example, the role
of Kazakhstan’s nuclear withdrawal, the Republic’s international negotiations following
the collapse of the USSR, its impact on economic wealth of the both states, signing
agreements on the delimitation of Kazakh-Russian borders, as well as the impact of the

Ukrainian conflict.

Theoretical Framework

Theoretically, explaining the outcomes resulting from the interaction of two or more
countries, including international cooperation or the likelihood of hegemonic wars, fall
within the horizon of neorealism. While neorealism explains different phenomena, the
division between defensive and offensive realism generates different implications of the
anarchy (Waltz 1979, 117).

Kenneth Waltz's balance of power theory is the most famous example of the neo-realistic
approach. There are states which act for "universal domination™ at the maximum and "seek

their own preservation™ at the very least. To achieve the end, actors use the following



efforts: internally, they develop sensible strategies to "increase economic capability” and
"military strength”, while externally they move to "strengthen [their] own alliances" or to
"weaken the opposing one". A self-help system is considered the condition for the theory
operation, in which weak actors, who fail to help themselves, will suffer from unwanted
consequences. This fear builds motivation for states to behave in ways that form the
"balances of power". The theory explains a result which may diverge from the original
intention of the actors, meaning that maintaining a balance itself may easily not be the aim.
Yet most of the statements ascribe the balance maintenance to states as a conscious motive.
Notably, the theory does not explain the particular policy of the state, rather making
assumptions on the state motives (Waltz 1979, 117-119).

Externally, balancing is sensible, when states - should they fall behind - "combine with
other actors™ and "work harder" to increase the strength. According to Waltz, "in anarchy,
security" not power "is the highest end”, and power is considered more as "means"”. Thus,
encouraged to seek security, secondary states will join the coalition with safe and defensive
strength to "dissuade adversaries from attacking” (Waltz 1979, 119-122).

With regard to the research objectives, Kazakhstan's policy to maintain peace and stability
clearly features the above mentioned theory of defensive neorealism. The Republic actively
pursues a multi-vector foreign policy through balancing the influence of major powers, and

thus harmonizing economic development and state security.

Methodology

To test and see if the theory is valid, the application of the deductive research approach
proves to be relevant.

The contemporary crisis in Ukraine raised serious concerns in Kazakhstan and presented
Kazakh-Russian relations as the next potential point of tension. However, the experience

of the Russia-Ukraine crisis seems to be highly unlikely due to political, social and



historical differences between Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Although the states have a
“common history due to the forming a part of the Russian Empire” and the Soviet Union,
they “implement various strategies of nation-building, ethnopolitical processes, and
statechood development”. The government of “Kazakhstan pursues the policy of forming
multiple identities. In contrast, the social and cultural situation of Ukraine has increased
the potential for conflict due to the formation of a modern civilized nation there” (Zogg
2016, 4). The experience of Crimean annexation can be considered a particular case to
explain the absence of bias on Kazakhstan’s part against Russia. Hence the need in a
comparative approach is to examine the difference between the Ukraine and Kazakhstan
policies.

As there are many publications on tensions in the post-Soviet space, the Kazakhstan and
Russia relations are brought out as an issue of considerable importance. The research is
based on the multilingual and multicultural literature sources, and in order to assess a
broader scope of the relations, English, Russian and Kazakh sources are utilized, including
international research works, scholarly articles, published interviews provided by
government representatives, and other literature available in local databases. Following the
EAEU establishment and analyzing the importance of Caspian oil reserves, the research
considers statistical data offered by the World Bank, the IMF, the Statistics Committee of
the National Economy Ministry of Kazakhstan, and the Federal State Statistics Service of
Russia.

When it comes to the ethnic relations, there are several surveys to provide the evidence of
Kazakhstani public attitude towards Kazakh-Russian relations after Crimea crisis,
Kazakhstan’s language policy, and Russia’s foreign policy on expansion. Although many
ethnic Russians are well-integrated in Kazakhstan, there is little data to confirm whether

they feel discriminated against or maintain the status quo. Moreover, the Russian media



have a major presence in Kazakhstan, which may have its effect on the Republic’s
government. While Kazakhstan initiated policies on strengthening the primacy of the
Kazakh language, including the alphabet transition, there is not enough data to explore the
impact of these policies on people of Kazakhstan. Surveys on the extent to which

Kazakhstanis are supportive of the language policy would fill this gap.

Analysis

The triumph of democracy and the end of the Cold War have influenced the system of
international relations greatly, leading to the emergence of new challenges. The
development of current and alleged strategic alliances have put security and stability at risk
in the post-Soviet space and the world as a whole. Boris Yeltsin, driving the Russian
regime, and the EU, enlarging the borders with the Eastern and Central states back in the
1990 and 2000s - marked the end of the war history. Mr Yeltsin withdrew Eastern-European
troops, having curtailed military spending and allowed Ukraine to maintain part of the
Black Sea Fleet. Both Yeltsin and Putin, the current nation leader, did not encourage
Crimean separatism, nor did they approve the independence of South Ossetia, Abkhazia
and the separated territory of Transnistria. Meanwhile, Russia admitted the enlargement of
NATO by the accession of post-Soviet states such as Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and the
former members of Warsaw Pact. And while the United States maintained military bases
in Central Asia, Russia lowered its military presence in Cuba and Vietnam in 2002. The
collaboration between Russia and the United States on disarmament of nuclear weapons
since 1991 and actions against terrorism after the September 11th attacks have
demonstrated Russia as a potential partner to the West (Grigas 2016, 6-9).

However, tensions over NATO and EU expansion reemerged, and the enlargement reached
the borders of Russia's neighbouring states which were viewed as the inherent area of

Russian influence. Moreover, in 2008, Russia’s revival appeared in the Russo-Georgian
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conflict. Some see Russia’s rising imperial ambitions as a result of high oil prices in the
mid-2000s, while others view it as the need to restore Russia after the disintegration of the
USSR as for Putin, “the collapse of Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe
of the century” (Barbashin and Thoburn 2014). Johan Galtung, a Norwegian sociologist
and the founder of the peace and conflict studies, viewed Russia as an expansionist with
spreading its influence on the basis of Slavic culture, Russian orthodoxy and “building a
Soviet Union II based on Russia, Belarus, eastern Ukraine, and northern Kazakhstan”
(Motyl 2001, 113). The strategy outcomes can be seen in the following annexation of
Crimea.

The war in Eastern Ukraine and Crimean annexation aroused mounting anxiety followed
by further aggression from the Western powers. Before the Crimea annexation, a military
threat to the post-Soviet states did not seem to be plausible despite active foreign economic
policy of Russia towards its neighbouring countries. Following the conflicts of the 1990
and 2000s in Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Transnistria, the Crimea takeover triggered yet
another common concern. This led many political analysts and Western power leaders to
agree that Russia under Vladimir Putin appears to challenge the current order of the post-
Cold-War period instead of being a partner to Europe and the United States. Over this,
within scholars and policymakers communities a question on subsequent objectives of
Russia in relation to the post-Soviet states and Eastern Europe arose. The potential of
redrawing boundaries with the former Soviet Union republics on the pretext of protecting
Russian compatriots abroad became very plausible (Kivirdhk 2009, 9-10).

Since the current crisis in Ukraine suggests that Russia may anticipate future steps towards
other states with a significant Russian diaspora, this would inevitably influence the bilateral

relations between Russia and its direct neighbouring state, Kazakhstan.
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Considering the Central Asian countries, Kazakhstan is the largest country in the region
and the ninth largest country in the world; its geographic location between resource-
demanding China and influential Russia cannot be overestimated in contemporary
developments. Alongside its geopolitical location, the country is one of the world’s leading
uranium producers and is famous for its oil, gas reserves and energy resources in the
Caspian region, which again intensifies its strategic position. This directly involves
multiple national interests of the USA, China and Russia due to various trade deals and
security factors, arising from the Afghanistan neighbourhood (Cooley 2012). However,
greater military and economic roles of Russia are taken for granted in this region.

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union and the formation of new foreign policies,
Russia has transformed into the key military partner of Kazakhstan. This is explained by
major threats to the security in the region, including extremist movements and transnational
organized crimes coming from Afghanistan. Moreover, a considerable concern for the
Kazakhstani military policy originated in January 2005, after the negotiations with Russia
on Kazakh-Russian borders delimitation, causing possible disputes with China (MFA
2013). Changing its relationship with China, Russia gained a reputation of a political
supporter for Kazakhstan in relations with other countries. Along with security relations,
other aspects also remain important. In the economic sense, there is a profound importance
of Russia for Kazakhstan, whereby the latter is dependent on its energy exports as almost
100% of gas and some 85% of Kazakhstani oil are exported to foreign markets through
Russia (Today.kz 2015). Additionally, a high concentration of Russian diaspora residing in
the Northern region (Map 1), inherited from the Soviet Union, accelerated concerns about
Russian irredentism although this trend has been rapidly declining. Thus, the ethnic factor
seems to play an important role in the Kazakhstani foreign policy, where Moscow may

view Russian Kazakhstanis as more favourable for Russian policy and may consider it as
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valuable assets. During the collapse of the USSR, the Russian population in the northern
territory exceeded 65% and Kazakhstan’s policies of nation-building were intentionally
implemented in the North. According to some analysts, the relocation of the capital to
Astana was caused by the threat of a possible secession of northern territories to Russia
(Bremmer, lan, and Welt 1996, 188). Lastly, the Ukrainian factor has intensified tensions
between Russia and Kazakhstan, where the latter has been often characterized as a next

potential candidate for confrontation (Brletich 2015).

l

R

- Significant Russian » Conflict regions A Seif-declared republic
speaking populations

Y Annexed region

MAP 1. Distribution of Russian speakers and disputed territories across the post-Soviet states.
Map drawn by Giedré TamasSauskaité

Importantly, the “Russian threat” concept should be conveyed with caution. According to
the research on vectors of “influence” conducted by Laruelle, Royce, and Beyssembayev,
if a state acts favourable to a second state, then it must not mean that the second state has
manipulated or forced the first state to act in a desirable manner (Laruelle, Royce, and
Beyssembayev 2019, 3-4). The reasons unconsidered by scholars are that states act in a

manner beneficial to military powerful states simply because the objectives pursued by the
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states align with those of the other influential states or due to economic and politically
strategic motives (Isaac 1987, 8).

To sum up, contemporary developments of Kazakh-Russian relations require profound
consideration. Since independence declaration, Kazakhstan has been promoting its multi-
vector policy with the desire to maintain balance through security alliances and
international integration. The analysis of these processes reveals a number of insights,
including approaches for other post-Soviet cultures to prevent large-scale conflicts or

confrontations in the region.

Literature Review:

It should be noted that the majority of literature only reviews the relations between Russia
and the Central Asian region, with a short number of publications on specific spheres of
Russian ties with Kazakhstan. Even though there is a paucity of literature, there is a limited
number of fundamental sources that assess these relations in a broader scope. As such, the

academic literature has been as follows:

1. Alexandrov, Mikhail. 1999. Uneasy alliance: relations between Russia and
Kazakhstan in the post-Soviet era, 1992-1997. No. 66. Greenwood Publishing Group.

This is the first source in English which provides a study of Kazakh-Russian relations with
the interpretation of many events since Gorbachev’s time. Due to the rapid political change
that emerged after the USSR collapse, the book introduces new concepts and developed
approaches in examining the Kazakh-Russian relations nature. The analysis the book
provides demonstrates how Russia and Kazakhstan strived for establishing a new and post-
imperial foundation for their relations. With the knowledge of Russian foreign policy
mechanisms, the author examines major groups of problems: Kazakh policy of a nation

creation and other integration initiatives, bilateral military relations, Russia’s eagerness for
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Kazakhstan’s energy resources, Kazakhstan’s nuclear withdrawal and the Caspian Sea
status.

2. Mansurov, Tair. 1996. “Razvitie Kazakhstansko Rossiiskikh otnoshenii v
protsesse suverenizatshii Kazakhstana. 1991-1995 godi” [Development of Kazakh-
Russian relations in the process of Kazakhstan's sovereignty. 1991-1995]. Moscow:
Rossiiskaya Akademiia Nauk.

The study of Mr Mansurov on the development of Kazakh-Russian relations while gaining
sovereignty in the Republic is of particular interest. On the basis of extensive factual
material and personal observations, the author analyses the development of the relations
for the period from 1991 to 1995. This is an important scientific work for studies on CIS
problems and integration processes. It reveals a Kazakhstani position on the bilateral
relations with Russia development and, at the same time, sees Russia underestimate the
integration processes.

3. Grigas, Agnia. 2016. Beyond Crimea: the new Russian empire. Yale University
Press.

Agnia Grigas demonstrates how the Russian policy has been implemented in Ukraine and
Georgia. Her purpose is to prove that Russia begins to reconstitute its empire back to the
sixteenth century by intervening in its neighbour’s affairs on the basis of defending
threatened compatriots. Grigas provides an analysis of the nature of Putin’s foreign policy
and how Russia uses both hard and soft power for its territorial expansionism. Her claims
are based on the experience of Georgian war in 2008 and Ukrainian conflict in 2014, which
serve as a warning to countries at similar risk, like the Baltic States, Kazakhstan and

Moldova.
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4, Laruelle, Marlene, Dylan Royce, and Serik Beyssembayev. 2019. “Untangling
the puzzle of “Russia’s influence” in Kazakhstan.” Eurasian Geography and
Economics 60.2: 211-243.

The article discusses the theme of “Russian influence” which has been often assumed by
analysts without care, and the reasons why several states act in a manner favourable to
another left unconsidered by most of the analysts. In this view, the authors explain these
reasons through endogenous and exogenous vectors generated actively or passively by
states. Examining the vectors allows understanding the Kazakhstani-Russo relationship and
explains Russia-favourable behaviour of Kazakhstan. The latter is achieved through a more
nuanced discussion of Russia’s strategic and economic ties with Kazakhstan, the Russian
language status, the Russian minority issue, the Russian media presence, and quite a
widespread “Russophilia” in Kazakhstan.

5. Cameron, David R., and Mitchell A. Orenstein. 2012. “Post-Soviet
Authoritarianism: The Influence of Russia in Its “Near Abroad”.” Post-Soviet Affairs
28.1: 1-44.

Thinking about political power forms in the post-Soviet states, the article examines the
changes extent and direction in democratic and authoritarian elements, the extent to which
Russia can exercise the leverage in relation to the states, its influence on the forms of
political authority, particularly the degree of democratization.

6. Pantin, Vladimir Igorevich, and Vladimir Valentinovich Lapkin. 2015.
"Etnopoliticheskie i etnosocialnye protsessy na postsovetskom prostranstve (na
primere Rossii, Belorussii, Kazahstana | Ukrainy)* [Ethnopolitical and Ethno-Social
Processes in the Post-Soviet Region (Case Study of Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and

Ukraine)]. Polis 5: 75-93.
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The article analyzes key trends in ethno political and ethno social development in the
largest post-Soviet states, Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine. Special attention is
paid to the comparative analysis and the correlation of ethnic and civil components of
identity, as well as identity politics in each of the states. The authors analyze the difficulties
of developing civic identity and civil society, as a result of continuing uncertainty of nation-
building guidelines, as well as low political efficiency. It is shown that the situation in the
area of interethnic relations and national identity across the countries are very different.

7. Zabortseva, Yelena Nikolayevna. 2016. Russia's relations with Kazakhstan:
Rethinking ex-Soviet transitions in the emerging world system. London: Routledge.
The book is of particular interest to researchers of post-Soviet and CIS, which centres upon
exploring changing relations between Kazakhstan and Russia and the influence on the post-
Soviet engaging with the world. Integrated relations between the two states are explored
from a historical perspective, started back in 1991; the book also analyzes politics,
economics, nuclear disarmament, ethnicity and national identity issues, regionalism and

security.

4. 1991-1999. Disintegration of the Soviet Union and Kazakhstan’s State-Building
Process.

Russian Imperialism over Soviet non-Russian republics.

It is important to consider the influence of historical trends on contemporary Kazakhstan-

Russian relations, particularly in security and ethnic dimensions. The country was heavily

influenced by Russian imperialist views beginning with the Russian protectorate, when

Kazakhs were threatened by Zunghars’ invasion, appealed for Catherine’s protection, and

ending with ethnic distribution and forced migration from the Soviet Union.
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In the first years of the Bolsheviks’ rule, the goal of the Communist Party was to
demonstrate to the world that the USSR was a voluntary federation of equal Union
republics and to make the Party’s power effective in a multinational community. However,
in the 1930s, Stalin witnessed the growth of non-Russian culture, ideology, languages and
saw the sense of national identity as a threat to Moscow. This led Stalin to stressing Russian
patriotism, Soviet loyalty to communist order and to creating a monolithic society,
separated from the threatening international environment. Obviously, more than a half of
the demographic and political core of the Soviet Union was constituted by the Russians.
Largely perceived as a leader and core patron for the USSR people, Russia was still
unshakeable until Stalin's death in 1953. In the post-Stalin era, the economy was ruled in a
very centralized manner, with a Stalinist component - no mass terror. The 1958 educational
reforms on Russian language teaching were implemented across high schools and higher
educational institutions of many non-Russian republics. For instance, although Ukrainians
dominated office-holding in the central Party and in the armed forces, only 19% of
Ukrainian textbooks for higher education and 30% of all books were published in
Ukrainian. By 1974, the majority of urban school students in Ukraine were enrolled in
Russian-language schools, parents wanting to achieve a better future career for their
children (Lieven 2000, 292-93).

The cultural revolution of Stalin in the 1930s enhanced the Russian language role through
classical literature and musical heritage. In the communist system of education, Russians
had a strong source of identity, triumph and pride, where the language of Lenin and Pushkin
would be the world’s main language. Knowing this language, everyone could share Soviet
identity for prestige, high culture, and immense richness (Lieven 2000, 306).

The fluency in Russian was required for anyone in the USSR who was needed a successful

career. This included all ministries, committees, state organs of the Union. Russian was
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portrayed as the language of not just state or government but also as the language of high
culture, elite and future. The latter provided Russians a sense of progress and power,
particularly in developing regions of the Union. Other languages were defined as ethnic. In
some not Slav republics, like Kazakh Soviet Socialist Republic (KSSR), widely used
Russian language no doubt contributed to a strong sense of Soviet identity, which inevitably
bound the whole Union with cultural russification. The identity and the language status of
non-Russian republics had been threatened in result. The experience of communist youth
organizations, like Komsomol and Pioneers, left distinctive marks in the memories of both
Russian and non-Russian children, who passed Soviet schools (Lieven 2000, 306-307).
The feeling of loyalty to the Soviet regime emerged from a number of shared
understandings and beliefs. For instance, these assumptions were used in the school system
through the history lessons about the Union’s past. The lessons were consciously taught in
a different way, with a number of omissions. In the Soviet version, the history was centered
upon Russia as a victim of oppression, meaning no wrongs had ever been committed by the
Russian people. All Soviet citizens were therefore taught to believe to be the first socialist,
modern, progressive and powerful society in the world.

However, the sudden shocking fail of communism had been a terrible punch to Soviet
identity and patriotism. The task to overthrow global capitalism had been extremely
ambitious for the country with a weaker economy than Western Europe. The Union’s
regime restrained its legitimacy to compete with capitalism and achieve external goals.
Moreover, anti-Russian feelings had been formed among republican leaders and non-
Russian nations. The basic reason for the failure of Communist regime was in fact a loss of
ideology, and under Gorbachev, the Soviet citizens abandoned their commitment to Soviet
patriotism and identity as the regime’s project of modernity failed and became public. The

loss of credibility to Soviet ideology was also the reason for wrong predictions about
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capitalism economic failure, which eventually led to a final crisis in 1991. The legitimacy
of Communist leadership was destroyed by the failure of Gorbachev's economic reforms
combined with democratization, Glasnost (loosely, “publicity”’) about the Soviet state’s
past and denunciation of Stalin’s terror. The ethnic diversity of the Union always made the
relationship between the imperial center and the regional leaderships politically fragile.
Republican first secretaries would not have supported or passed resources to the center if
they had not received something in return. Therefore, the Soviet regime needed to pursue
the policy of providing regional leaders with legitimacy, high status, security protection,
and budgetary resources (Lieven 2000, 335).

Indeed, the impact of democratization contributed sufficiently to the disintegration of the
Soviet Union. The democratic reform implications introduced to almost all Union republics
in 1989-1990s led republican leaders to become dependent on their local electorates rather
than on the Party in Moscow. In the 1990s, to adapt to the challenges of perestroika
(loosely, “reorganization”), the republican leadership was allowed to apply the means for
independent survival. Thus, the breakdown of the Central Party’s power and its relationship
with republican elites incentivized regional leaders to seize local assets, satisfy the needs
of electorates, and control regional power. In the midst of severe economic crisis, the Union
had to evolve flexible institutions and open semi-democratic means overnight, consequent
rules being hastily crushed week by week. Given the chance of democratization and
glasnost (loosely, “publicity”), the population was bound to demand a better life after seven
decades of tyrannical ruling. At the end, the failure was inevitable, having left all Union
republics with a very complex destruction of the communist political and economic systems

(Lieven 2000, 335).
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Disintegration of the Soviet Union and the development of Kazakhstan as a
sovereign state.

The history of Kazakhstan is inseparable from the history of Russia. During the period of
1991-1995, the Kazakh-Russian relations have passed a number of essential stages, which
can determine the scale and depth of the two countries’ integration.

A remarkable step towards the construction of a new Kazakhstani statehood was the
adoption of the Declaration on State Sovereignty in 1991 by the Kazakh SSR Supreme
Council and the first President election in 1990. The new stage in the history of the republic
began on December 16, 1991 with the state independence proclamation - a democratic state
with full authority over its territory and pursuing its own internal and external policy. The
process of political system formation in Kazakhstan was difficult and tense. In many
respects, it was caused by a legacy of former one-party, absence of political experience and
conditions for the state power, legal irregularity and modern level of the Kazakh statehood,
experiencing the first steps in formation. Parliamentarism in the Republic has gone through
a number of political problematic cases. In 1993, the Supreme Council decided to dissolve
itself. However, it is important to remember that the Council was the one who adopted all
state acts on sovereignty, independence of the country, election of the President and other
political reforms. In March 1994, the first professional parliament consisting of 177
deputies was elected. The new parliament proved incapable of legislative activity and was
elected with significant violations, which subsequently led to its dissolution. The new
Parliament, consisting of two houses, the Senate and the Majilis, was held with the active
participation of political parties and movements in December 1995. Being professional
enough this time, the new Parliament enacted legislation effectively and was compliant

with the principle of separation of powers (Mansurov 1996, 15-17).
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The First Constitution guaranteed the most important democratic rights, freedom and
ensured inter-ethnic harmony and civil peace. Analysing the first Constitution, a number of
discussion provisions governing citizenship and the State language should be highlighted.
Citizenship has been substantially unified: it is recognized as one and equal for all. The
Russian language, in the role of an undefined communication language, was given the
status of the official language used in state organizations and local governments equally
with the Kazakh. Having affirmed the high status of the Russian language in the
Constitution, the multi-ethnic State guaranteed conditions for the development of all
languages in Kazakhstan (Mansurov 1996, 17-18).

In terms of social and economic reforms, Russia's decisions forced the Kazakhstan
Government to use "shock therapy". The close interconnection of economic complexes, as
well as the vast neighboring territories of the two countries never enabled Kazakhstan to
choose another approach. In January 1992, Kazakhstan as well as Russia had to start price
liberalization. Based on the ineffectiveness of “shock therapy” tactics, the Kazakhstani
President decided to rely on the evolutionary process of consistent transformation in the
economy. Gaining economic independence associated with the national currency
introduction required to adopt strict measures against inflation and transition to the market.
In 1992, N.A. Nazarbayev, the first President, outlined key strategic goals of state
development in the document “Strategy of Formation and Development of Kazakhstan as
a Sovereign State”. However, this development concept was based on the need to tackle a
twofold task: on the one hand, to preserve national features of statehood, i.e. to prevent its
transformation into a simple union of administrative divisions; on the other, to establish a
permanent system for each nationality needs recognition. One complex challenge here was

an ill-advised policy on the language (Nazarbayev, 1992).
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The factor of multinationalism required constant attention as it determined the inter-ethnic
harmony provision in the Republic. Certain efforts were made to study the nation and ethnic
groups’ demands and to ensure constitutional norms, guaranteeing equal rights and
freedoms for citizens regardless of ethnicity or race, and thereby prohibiting all forms of
discrimination. Moreover, various associations of nationalities have actively begun
establishing in the country to promote the national traditions and culture and native
language studies development and support for other national needs. All these contributed
to the Assembly of People establishment, a broad public consultative body under the
Republic President (Mansurov 1996, 20).

At the first independence stage in Kazakhstan, just as in the other post-Soviet countries,
specific processes were developed to determine the recognition of these countries by the
international community, and especially by the leading powers. Kazakhstan-Russia
bilateral relations required a new legal definition so that the continuity of good neighbourly
traditions would not be violated. It is worth noting that integration initiatives originally
came from the leadership of Russia and Kazakhstan. A number of documents were signed
on cooperation between foreign ministries, agreements on the economic restrictions
removal, on price policy harmonization between the two countries and agreements on space
issues. Accordingly, all these documents regulating mutual economic relations laid the
foundation for further fruitful cooperation in the new market conditions.

In the new history of the two states, the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual
Assistance (25" May, 1992) between the Kazakhstan Republic and the Russian Federation
became the foundation for new relations. This document defined that the allied states build
their friendly relations guided by the principles of mutual respect for the state sovereignty
and territorial integrity, peaceful settlement of disputes and non-use of force or threats of

force, including economic and other pressure means, equality and non-interference in
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internal affairs, compliance with human rights and fundamental freedoms, fulfilment of
obligations in good faith, as well as other universally recognized norms of international law

(Rfembassy.Kz).

Post-Soviet bilateral economic relations and regional integration of Kazakhstan and
the Russian Federation.

The next stage in the relations development was very important from an economic point of
view, namely, the single Ruble zone collapse. In this situation, Kazakhstan was forced to
introduce its own national currency, and it can be seen how the independence, recently
declared by the state, was filled with real content. In fact, the year 1992 was marked by
numerous agreements stating that Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation would further
prioritize economic cooperation based on free trade principles, single payment means,
unfair competition elimination, etc. Among these agreements, it is important to bring out
the agreement on the Baikonur Cosmodrome facilities composition, transferred to the CIS
Strategic Forces, and the terms of their use and provision. But 1992 also distinguished itself
by the defense cooperation: the two countries' agreement on military service and the cross-
border military facilities joint use and protection (Embassy of Kazakhstan in Russia 1995,
103-04).

The period of 1993 can be noted as a transition of bilateral cooperation to a regional level.
The history of good-neighbour relations has determined the need for yet closer contact
between the two states in education, science and culture fields. In this regard, the
cooperation development in education confirmed the equality of all educational institutions
across the states, regardless of the instruction language.

In order to maintain common economic space, serious measures were taken to unite the
monetary systems, i.e. they created so-called "ruble zone of a new type". Sadly, itall turned

out fruitless. In a situation where two independent states are no longer united by a common
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form of government, a single ruble zone could mitigate the consequences of the central
state collapse, but only exist over a certain transitional period (Mansurov 1996, 27).
While considering this stage of bilateral cooperation, it is notable that Kazakhstan back
then was actively joining the world community, establishing diplomatic relations with
many states worldwide. The country was developing economic programs to revitalize the
economy, working with international organizations, including the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), and
establishing various joint ventures. The next stage for the relations started at the first official
visit to Moscow of the President N.A.Nazarbayev in 1994, a stage of expansion and deep
integration for Kazakhstan and Russia. The visit is important to mention because it laid the
groundwork for the relations in terms of documents related to the military-political aspect,
including the agreement on strategic nuclear forces temporarily located in Kazakhstan at
that time, the agreement on military-technical cooperation to dismantle nuclear devices
installed at the Semipalatinsk test site. The documents signed brought the relations to a new
level, becoming a strategic partnership for the years to come (Embassy of Kazakhstan in
Russia. 1995, 161-175).

The citizenship complexities had been unique since the collapse of the Union. The people
of the once united state perceived the situation very painfully, which brought considerable
discomfort to the population's traditional stereotypes. As a result, a legal clarity to solve the
complex problems was provided by a Yeltsin and Nazarbayev meeting in 1995, where they
signed the agreements on the legal status of Kazakh citizens permanently residing in Russia
and the status of Russian citizens permanently residing in Kazakhstan. The deed
undoubtedly relieved some tension.

Regarding economic integration, the Customs Union establishment among Kazakhstan,

Russia and Belarus made it possible to remove all obstacles for the goods free transit: they
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abolished existing tariffs and quantitative restrictions within the Union and established a
uniform tariff regime for the others. Thus, economic barriers in the form of customs duties,
control points, restrictions on the goods flow and complications in crossing borders were
removed by the Union, which resulted in an increased turnover thereafter.

At first, the underdeveloped market formation instruments and the lack of a competitive
environment were the main source of inflation, a decrease in demand, and subsequently a
decline in production in Kazakhstan. Yet the liberalization policy of 1992-94s and the
Customs Union allowed to approach the country’s policies together with developed market
economies. The volume of goods exports in 1994 was some $3.3 billion, the CIS countries
accounting for the major share and the Russian Federation for the largest, with its massive
47%. In the volume of Kazakhstan's import purchases, a huge share went to Russia, about
70%. It is also important that more than 50 enterprises, ensuring Russia's defense interests,
were operating in Kazakhstan back then, including main highways to the East, such as
Trans-Siberian and Yuzhsib (verbatim, “South Siberian”), as well as the largest Russian
communication lines, electricity transmission lines and pipelines. Besides, it is important
to point out that the Treaty establishing the Economic Union also served as the international
legal basis for economic integration (Mansurov 1996, 35).

Since the independence declaration, Kazakhstan had prioritized the task to ensure external
security and to seek guarantees from the world's leading powers. The military aspect was
due to the fact that the armed forces across the CIS countries are a “has-been” of the now
bygone USSR Armed Forces, meaning they possessed a significant number of similar
nuclear weapons and shared a common organizational structure, tactics and strategy.
Nuclear security and forces available for the CIS countries were extremely important. As
it is known, after the Union collapse, nuclear forces remained in Kazakhstan, Russia,

Belarus and Ukraine. By the end of 1992, all Soviet tactical weapons had been returned
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back to Russia, whereas the strategic weapons had posed a more complex problem. This
issue made Russia and the United States to engage the three states in talks and eventually
conclude the Lisbon Protocol in May 1992. The protocol obliged Kazakhstan, Russia,
Belarus and Ukraine to acquiesce Soviet Union nuclear weapons to the strict and reliable
control of a single integrated command and made all the states party to the START-I
(Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty). The agreement signaled Kazakhstan's intention to
prevent the spread of nuclear arms and accede to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-nuclear-weapon State party, a commitment that
continues to be complied with today (Mansurov 1996, 37)

Furthermore, relating to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Budapest Memorandum on
Security Assurances was signed by Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Belarus in December 1995,
thereby providing security guarantees against threats to territorial integrity or political
independence. The adoption of this document was a major event in international politics.
The three powers of the Non-Proliferation Treaty — the US, UK and Russia - had
collectively pledged to ensure Kazakhstan's sovereignty, its territorial integrity and
guarantee security against economic coercion. Kazakhstan received similar security
assurances from China and France in separate documents. Military cooperation between
Russia and Kazakhstan is caused by many factors, the main of which is the military
security. Because of Kazakhstan's geopolitical position, Russia cannot ensure its military
security nor can Kazakhstan without having Russia as a military-strategic ally, solving
security problems. The path of military cooperation was not easy and smooth back in 1995
when both states signed agreements on the military service of Russian citizens in
Kazakhstan and on the status of Russian military units temporarily stationed in the state.
At all times, cultural interaction has been a connecting link between peoples. Traditions of

mutual cultural enrichment in Russia and Kazakhstan are examples of true Eurasian and
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harmonious synthesis. A great Kazakh poet Abay Kunanbayev and a scientist Chokan
Valikhanov both emphasized the timeless importance of the Russian language. The failure
of previous cooperation caused great concern in the sphere of Kazakh students' education
and training of scientific and pedagogical experts. Despite the separation, Russian
universities remained the backbone for training top-class professionals, and over the Soviet
period, from 1,500 to around 2,000 specialists in all fields had been acquiring valuable
insights and skills at Russian universities. As a result, the 1995 Protocol on Higher
Education Cooperation was concluded, allowing Kazakh students to continue their studies
at Russian higher education institutions (Embassy of Kazakhstan in Russia. 1995, 181-
191).

Geopolitical changes in the world during the years of the Union's disintegration created a
fundamentally new situation in the Caspian region. In 1991, the Soviet Union alongside
with Iran was replaced by four new sovereign Caspian states — Russia, Kazakhstan,
Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan, which also gained access to Caspian resources altogether.
Among tough problems was reaching a compromise on the Caspian Sea status. Kazakhstan,
Turkmenistan and Azerbaijan are intra-continental countries with no access to the open sea,
so Caspi importance as one of the main transport hubs rocketed, let alone the possibility to
independently exploit its resources.

The Caspian Sea problem is multidimensional, and its oil and gas reserves can easily be
compared to that of the Persian Gulf. Such wealth is of strategic importance for the Caspian
countries in terms of fishing, shipping, research and development, and exploitation of the
seafloor with its rich hydrocarbon resources. The latter needed a relevant international legal
framework and multilateral consultations held in 1994-95 confirmed the need for a joint
compromise on the Caspian Sea status. This was also emphasized by the US Naval Forces

Central Commander, Vice Admiral Kevin J. Cosgriff, who stated ‘“there are strong
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similarities of the challenges facing Kazakhstan in the Caspian and Persian Gulf States. In
both areas, relatively new navies are protecting off-shore and onshore infrastructures. They
also face similar geographic and hydrographic challenges” (Clarke, 2007). Thus,
Kazakhstan became the initiator of the negotiation process among the five Caspian
countries, having developed and presented its draft Convention on the Legal Status of the
Caspian Sea in 1994 (Barsegov 1998, 121).

Kazakhstan proposed to tailor the general UN Convention principles and provisions to the
Caspian Sea situation, giving it an updated legal content based on the area peculiarities,
individual and common interests of each coastal state, the Caspian ecosystem preservation,
cooperation development and ensuring peace and stability in the region. Kazakhstan
believed that Caspian seabed and subsoil should be delimited among the coastal states,
which would have national jurisdiction and exclusive rights over mineral resources
exploration and exploitation. This indicates that Kazakhstan not only relied on international
rules, but also followed customary law, developed on the basis of the extensive USSR and
Iran practice, with the end to produce Caspian oil independently, without mutual
consultation (Vovk, lvanov 2013, 32).

Kazakhstan’s initiative and active position on the Caspian problem was dictated by the fact
that the Caspian Sea resources began to play an important role in the economic and political
life of the country and its cooperation with the outside world. The country's success in
socio-economic development was closely linked to the effective operation of the oil and
gas complex, foreign-investment-backed. According to estimates in the 1990s, Kazakhstan
was the thirteenth-largest country in the world in terms of commercially valuable
hydrocarbon reserves, with a proved reserve ratio to annual production of 99 years,
compared with 83, 23, and 21 years for Saudi Arabia, Russia, and China respectively. The

country's annual oil production in the second half of the 1990s was 23-25 min tons ($57-
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62k today’s equivalent), almost half of which was domestic consumption (Zhiltsov 2003,
18).

Kazakhstan considered it inappropriate to divide the Sea into national sectors, suggesting
the principle of determining endorsed parameters for the territorial sea and the joint use of
the remaining water column and surface. Following Kazakhstan, most Caspian States
developed draft conventions on the Sea legal status, which revealed significant differences
in approaches to achieving consensus. The debates on the numerous Caspian problems
remained inconclusive, which prompted Kazakhstan and Russia to take practical steps
towards the rational use of their positions in the region.

An example of such use was the joint cooperation statement signed by former presidents
N.A.Nazarbayev and B.N.Yeltsin in Almaty, in 1996. Now, the Caspian Sea legal status
was to be determined by the Caspian states on a consensus basis, meaning no one had
exclusive rights to resolve the issue unilaterally. In addition, the parties were in favour of
intensifying and resuming the negotiation process among the states. Kazakhstan and Russia
attempted to reconcile the positions of all five Caspian states at similar bilateral
negotiations with the rest of the region. And it was a breakthrough: they determined the
Caspian Sea legal status that day. Having signed the agreement on the seabed delineation
in the northern part of the Caspian Sea with respect to sovereign rights for subsoil use on
July 6, 1998, Kazakhstan and Russia brought so much needed certainty to the northern
Caspian Sea legal status. Indeed, the certainty put an end to the dispute over the question if
the Caspian is a sea or a lake. The stakeholders recognized it as a sea, which enabled
applying relevant international norms, in particular the division of its natural resources
(Tokaev 2011, 210). The following agreement, in 2000, indicated that the bottom of the
northern part of the sea and its subsoil, maintaining a shared use of the water surface for

fishing, navigation and environment protection, are demarcated between the parties along
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a median line, modified on the basis of equity and mutual agreement principles (Vovk,
Ivanov 2013, 33-34).

Finally, Kazakhstan’s position on the Caspian problem was nevertheless taken as a basis
for the bilateral agreements signed with the Russian Federation in 1998 and 2000s. Despite
the fact that the Caspian status had not been clearly defined before then, bilateral
negotiations between Kazakhstan and other Caspian states became significant groundwork
for diplomatic actions later on.

Despite some progress in the bilateral relations establishment and development, many of
the stated goals remained “as a matter of good wishes”. Ethno-political problems became
a serious challenge for bilateral relations. The state border, which emerged after the USSR
collapse, separated a number of people from their historical homeland, including Russians
living in Kazakhstan and Kazakhs inhabiting the border regions of the Russian Federation.
Although the both countries officially recognized post-Soviet administrative border as an
interstate boundary, there were mutual territorial claims — unofficial - which threatened the
states with ethnic conflicts escalation. In addition to the socio-economic situation,
discrimination against the "non-native" population in education and public sector
employment resulted in the Russian-speaking population emigrating from Kazakhstan,
with the outflow reaching massive 2.5 million people over a decade, 1989 to 1999
(Mansurov 2001, 273).

In order to prevent uncontrolled disintegration, Kazakhstan and Russia were able to
establish a solid legal foundation for the relations development, including the Treaty of
Friendship. Thanks to the constructive dialogue, mutual recognition of existing borders and
non-interference in internal affairs, they managed to avoid further involvement in an ethno-
political conflict threatening not only the very two states but also the world as a whole.

Thus, Moscow's claims to Northern Kazakhstan could easily lead to a nuclear conflict
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between Russia and Kazakhstan, given that they had the world's third largest nuclear
capacity until 1995. Nevertheless, had Kazakhstan satisfied Moscow’s claims, the Russian
Federation would have received bills and faced the unprotected border with Kazakhstan,
now unfriendly and ready to join anti-Russian coalitions (Golunov 2008, 51).

One of the most serious problems in the period was weak agreements and treaties
implementation. The treaties were easily undermined by the parties if they did not meet
their short-term interests, and the circumstances of national currency introduction in 1993
is an example. Having announced its new currency, Russia did not agree this step with its
CIS partners. In response, Kazakhstan, agreeing to recognize the Russian ruble as a
common monetary unit, was at the same time issuing its own national currency.

Another striking example of inconsistency is the unilateral steps taken by Russia in 1997
in the sphere of tax legislation, which entailed double taxation of exports from the both
countries and resulted in a 31% reduction of Russian-Kazakh trade turnover in 1997-1998
compared with that of 1996. Moreover, a strong impact on the process of creating a free
trade zone had a financial crisis in Russia in August, 1998: after ruble devaluation, cheaper
Russian products flooded the Kazakhstani market, forcing its government to impose
temporary restrictions on importing 23 groups of goods into the country. After the April
1999 financial crisis, the restrictions lifted, the integration process nevertheless slowed
down considerably (Golunov 2008, 53).

Given the circumstances, it is notable that the 1994 draft document project "On the
formation of the Eurasian Union", proposed by the first Kazakhstani president, Nursultan
Nazarbayev, maintained its wide popularity, despite being doomed to fail. The project
introduced the Union as “...an independent union of equal independent states, aimed at the
realization of national interests of each member state and the existing set of integration

capabilities”. S.V.Golunov asserted that the project was knowingly bound to fall short
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(Golunov 2008, 52). The reason for project failure was that economic basis for the
association should have been the development of common principles for regulating export
quotas and prices for raw materials, however, there were quite sharp disagreements
between the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) on these points in the 1990s.
However, advocating for the Eurasian initiative, primary changes to improve multilateral
relations were already in place. The idea of Eurasianism came from Nazarbayev's intention
to establish alternative foreign economic policy and bring together mutual peace-making
values. There was no doubt that Kazakhstan aspired to strengthen economic ties with
neighbouring countries but follow its own cultural practices. Based on sovereignty, neither
the commonality nor dual citizenship was proposed - let alone provided - by the Eurasian
Union. All member states were allowed to integrate in other associations, though
(Saltybayev and Parkhomchik 2020, 199).

Giving his speech at the Moscow State University in 1994, Nazarbayev stated that post-
Soviet states were always connected to each other by historic and administrative ties. He
went on to say that “...the Eurasian Union is possible only on the principles of voluntariness,
equality, mutual benefit and consideration of the pragmatic interests of each participating
country”. (Akorda.kz 2014). Although new political order had not prepared CIS countries
for another form of political confederation, Nazarbayev continued to insist on Kazakhstan’s
vision of Eurasian cooperation. The first Nazarbayev’s idea of Eurasian integration was
underestimated by the majority of the CIS states and politicians back then. However, with
a common political space, trade relations and power systems, the Eurasian states could
realize that the establishment of such a union would be advantageous for them.

Since the independence declaration, Kazakhstan has been focused on balancing its relations
with Russia, China, and the US, considering its own integration policy as an effective tool

to preserve the harmony between the great powers. Relationship deterioration between the
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great powers gaining momentum, Kazakhstan began to make attempts to enhance
international credibility, and Eurasian integration was the best way to promote a sustainable
position in the international arena. Being aware that first attempts would entail serious
challenges and spark waves of reproach, Kazakhstan introduced systematic work on
improving its positive image of a reliable partner, expecting to make a successful
integration breakthrough. Therefore, it has always been the highest priority for Kazakhstan
to demonstrate Eurasianism benefits, which was later on identified as a fundamental
element of Kazakhstan’s foreign strategy. Indeed, the slogan “Friendship of Nations",
originated in the Soviet Union period, was right and multiculturalism turned the

Kazakhstani to be open for cultural innovations. (Saltybayev and Parkhomchik 2020, 202).

5. 2000-2004. Economic Initiatives of Kazakhstan and Increased Security Concerns.

Bilateral institutional economic initiatives and Kazakhstan’s efforts towards
alternative cooperation.

In 2000, a new stage began. Leadership change in Russia and a rapid economic growth in
the both countries marked the beginning of a new day for the Russian-Kazakh relations.
The states had far more funds for foreign trade operations available, plus investments and
large-scale joint projects, than in the 1990s. With the recurring complications between
Moscow and Minsk, Astana claimed the role of Russia's main partner across the former-
Soviet space, actively contributing to the creation of associations, such as the Eurasian
Economic Community (EAEC) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), which
was increasingly becoming politically important amid the weakened CIS and obvious
disagreements among its members.

In 2002, Kazakhstan and Russia managed to resolve the delimitation problem, having

signed the Protocol to the Agreement between them. The northern part of the Caspian Sea
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seabed now had its limits marked and described, and the renewed agreement secured the
external borders for Kazakhstan and Russia. Greater difficulties, however, were caused not
by the territory division or water areas but by transboundary mineral deposits, which was
eventually decided on a parity basis. Although some Russian politicians perceived the
compromise negatively - they considered the concessions made to Kazakhstan to be “an
excess”, - the unsettled territorial disputes could ruin the relations or, at least, set them into
an unfavourable scenario similar to the "Ukrainian”, thus depriving Russia of one of the
few remaining allies in the post-Soviet space (Barabanov 2005).

Favorable economic and political factors contributed massively to the rapid growth of trade
turnover. Since 2003, bilateral trade had been growing rapidly, and by the end of 2007 it
had increased four times, reaching some $16.3 billion. Russia and Kazakhstan resumed
parallel operating in energy systems, once divided in the 1990s, established joint ventures
for power generation and distribution, uranium enrichment, transport infrastructure, oil and
gas extraction, high-tech industries, etc. Established in January 2006 and planned by the
two states to form an investment portfolio, the Eurasian Development Bank took a
particularly significant initiative in financing the projects (Golunov 2008, 55).

A larger joint project was the construction of the Caspian Pipeline Consortium (CPC) for
exporting Caspian oil to Europe, stretching from Tengiz oil field to the Russian port
Novorossiysk-2. The project was believed to be one of the most important elements,
facilitating more successful economic cooperation. However, despite stable political
relations between the two states, tensions over Caspian oil projects occurred periodically
during the Putin’s presidency. Putin and Nazarbayev concluded several agreements on the
energy sector, including the Agreement on Oil Transit in June 2002, whereby it was 45

million tons of Kazakhstani oil to be exported through Russia with the extension over 15
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years. However, from the year 2004 on, there had been no successful attempts to facilitate
positive energy relations on the Russian part (Mikhailov 2002).

There were certain positive trends in cooperation between the common border regions,
which accounted for about 40% of Russian-Kazakh trade turnover in 2008. The sign of an
increased economic activity was a number of share purchases in Kazakh mining operators
by Russian businesspeople and Russian machine-building organizations by Kazakhstani
entrepreneurs. Since the late 1990s, Russia began to systematically strengthen the border,
and soon coordination efforts between the security agencies to counteract cross-border
challenges brought certain results. In the course of joint operations, criminal structures
involved in smuggling of illegal migrants and drug traffickers went under a serious
pressure. In October 2007, the head of the Russian border service, V. Pronichev, reported
that "...the channels of illegal migration for third-country nations across the Kazakh-
Russian border were almost completely blocked" (Popov 2007).

While the CIS’ share in Russia’s trade was insignificant, a real growth occurred in absolute
terms during 2000-2004 period. According to the Kazakhstan Agency of Statistics, the
growth in export and import with Russia held the first position among the CIS countries:
they went from $1.7b to $2.8b and from $2.4b to $4.8b respectively. A notable progress in
diplomatic cooperation ensued the establishment of trade consulates in the both countries,
becoming necessary bridges for mutual investments. In Uralsk and Almaty, Russian trade
representatives actively involved in facilitating trade cooperation, conducting multiple
researches on the demand for Kazakhstani produce across Russian markets. Moreover, the
intensification of partner economic projects had been widely influenced by the idea of
Eurasianism. The idea gained even stronger support from many Russian politicians after

Putin's presidency, including the Russian Minister of Culture, who emphasized the
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significance of Eurasian region because of “...its historical background and contemporary
ideology” (Zabortseva 2016, 112-114).

However, despite the achievements, there had been little to no significant breakthroughs in
the very relations: a vast majority of the results were achieved thanks to the economic
growth and favourable commodity prices worldwide.

Actively participating in joint projects with Russia, Kazakhstan did not abandon its multi-
vector policy, maneuvering between Russia, China, USA, EU and trying to avoid excessive
dependence upon any of them. Kazakhstan sought to find alternative routes and markets,
and on July 29, 2006, the first phase of the Atasu-Alashankou-Dushanzi oil pipeline was
launched, the project expanding from Kazakhstan to China. Energy cooperation between
Kazakhstan and China started in 1997, the agreements covering the oil pipelines operating
from Kazakhstani reserves in the Caspian Sea to Chinese Xinjiang (China Daily, 2006). In
addition, ongoing negotiations were to connect Kazakhstan to the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan
(BTC) pipeline by constructing a section to transport oil through the Caspian Sea bottom,
bypassing Russian territory. While Russia and Iran argued against the seabed pipeline,
Kazakhstan started to transport oil volumes by tankers (Starr 2005, 14). Russia's attempts
to increase political and economic pressure met a negative reaction in the Republic. It was
expressed in the statement of S.Kushkumbaev, the first deputy director at Kazakhstan
Strategic Research Institute under the President, who in October 2006 warned the Russian
side against the “arm-twisting policy" towards the neighbours (Golunov 2008, 56).
Russia's position in the investment field in Kazakhstan also remained relatively weak: the
total volume of Russian investments in the Kazakh economy was assessed as low,
noticeably inferior to the American, Chinese, British, Dutch, and Italian ones. Moreover,
during a decline in the Russian foreign direct investment (FDI), its investments fluctuated

over four years, 2001 to 2004, from $212m to $201m, while the FDI demonstrated much
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greater investment injections into the Republic’s economy, accounting for $1.4b in 2001
and $2.9b in 2004 (Zabortseva 2016, 114). Interestingly, the total volume of Kazakhstani
investments in the Russian economy, on the contrary, rose sharply, reaching $8b at the end
of 2006, which is approximately 3.5 times more than the amount of Russian investments

(Pritchin 2006).

Increased regional instability as a driver for international integration.

Increased instability stipulated the security importance, particularly in terms of terroristic
activities in Afghanistan, political instability in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. After extremist
Islamist groups in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan attacks, the Kazakhstani Border Guard
Service adopted serious security measures, and Russia was considered a key strategic
partner. Moreover, the reliance upon Russia was also caused by the border delineation with
China. The Protocol on the common border demarcation between Kazakhstan and China
was signed in 2002, which led to an increased concern about the border security, and about
70% of Kazakh border guards remained on the Chinese border. Moreover, instability
concerns among the population living on the Chinese side remained prevalent. These
factors therefore prioritized Russia’s role in strategic cooperation. The Kazakhstani and the
President all perceived Russia as a guarantor of Kazakhstan national security. At the official
visit to Moscow in 2002, Nursultan Nazarbayev endorsed the idea that “good neighborly
relations with Russia are one of the pillars of Kazakhstan's foreign policy since the first
days of independence. We have always viewed Russia as a strategic ally and partner and
will continue to do so. And this foreign policy imperative will never be questioned”
(Kazembassy.ru).

Increased cooperation was also supported by Putin. In first months of his election, Putin
adopted key documents, including the Concept of Foreign Policy, which prioritized

multilateral and bilateral cooperation with the CIS member states in the region as well as
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in various associations such as the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the
Customs Union. Even though the latter was severely criticized because of its superficial
character, some progress was achieved over military issues. Active implementation of
military agreements was reflected in the document in 2000 between “KazspecExport”, a
Kazakhstani enterprise, and a Russian defence enterprise, “RosVooruzhenie”, the key
condition of which was to supply defence equipment to Kazakhstan. Another positive
aspect in the military agenda between the two states was Kazakh officers training in
common programmes with their Russian counterparts and under Russia’s conditions. In
2004, both countries signed the agreement on Joint planning for the military force use to
preserve Kazakhstan and Russia national security. Until 2006, over 2500 Kazakhstani
citizens underwent specialist military service at Russian military institutions, including the
Federal Security Service (“FSB”), the Defence Ministry, Foreign Intelligence Service and
etc. Thus, the Republic’s military education was founded on the Russian model. In return,
Russia maintained access to new air and naval weapons at testing sites in western
Kazakhstan and the State Fight Test Center named after Valery Chkalov. The access was
also provided to ranges in Zhambyl, Aktobe, Karaganda, and Kyzylorda for testing military
munitions and missiles. In addition, the agreement on exchange reached over an
independent attack warning system, Balkhash-9, and the lease of the Kapustin Yar Testing
Site. And while military training had a high priority for the Kazakh military, the agreements
on the access to ranges for military testing was a top priority for the Russian “comrades”
(Zabortseva 2016, 106-107).

New agreements between Astana and Moscow were signed in 2004 as the legal foundation
for cooperation in the joint Baikonur space field exploitation. It was of the utmost

importance as the Republic perceived a satellite launch to be a symbol of involvement in
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joint space projects. As a result, the Bayterek space rocket complex was initiated, which
intensified the cooperation over the following years.

If military and security cooperation was mostly determined within the regional (CIS)
framework in the previous years, a greater collaboration was intensified within
organizations such as the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) by 2002. Acting as a security regime, the CSTO
was based on the allied states joint military potential to safeguard regional security and
stability, jointly protect independence, national sovereignty and territorial integrity from
terrorist bodies. Within the framework, the most effective cooperation recognized by the
UN was the anti-drug operation against the trafficking from Afghanistan. Although CSTO
cooperated with various regional (the SCO, former EurAstC, the Islamic Conference
Organization) and international organizations, it had no ties with its western counterpart,
NATO. In order not to strengthen Russian geopolitical role in the post-Soviet space, NATO
was unwilling to recognize CSTO despite several attempts made by the CIS representatives
to establish relationship. Even though the both organizations had similar objectives,
academic discourse often contrasts NATO with the CSTO. In his Comparative Analysis of
NATO and the CSTO, Justin Tomczyk compared key articles within the founding treaties
of both alliances, which hints at a prominent inconsistency in what sort of actions each
organization requests from their member states:

Article 5

“The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or
North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of
individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith,
individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems
necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of
the North Atlantic area” (North Atlantic Treaty, 1959).

40



Article 5

“The Organization shall operate on the basis of strict respect of independence,
voluntariness of participation, equal rights and duties of the Member States, non-
interference into the affairs falling within the national jurisdiction of the Member
States” (Collective Security Treaty, 1992).

The articles clearly identify how member states of each alliance should respond if security
and crisis situations roll out. FNATO’s article emphasizes obligatory actions against armed
attack, including the use of armed force, the CSTO, in comparison, insists on the “voluntary
nature” of such participation among its member states, with a relatively small list of
obligations (Tomczyk 2018, 3-4).

Nevertheless, despite close ties with Russia, Kazakh government continued maintaining
relations with the US. Practical cooperation started in May 1994 when Kazakhstan decided
to enter the Partnership for Peace programme (PfP). Since the efforts to establish
CENTRASBAT (Central Asian Peacekeeping Battalion) by Western sponsor had failed,
on January 31, 2000, the President Nazarbayev decided to establish its own peacekeeping
military unit, KAZBAT, with the task to deploy NATO and UN-led peacekeeping
operations. Since 2002, tactical military exercise “Steppe Eagle” had been hosted by
Kazakhstan, which operated under the NATO command (NATO 2019). The military
cooperation was intensified after 9/11 events when the US, the UK, France, and Turkey
initiated security programmes with Kazakhstan as a sign of the country’s developing
partnership with NATO (McDermott 2012, 36). This was followed by the agreement with
the US on using Kazakhstani aircraft for emergency cases related to the war in Afghanistan
and hosting US troops. After Kazakhstan’s statement to back the US against terrorism, in
2004, the country joined NATO Operational Capabilities Concept with an established
information centre in Astana. Nevertheless, in many cases US-Kazakhstan cooperation was

not always successfully developed because of the Republic’s simultaneous cooperation
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both with the US and Russia (Zabortseva 2016, 109). The criticism was over the Caspian
Navy Initiative, the programme agreed between the US and Kazakhstan to function as an
anti-terrorist educational center. However, the Kazakhstani navy initiative also entailed
coordinating other activities, such as a base construction aimed to protect the Republic’s
energy resources.

In addition, Republic’s active participation in the SCO, founded by the leaders of 5 post-
Soviet states and China, should be taken into account, a strong regional Chinese interest
against the background. The interest in full integration and economic investments within
the SCO framework had often been seen by the Russian government as the Chinese
unilateral power expansion in Central Asia. Yet, various strategic goals of each member
state aside, the SCO was strongly believed to become an effective counter-terrorism
mechanism. Thus, such initiatives to deepen partnerships within regional framework as
well as the organizations demonstrates the eagerness of the Republic to engage with key
strategic allies and maintain security and independence.

6. 2005-2012. The Military and Regional Collaboration Intensification Between

Kazakhstan and Russia.

Kazakhstan’s strive for regional integration.

The most intensive stage in bilateral cooperation between Kazakhstan and Russia is the
period of 2005-2012. Past disagreements and difficulties, particularly in the border
division, were solved after the border delimitation agreement between the two states, signed
in 2005. This provides evidence of the Republic's aiming at independence and national
development and the no-longer existent Russia's threat to redistribute the Kazakhstan
northern territories. In fact, the question of border division was one of the most challenging
left from tsarist ruling and Soviet regime. Border issues concerned the rise of Cossack

separatist movements on the both sides of the border seeking to return inherited northern
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territories back to Russian hosts. In 2000, 13 members of the group were sentenced to jail
by a Kazakh court, which indicated a clear message to all Russian separatists (Pannier and
Karabek 2014).

Further cooperation has been introduced since the last agreement in a course of several
annual meetings between the both presidents. In January 2006, for example, the Eurasian
Development Bank agreement was eventually signed. Promoting the Eurasianism idea,
Nursultan Nazarbayev pointed out two organizations - the SCO, former EurAsEC, and the
Conference on Interaction and Confidence-Building Measures in Asia (CICA) — to be the
integral parts of the Eurasian unity. An important factor to the strong and productive
cooperation during the second decade of bilateral relations was regular contacts between
the two presidents, about ten times per year. In 2006, Nazarbayev clarified that "in Kazakh-
Russian relations, there are no issues that would not be resolved through constructive
dialogue and consideration of mutual interests. There is a clear understanding between our
countries that only together can we adequately meet the challenges of time...Kazakhstan
and Russia are partners for centuries” (Akorda.kz 2014). During the visit of President Putin
to Astana in 2012, the initial Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance of
May 1992 was updated and came into force in September 2013.

A notable strengthening of Kazakhstan and Russia regional integration falls on the period
of 2005-2008. The integration intensification trends were not directly reflected in the CIS
relations but rather within the organizations framework, including the CSTO, SCO, and
EurAseC, which had had a better focus on regional integration over the period. The
EurAsEC had been considered the most influential organization across the region, within
which the Customs Union and the Eurasian Development Bank achieved the most
impressive progress. As a step towards economic integration, the member states - Russia,

Kazakhstan and Belorussia - had seen the Customs Union as an opportunity to develop a
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common market, increase investment volumes, and jointly respond to global threats.
Following a decline in 1992-2000, the CIS trade volume had been restored by 2006 and
rapidly grew thanks to the harmonized import tariffs. In 2010, new common tariffs were
introduced and border controls were abolished, which consequently resulted in import
tariffs change in Russia, Kazakhstan and Belorussia altogether. The drive behind the
change was the past determination of external custom tariff based solely on the Russian
duties. Thus, the overall trade among the three countries had grown rapidly by 25% over
the 2009-2010 period and by more that 60% by 2011, which also reflected recovery trends
(Zabortseva 2016, 138).

However, not all CIS countries sought for the EurAsEC membership. Uzbekistan’s
decision to withdraw its membership arose after the other member states declared they
would build new hydropower stations in the Central Asian region, which would negatively
affect ecology and agriculture - the most important sector for Uzbekistan's national
economy. Moreover, the EurAseC had long been viewed as increasing the Kremlin’s
influence across the former Soviet space and enforcing its long-term goal to establish a
single economic space, with rising energy sales revenues (Rakhimov 2010, 96-97).

These effects were also unfavourable for Kazakhstan with Russian companies registered in
the Republic seeing their rise (an 80 per cent increase in 2012 compared with 2011) as well
as increased prices on food. Despite the effects, Kazakhstan was at a stage of becoming a
member of the WTO: being assessed by the WTO members and in the middle of signing
various agreements on goods and services. As to the CSTO and SCO, the cooperation was
perceived as one opposing NATO. On the one hand, CSTO criticized NATO’s cold
response to the cooperation proposal coined in by the CSTO officials while Russia
concerned about NATO’s military bases in the CIS region. On the other hand, NATO’s

concern, in turn, raised the probability of the CSTO to interfere in the member states
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internal affairs during political or military upheavals, such as the civil war in Kyrgyz
Republic. The same was related to the SCO activities, particularly the 2005 mutual
declaration to withdraw US troops from Central Asia. In response, the US refused to
comply with the demands referring to the region's inability to benefit from cooperation
opportunities as well as provide better SCO-US cooperation in Afghanistan (Zabortseva
2016, 139-140).

China’s economic cooperation with Kazakhstan was intensified through capital investment
in regional development, particularly in the energy resources. For instance, China provided
unprecedented 10 billion US dollars injection to support the member states after the global
financial crisis of 2007-08. Key areas according to the SCO included nuclear security
cooperation, uranium mining, and utilization of nuclear waste. Inherited collapsed USSR
rail/road transport as well as gas/oil pipelines made Kazakhstan and other post-Soviet
republics consider an alternative regional cooperation with the Eastern neighbouring
countries — China, Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan. China’s role created conditions for the
economic cooperation intensification not only in Central Asia but also within the SCO and

ECO, Economic Cooperation Organization (Rakhimov 2010, 98).

Military and security cooperation with the Russian Federation and its impact on
Kazakhstan’s multi-vectorism.

Perhaps, solidifying political cooperation over the 2005-2008 period was linked to the
threats of instability in Kazakhstan, yet Russia had been of special support in security since
2004. It remained Kazakhstan’s primary strategic ally, however, particularly in spheres of
armed forces and military-technological cooperation. This, in turn, raised concerns from
NATO and the US despite the Republic’s approach to cooperate with both the West and

Russia.
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Russia gained the status of strategic guarantor of Kazakhstan national security thanks to
several factors, such as the 2005 border agreement, diminishing concerns about northern
territories of the Republic, and China as a threat to national security. Concerns arose among
the population who expressed a fear that current policy, such us immigration waves from
China, might cause Kazakh nation to disappear, on the grounds that they represent mere
1% of the total Chinese population. Chinese immigrants, compared with the Russian
population in Kazakhstan, made no attempts to assimilate into the Kazakh culture. In
addition, growing public concerns were further deepened by the following developments
in bilateral relations, including Chinese assistance provided after the 2008 global crisis. In
fact, the negotiation process for border delineation with China had been taking place for
six years, 1992 through to 1998, and the complete demarcation was attained in May, 2002.
Agreements were also signed among the other three neighbouring states: the Russian
Federation, the Republic of Kazakhstan, and the People’s Republic of China agreed to
define the Junction point of the borders, effective from May 5, 1999; also, the Kazakhstan
Republic, the People’s Republic of China and the Kyrgyz Republic agreed on the same
matter in August 25, 1999. Thus, growing public criticism at the background, Russia
positioned itself as a protector, referring to the close historical relationship with
Kazakhstan, which further strengthened its military position in the Republic (MFA 2013).
Military cooperation over the period was intensified simultaneously within the CSTO
framework and backed with some 60 important military agreements. A good example of
the latter is the amendments made to the agreement on supplying Russian defence
equipment to Kazakhstan in 2000. Russia had always been interested in military facilities
of the post-Soviet states, and anti-ballistic missile testing range Sary Shagan was one of
such facilities, which was later leased by the Russian Ministry of Defence. In 2006-2008,

Kazakhstan Defence Ministry had been focused on modernizing its air force, Russia-aided,
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to replace the outdated military stock, remnants of the Soviet era. For instance, deals on
air-defence missile systems procurement and existing equipment maintenance were
discussed by the states’ defence delegations in 2008. The most visible bilateral military
cooperation is reflected in two joint military drills, which took place in 2008 and 2012. The
first drill at the Chebarkul training range outside Chelyabinsk involved some 2000 soldiers,
100 combat vehicles, and 30 aircrafts, thus making it the largest military event among the
countries since Soviet Union disintegration. A similar joint exercise occurred in July 2012,
when the three-stage “Aldaspan-2012” exercise involved 3000 Kazakh air defence forces
units as well as the Interior Ministry, the Border Guard Service, and the Ministry of
Emergency Situations troops. Airborne troops from the Central Military District
represented Russia together with “I1-76 military transport aircraft and Mi-8 multi-purpose
helicopters” provided by the Russian Air Force (Weitz 2012).

However, prioritizing Russia in military affairs did not stop Kazakhstani cooperation with
the US and NATO. To implement the initiatives of military cooperation between the state
and the Alliance, the Individual Partnership Action Plan, a major program in the 1994 PfP,
was endorsed in 2006 by the Military-Political Committee within “NATO plus
Kazakhstan” format. Following this, a distinctive feature of the cooperation was a tactical
military exercise, “Steppe Eagle”, hosted by Kazakhstan since 2002 and operated under
NATO-led command during 2006-2009. The Republic’s peacekeeping battalion
participated in the activities (2003-2012) under the Euro - Atlantic Disaster Response
Coordination Centre (EADRCC), aimed at practicing disaster response capabilities and
enhancing cooperation in emergency cases. (NATO 2019). During his visit to Kazakhstan
in September 2007, the US Naval Forces Central Commander (NAVCENT), Vice Admiral
Kevin J. Cosgriff, stated “we have learned how to continually adapt to the changes

demanded by changing times, and this may be of interest to Kazakhstan” and that
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“...Kazakhstan may be able to benefit from NAVCENT experience conducting Maritime
Security Operations (MSO) in the Gulf” in the Caspian region (Clarke, 2007).
Nevertheless, despite active engagement within NATO, western political experts
maintained the view that Moscow remained the closest security and defence partner for
Kazakhstan. Richard Weitz, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military
Analysis at the Washington-based Hudson Institute, states that despite Republic’s multi-
vectored foreign policy to avoid a preference for any state, Moscow is
“...undoubtedly the Astana’s premier partner in defence and security areas. The
relationship resulted from the shared military heritage, culture, common threat as
well as their geographical proximity, shared alliances, and similar military doctrine,
strategy and tactics.” (McDermott 2012, 49).
7. 2013-2020. The Impact of Crimea Annexation on Relations Between Russia

and Kazakhstan Now.

Initial reaction of Kazakhstani population to the events in Ukraine.

In this chapter, the complexity of the political relations between Russia and Kazakhstan is
examined in the view of the tensions that emerged in Ukraine back in 2014. Despite
mutually beneficial relations between Kazakhstan and Russia, intensified during the recent
stages of cooperation, the influence of Crimean scenario raised serious concerns both in
Kazakhstan and the entire post-Soviet area (let alone the US and the EU) - no state would
have wanted to see Ukraine’s experience in their region.

Looking at the first reaction to the events in Ukraine, one can notice how vividly the impact
was reflected across the international media, without official statements from the foreign
affairs ministries of Kazakhstan and Russia, though. However, continuous press
discussions led Kazakhstan's President at the time to adopt the position, stating that

“Ukrainian people should solve their problems without external interference.”
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(Tengrinews.Kz. 2014). The Minister of Foreign Affairs back in the day, Erlan Idrissov,
explained that Kazakhstan takes “no sides” and that Russia, Ukraine, the European Union
and the United States are “all good friends” of the country. Moreover, he asserted that
Kazakhstan would not experience a “Ukraine scenario” with the reference to excess of an
economy by 6% in 2013 and “relative stability” of multi-ethnic society under the now-
former President Nursultan Nazarbayev leadership (Bases, 2014).

Kazakhstan's population opinion on the Crimea crisis and Russia’s foreign policy appeared
to show controversial results due to ethnic and territorial factors. For example, Northern
Kazakhstan, which is mostly dominated by the Russian population, believed to support
Russia in its actions in Crimea, while the rest of the country had diverse judgements upon
the subject.

Opinion polls conducted in 2014 by Demoscope, Bureau of Express Monitoring, indicated
that around one-third of the surveyed stated that Russia’s actions towards Crimea’s
independence should be favoured and supported. About 61% Kazakhstani people believed
that the territory historically belonged to Russia, while 73% viewed Crimea’s future to be
better supported by a stronger state, Russia (REGION.KG, 2014). According to an opinion
poll conducted in 2015 by a global consulting company, Gallup, about 72% of
Kazakhstan’s population supported Putin's foreign policy, ranking the fourth and going
even before Belorussia, who perceive Putin’s image most favourably (365info.kz, 2015).
Considering polls on integration trends, similar views were expressed in 2013, when over
73% of Kazakhstani respondents supported the Customs Union and most respondents (77.1
%) unequivocally support full economic integration within the Eurasian Economic Union
positively. According to Andrey Chebotaryov, director of a Center for Actual Research,
Alternative, the results of sociological surveys demonstrate most respondents’ support for

the integration course. He concludes that opponents of the Eurasian integration are very
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few, mainly those who hold patriotic views or who simply oppose the current authorities
(EXPERT KAZAKHSTAN, 2014).

Similar opinion polls were conducted in Russia with regards to Kazakhstan. The country
ranked second (61%) among the countries considered to be most favorable to Russia, with
Belorussia (67%) placed first and China third (60%). Although 2/3 of the Russian
population supported the EAEU integration, a small percentage of respondents wanted the
USSR manifestation (RIA News. 2015). The sociologists at Levada Center, conducting
Russian public opinion polls, found that half of the polled would like the country's territory
to expand by adding lands with the Russian-speaking population. But only 8% of all
respondents support military operations. The majority does not approve of territory
annexation with a compact population of Russians, even if this is the will of their population
(15%) (Levada-Center. 2014).

Most of the population in Northern Kazakhstan are ethnic Russians with a minority of
ethnic Kazakhs. According to the Statistics Committee, the statistics demonstrate that
Russian diaspora is the second prevalent national group in Kazakhstan, with 18.85% of the
country's population by the beginning of 2020 (Annex 1). Russian-speaking population
prevailed in the northern part of the country since the end of the 19" century — a period of
massive inflow of Russians, Cossacks and Tatars, as well as periods of Collectivization or
Soviet agriculture development. At the time of Russian colonization, between 1886-1916,
over 1.5 million Russians were resettled into the country, whereas more than a million of
Kazakh population was lost during the Turkestan famine in 1919-1922, the Goloshchyokin
genocide in 1932-1933, as well as failed uprising of Kazakh people in 1916 (Kesici 2011,
38).

Accordingly, great concern has arisen over the issue of territorial integrity in northern

Kazakhstan, predominantly characterized by the Russian population. In addition, the
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potential threat to Kazakhstan’s territorial integrity has been intensified after Ukrainian
crisis and following secession demands from Russian diaspora segments and Cossack
communities. Simultaneously, the politician Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s statement that
northern territories were randomly granted by the Bolsheviks to Kazakhstan has provoked
Kazakhstan's antagonism, which later prohibited the politician from entering Kazakhstan.
Another more prominent controversy erupted in 2014 by Putin’s remark on denying
Kazakhstan's statehood before 1991 and characterizing the country as an integral part of
Russia’s influence.

Consequently, all the political statements and demographic indicators demonstrated the
possible repetition of the Crimean scenario. However, the experience of Ukraine seems not
likely to happen in the case of Kazakhstan due to the diverse approach of the two countries
towards Russia’ foreign policy (Zogg 2016, 4). Even though Kazakhstan and Ukraine have
a common history as the former part of the Russian Empire, the Soviet Union, and Eurasian
space, both implement various strategies of ethno political and nation-building processes.
While a new modern civilized nation of Ukraine has been increasing the potential prior to
the conflict in 2014, Kazakhstan, in contrast, has been pursuing the policy of

multiculturalism.

Comparative analysis between the policies of Ukraine and Kazakhstan

The process of identity formation in Ukraine.

After the independence declaration in 1991, Ukraine, as Kazakhstan, has passed through a
long path of defining its modern identity. To explain political outcomes, it is important to
define the main narratives that formed the modern nation of Ukraine. The narratives have
gradually changed throughout the years. The initial one was perceived immediately after

the independence or after the Ukraine national project was proclaimed. The project was
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initiated by respective institutions of the Soviet Union by integrating ethnic elites in the
Soviet republics. These elites came to power as representatives of the Communist Party in
the 1990s and soon after independence played a certain role in the identity formation
process. Taking all leading positions, they focused on the struggle for independence, saving
Ukrainian language, culture and national traditions. Within this narrative, Russian has been
considered as ‘other’. Moreover, the concept of “Ukrainian national project” has been
formed by the notion templates widespread in Eastern and Central Europe, according to
which Russia poses a threat to European culture identity with a destructive impact of
totalitarianism. However, many proponents of national ideas did not accept the ‘national
state ideology’. The critical attitude of right-wing opponents towards the government was
due to inability of the latter to determine its position between the West and the East. The
same attitude could be noticed towards President Kuchma’s multi-vector foreign policy
(Kiryukhin 2016, 61).

The second narrative obtained its expression in the form of suffering from “Holodomor”,
mass famine in 1932-1933, widely propagated under the presidency of Victor Yushchenko.
The narrative was shaped by the experience of collective tragedy as well as the idea of
confrontation with Russia. The last narrative appeared in the 2000s, based on the national
discourse of nationally-oriented citizens, ethnicity, and radical version of national
movements for recognition against the enemy. This narrative related to the general
disappointment, struggle of nationally-oriented Ukrainian citizens for extending the space
and rights of ethnic Ukrainians, who are limited in their own country, the fight against the
corrupted government and oligarchs becoming predominant. One can consider current
armed confrontation taking place in Ukraine as the outcome of this narrative (Kiryukhin

2016, 62-63).
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Even after changing into a parliamentary-presidential system in 2005, most of the decision-
makers in Ukraine were oligarchs. Whereas in the aftermath of the conflict, then-president
Poroshenko and other decision-makers were mostly seen as game changers, seeking to
strengthen interaction with the West, unlike the rest of the Ukrainian population, separatists
and those beyond Kiev’s control.

While analyzing Russia’s policy in Ukraine, it is necessary to understand the components
of Russia’s identity too. Since the 1990s, the issue of self-determination has come forth for
Russia’s decision-makers and its population. Western policy was negatively interpreted and
considered "consistently destroying the traditional living patterns”, which consequently led
to a growth of separatism and distrust in the course of Georgian war and Ukrainian conflict
(Pantin and Lapkin 2015, 79). Having established itself as a regional power, Russia acted
in accordance with its principle of self-determination. In addition, historical background as
well as the pretext of protecting threatened Russian compatriots served as the most

reasonable motive to intervene in Crimea and transform its relationships with the West.

The nation-building process of Kazakhstan.

Despite Russia’s policy on the international arena as well as established concern over
Ukrainian crisis, Kazakhstan, unlike Ukraine, has pursued a multicultural policy and
declared the need to maintain peace and unity among nations as an essential condition of
the Republic's prosperity. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the country encountered
a considerable amount of interethnic challenges, which forced the government to pay
particular attention to identity policy and undertake necessary emergency measures to
prevent future interethnic conflicts (Pantin and Lapkin 2015, 84).

Under the leadership of Nursultan Nazarbayev, the possibility to establish a compromised
identity policy turned into reality. His idea of Eurasian ideology primarily aimed at

connecting Asian and European cultural practices and bringing together mutual values in
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the territory. No doubt that Kazakhstan’s strategy was aspired to calm Slavic minority,
strengthen ties with neighbouring countries, as well as to loosen Muslim/Turkic nature,
thus making the country more open to a third space, namely South Pacific region.

In 2007, Kazakh government made attempts to ensure antidiscrimination and equality
through the establishment of the Assembly of People of Kazakhstan, a national political
body, and giving the latter constitutional status. The Assembly intends to represent diverse
ethnic groups of Kazakhstan, including the Russians at the national level, providing more
rights and liberties to all minorities as well as their equitable participation in the Parliament
(Zabortseva 2016, 134). In October 2008, the Law on the Assembly of the People of
Kazakhstan was adopted, providing a new amendment to the Parliament: an exclusive right
of Assembly Session to elect nine deputies of Mazhilis, lower Parliament (Adilet.Zan.Kz,
Article 9).

The Assembly monitors public opinion through scientific expert groups and councils for
its further implementation in the educational process. In 2010, to ensure inter-ethnic
tolerance, Nazarbayev introduced this expansion idea with the National Unity Doctrine
based on three principles: ‘one land, one fate’; different origins — equality of chances’; and
‘development of the national spirit’ (Assembly of People of Kazakhstan, 2008).
Introducing the term ‘Kazakhstani” in his speech on the strategy program “Kazakhstan-
2030”7, Nursultan Nazarbayev pointed at the devastation the country experienced over the
50-year post-war period, significant decrease in population at times of the mass famine and
starvation in 1930s, as well as mass repressions. He recognized that the failure to form a
united union of Soviet people demonstrates how much the self-identification question is
considered to be critical in creating a single united state and requires a long process of
historical development. Despite these challenges he named a number of factors which unite

Kazakhstanis:
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“It is our land within its borders, our parents who cultivated it, it is our common
history in which we together suffered from bitter failures and shared the delight of
achievements. It is our children who are destined to live and work on this land
together.” (Nazarbayev, 1997).
This demonstrates clear evidence of how the term ‘Kazakhstani’ is not simply tied to the
country by citizenship, but by a mutual fate and strong historical link between Kazakhstan’s
territory and non-Kazakh population.
As a result, for about 29 years a large number of non-Kazakh nationalities consider Kazakh
land as their home, particularly Russians, the second prevalent population in the country.
According to Kazakhstan’s Statistics Committee, the population of Kazakhstan by
individual ethnic groups for 2020 is as follows: 68,51% of Kazakhs, 18,85% Russians, 3,25
Uzbeks, 1,42 Ukrainians, 1,47% Uighurs, 1,08 Tatars and others below 1% (Annex 1).
Given the fact, one may assume that the country has managed to build a successful multi-
ethnic society living in inter-ethnic harmony. However, promoting tolerance towards other
nationalities may have put the country in a relatively unique but risky position and turned
the country's weak national identity into advantage for other players to disrupt peace and
stability.
In this regard, the National Policy Concept of the Kazakhstan Republic was adopted in
2010 to emphasize the primacy of Kazakh nation and their historical rights to Kazakh land.
Furthermore, concerns in minority communities have been expressed over the country's
nation-building policies, which was vividly reflected in migration trends. According to the
Rosstat, Federal State Statistics Service of Russia, migration inflow from Kazakhstan
became the second largest, after Ukraine, in comparison with the immigrant inflow from
other CIS countries (Statistics Committee, 2020). In parallel with Russian statistics, the

same trend can be seen in the external migration balance of the Kazakhstan population
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which again indicates the largest outflow of population from Kazakhstan to Russia
(Statistics Committee, 2020).

In addition to these demographic trends, it is important to stress an increase in ethnic
Kazakh nations because of significant migration outflows from Kazakhstan as well as
implementation of repatriation programs on returning native Kazakhs, oralmans, from
abroad to their homeland. Special state assistance was provided to the newly arrived ethnic
Kazakhs, which benefited over 35,000 applicants or 15, 000 families in 2005. However,
such demographic distribution not only increased Kazakh population but also influenced
economic and social indicators — unemployment and poverty had migrated together with
the migrants. The latter is explained by the lack of any academic background as well as
inability to speak both Kazakh and Russian languages (Zabortseva 2016, 137).

In 2008, the initiative to repatriate ethnic Kazakhs was modernized to a new government
program ‘Nurly Kosh’ for rational resettlement of oralmans. Assisting oralmans by
beneficial quotas, new immigrants were expected to be settled in the northern territory of
Kazkahstan, where Russian-speaking population was the most prevalent though
(PARAGRAPH, 2008). While the choice of North was explained by its significand demand
for manpower, one may notice how the programme was mainly stipulated for migration
purposes and reinforcing Kazakh identity in the country. The latter may also apply to the
relocation of the old capital to Astana (currently renamed to ‘Nur-Sultan’), the capital city
located in the northern part of Kazakhstan.

In addition to the migration politics, a concern over Kazakh language status has been finally
recognized by the government since the Russian language was still prevalent. In 2005,
language policy started its implementation with obligatory knowledge of the Kazakh

language in all state departments as well as areas of public service, education and
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jurisprudence. Intensive implementation of the policy was introduced by adoption of new
legal acts and procedures (Zabortseva 2016, 133).

Another important change in language policy was initiated in 2013 by N. Nazarbayev’s
decision to switch to the Latin alphabet. In his speech on strategy ‘Kazakhstan 2050°,
Nazarbayev explained translating the current alphabet into Latin as a “matter of principle
that the nation must resolve” (Aytaly, 2015). The trend of Russification in Kazakhstan
started in the 1930s with the decree of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) on the
obligatory study of the Russian language in all republics and for all non-Russian peoples.
New Cyrillic alphabet as well as compulsory knowledge of the Russian language served
the goal of Soviet unification, which thereby hindered the development of national
language and Kazakh identity. Therefore, the transition to the Latin alphabet is regarded as
the liberation from the policy imposed by the Soviet regime and elimination of Sovietized
Kazakh culture.

In this context, however, the primacy of the Kazakh language, as well as the alphabet
transition, has contributed to increasing concerns of Russian-speaking communities over
political and social participation of minorities in Kazakhstan, thus being seen as a policy
controversial to multiculturalism.

To examine the influence of language policies on contemporary society and life of the
Kazakhstani population, including the Russian diaspora, an official interview with two
officials from the Institute of Linguistics of the Education and Science Ministry of

Kazakhstan was conducted. Expert opinions are presented in the following table:
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Table 1. Interview summary. A.Baitursynov Institute of Linguistics (translated from Russian).

Questions:

Respondent 1

Respondent 2

Anar Fazylzhanova
Candidate of Philological Sciences, Director
of the A.Baitursynov Institute of Linguistics of
the Ministry of Education and Science of the
Republic of Kazakhstan

Kyzdarkhan Rysbergen
Doctor of Sciences in Philology, Professor, Head
of Division, A.Baitursynov Institute of Linguistics
of the Ministry of Education and Science of the
Republic of Kazakhstan

1. Would you agree that
the increased attention to
the Kazakh language has
become very visible
today?

Yes, every year the demand for high-quality
Kazakh content and service is growing.

Yes. Kazakh-speaking intelligentsia in particular is
concerned that the Kazakh language is not fully
introduced into the fundamental spheres of public
life, namely science, administration, government,
politics and so on.

2. To what extent has the
role of the Russian
language in management
and education been
reduced to date?

The Russian language has not lost its position
due to its inert development since the Soviet
Union. Huge resources were invested in its
development during the Soviet period, and this
gives it the opportunity to develop inertly for
several centuries ahead, without much special
effort.

There is a powerful advantage of the Russian
language in lawmaking and governance.
Documents of legal character are created in
Russian, then translated into Kazakh. Parliament
sessions are mostly held in Russian. This causes a
lot of criticism among the population. The
translation of legal documents is often of poor
quality, does not adequately reflect the content of
the document, resulting in ambiguity and meaning
distortion.

3. How do you assess the
attitude of the population
to the modern language
policy (Latinization, the
State Language Program,
renaming of streets,
businesses and
structures, as well as
preference of the Kazakh
language in the sphere of
public administration and
education)?

Since the policy is liberal, the requirement of
the state language is soft. The population has a
positive attitude towards the Latinization and
restoration of the national onomastic space. At
the same time, there are factors of discontent
with the quality and limited use of the state
language.

The young and middle generation, familiar with
Latin graphics and the English language, positively
perceive the transition. The older generation is
mostly concerned, while the population at the
ordinary level is critical to all kinds of language
innovations.

4. What is the percentage
of Kazakh language
proficiency among the
Kazakh and Russian
populations today?

Today, the level of state language proficiency
is increasing - about 12 % of ethnic groups
speak state language and 90 % of Kazakhs
speak their native language. However, the
quality of literary language proficiency of the
entire population remains poor.

The percentage has significantly increased with the
acquisition of independence and due to the revival
of national consciousness. Moreover, the share of
Russian-speaking Kazakhs studying Kazakh has
increased, both for patriotic reasons and building a
career in the public sector. Meanwhile, the same
cannot be said about the Russian population — state
language proficiency remains at the same low level.

5. How strong is the
dominance of the
Russian language in the
mass media?

Approximately 60 % for today.

The dominance of the Russian language in the
media is perceived less acute since the abolishment
of some Russian TV channels by the Ministry of
Culture of Kazakhstan.

6. To what extent does
the language policy go
along with the policy of
multiculturalism in
Kazakhstan? Do they not
conflict with each other?

No, a special type of ethnic multiculturalism
has been formed in Kazakhstan - it is
distinguished by the tolerance not only of the
titular nation - the Kazakhs, but also of
Kazakhs as a mass phenomenon.

In terms of multiculturalism, the language policy is
very loyal which is expected to remain for a longer
time, as representatives of other numerous
diasporas are settled in a comfortable environment.
However, some interethnic conflicts erupt when
representatives of diasporas demonstrate open
disrespect to culture, traditions and the Kazakh
language.

7. Does the transition to
the Latin alphabet serve
as a tool to displace

No. The change of the alphabet concerns only
this language and the alphabet functions only
in written communication. Such issues are

often considered as politicized messages. The

The transition to the Latin is not an instrument of
pressure or displacement of the Russian language or
any other languages of diasporas since the Latin
alphabet concerns only the Kazakh-speaking part of
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another language,
namely Russian?

Russian language will function at such a high
level. But now the process is being changed -
the ethno-cultural Kazakh society often raise
the issue on the importance of preserving the
state language. However, again, this natural
process is often politicized, whereas in fact it
is a natural desire of ethno-cultural
community to preserve and increase its
linguistic wealth. Therefore, the issue on
Constitution amendments is being raised - to
leave an article concerning the State language
only. The same experience has been applied in
all other developed unitary states, like France
for example. Kazakhstan also aims to develop
in the mainstream of developed economic
countries

the population. Cyrillic alphabet will continue to be
used in Russian-language documents and textbooks
but in the Kazakh-speaking sphere the changes will
be reflected in the Latin alphabet, without any harm
to the Russian-speaking population.

8. Does the Latinization
promote the learning of
Kazakh language and
increase its prestige in
the communication
space?

Yes. Latin alphabet has a high level of
recognition in the global world, which will
certainly affect the prestige of Kazakh texts.
However, the latter cannot be promoted
without complex supporting measures.

Yes. Latinization will contribute to the Kazakh
language acquisition and increase its prestige in the
communication space not only in Kazakhstan, but
also abroad.

9. To what extent does
the Latinization meet the
interests of diasporas and
members of the
Assembly of the People
of Kazakhstan (APN)?

The Assembly at all times of its activity aimed
at popularization of the state language among
other ethnic groups in Kazakhstan, since the
state language is a universal means for
formation of national state identity.

Latinization is in the interests of many diasporas, as
in their historical homelands writing is based on
Latin script, as in Turkey, Uzbekistan and Poland.
For instance, the Uyghur diaspora is developing its
own version of the Latin alphabet.

10. Does the practice of
bilingual education
enhance language
rivalry, weaken the
Kazakh language?

Polylinguistic is an advantage - all Kazakhs
have an excellent command of Russian, and
the diasporas intend to study the state
language. However, the Russian- Kazakh
bilingualism is unbalanced, while the Kazakh-
Russian is balanced due to Russian native
speakers who have a much worse command of
Kazakh.

Legislation on the use of Kazakh language in public
service, the media, and other spheres will clearly
state provisions protecting the state language.

11. Is there an intention
to preserve the function
of the Russian language?

Yes. However, weak to take it into account.

Despite the desire of the authorities or population,
the objective situation indicates a long-lasting
function of the Russian language in Kazakhstan.

12. Given that the choice
of language of education
is a constitutional right
of every citizen, is it not
likely that most Kazakhs
will continue to use
Russian and Cyrillic for
a long time?

It is unlikely. Kazakhization as a
manifestation of ethnization tendency -
inherent in the entire global world - is gaining
traction, and will only increase in the near
future.

Yes, the likelihood that Russian and the Cyrillic
alphabet will be used for a long time is very high.

Interviews, translated and adapted by the author to exclude any possibility of ambiguity or interpretation
error. For full disclosure please see Annex 2.

According to the survey, it can be concluded that the prevalence of the Russian language

is the result of a long and intensive policy initiated back in the Soviet Union times. Due to
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inert development and strong presence of Russian media in the country, both respondents
believe that dominance of the Russian language in the local media, lawmaking and
governance is still respectively high. This alters the Republic’s government and causes the
abolishment of some Russian TV channels as well as the inclusion of Constitution
amendments on the status of Kazakh language. Moreover, the respondents reported the
percentage of the state language proficiency increased significantly thanks to the revival of
national consciousness and patriotic reasons.

In this respect, the core question addressed by various international experts concerns the
nature of the policy: namely, if the latter pursues the objective of eliminating the influence
of Russia in the country. In this regard, the views expressed by two officials proved to
oppose the latter. Both claimed that Latinization will not affect the status of the Russian
language and that such issues are perceived as politicized messages. The process of
language innovations is often politicized, whereas in fact it is a natural desire of the ethno-
cultural community to preserve and increase its linguistic wealth. Furthermore, both
respondents expressed a similar view on the subsequent long-lasting functionality of the
Russian language in the country.

In terms of multiculturalism, the interview discovers that the language policy is quite
liberal, operating without any harm to the Russian-speaking population. Since the state
language serves as a fundamental tool for formation of national state identity, many ethnic
groups, including the Assembly of the People of Kazakhstan, aim at popularization of the
Kazakh language. Therefore, a general population has a positive attitude towards the policy
and Latinization, despite those who critically view any kinds of language innovations.

To conclude, nation-building initiatives have raised serious concerns among ethnic
Russians in Kazakhstan. Nevertheless, the Republic demonstrated its intention to consider

interests of country’s all ethnic groups by reinforcing minority rights, implementing
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‘liberal’ and flexible language policies, as well as establishing a unique model of national
unity, such as the Assembly of the People of Kazakhstan.

Despite political tensions after the Ukrainian case, military cooperation between
Kazakhstan and Russia continued to progress due to other tensions, in which the country
was still involved. This was vivid in the example with China — various agreements on
border division were signed between the Republic and China. Further, with regard to
relations with the West, the President repeatedly claimed that close ties with NATO would
not reduce the role of Russia in the area of military and security cooperation. The latter was
evident in 2013 when the leaders of Kazakhstan and Russia signed a new Agreement on
Military-Technical Cooperation in Moscow and the Agreement on Good-Neighbourliness
and Alliance in the 21st Century in Yekaterinburg (President of Russia, 2014). New
opportunities were offered in space cooperation — a three-year road map on joint use of
Baikonur site for 2014-2016. The Baikonur Cosmodrome is the first and the largest
launching space facility in the world, which is leased to Russia until 2050 (Jafarova 2014).
Moreover, following the departure of NATO’s mission from Afghanistan, Russia had
tested its military potential and combat readiness through large-scale military exercises and
troop deployment to Central Asia. In 2014, with the objective to counter foreign threat and
prevent incidents, four CSTO states — Kazakhstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan —
held Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) in Chelyabinsk (Ziegler 2014, 601-602).

Post-Ukraine developments in Kazakhstan (2015-2020).

Looking at later reactions followed after the events in Ukraine, it is important to analyze
the subsequent developments in the both counties.

In response to Putin’s remark on Kazakhstan’s statehood status during the USSR period,
Kazakhstan’s position was Vividly revealed in the subsequent steps taken by Nursultan

Nazarbayev. The decision to celebrate the 550" anniversary of Kazakh statehood can serve
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as a vivid proof of Nazarbayev’s position on the nation’s legitimacy. In his speech at the
opening ceremony "the 550th anniversary of the Kazakh Khanate", Nazarbayev referred to
the date of Kazakh statehood to the times when Kazakh Khanate was formed as a unifying
entity in 1465, which was then abolished by Russian imperialism in 1824. According to
Nazarbayev, it might not have become a modern Kazakh state without the foundation of
the Khanate, and the current nation stands as successor of their great ancestors (Lillis,
2015).

In addition to the language policy and state programme on resettlement of ethnic Kazakhs,
new legislation was introduced in Kazakhstan on norms regulating responsibility for both
separatist and non-violent separatist actions. Interethnic conflicts have been taken under
strict consideration of Republic’s authorities. A great example would be a case of social
media posts on Russian propaganda which subsequently became the subject of a judicial
investigation in Almaty.

After 2015, economic integration between Russia and Kazakhstan was mainly associated
with the establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU), including the controversies
the Union experienced after the conflict in Ukraine. On the one hand, unlike the previous
post-Soviet integration structures, the main feature of the EEU lies on its common
macroeconomic policy and specific legal character. Since the establishment of the Union
the main problem on easing border crossing for trade operations has finally been resolved.
On the other hand, the impact of Ukrainian crisis on the economic relations of Kazakhstan-
Russia should be considered an important aspect. Criticism is regularly expressed about the
Union, which pursues rather political goals than economic, and that the economic
dimension is often considered less important. Another criticism falls on Russia’s leading
role in the EEU’s main bodies and the country’s intention to reestablish its Soviet influence

through economic integration.
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As described before, Nazarbayev’s personal role in the establishment of EurAsEC has been
always highlighted by many experts as well as by President Putin. However, it is unlikely
to form a mutually beneficial relationship if the economic Union pursues only political
interests. Therefore, the proposal to create a parliament for all Member States has not been
proved by Kazakhstan’s government. Moreover, following the events of Ukraine and
controversial remarks of some officials, Nursultan Nazarbayev stated that Kazakhstan may
withdraw from the EEU, should the Union convert to a political project and thereby threaten
Republic’s independence or territorial integrity (Tengrinews, 2014).

In addition, the implications of the crisis in Ukraine on Kazakhstan-Russia economic
relations have particularly affected Kazakhstan’s economy. During the post-Ukrainian
crisis period, the Kazakhstan government expressed serious concerns over imposed
sanctions against Russia. Given that Kazakhstan remains the key trade partner of Russia,
where the latter is responsible for over 30% of Republic’s imports, Kazakhstan witnessed
a considerable outflow of capital in this period. Moreover, taking Kazakhstan’s oil trade
into account, including its import through Russia’s pipelines and ports, one could notice
that any further tight sanctions on Russia would negatively affect Kazakhstan’s economy
(Zabortseva 2016, 167-168).

At the same time, an important positive impact of sanctions for Kazakhstan’s economy was
the potential reorientation of investments to Kazakhstan. In the study on analysis of Russo-
Kazakh relations, Yelena Zabortseva pointed at controversial aspects of trade integration
between the two countries, with the statement that EU’s leading trade partner in 2013 has
become Kazakhstan, namely the third largest in the post-Soviet space (Zabortseva 2016,
168).

Thus, although the conflict in Ukraine has influenced Kazakhstan’s position in the Eurasian

Economic Union, there is clearly a complex of reasons why both countries should operate
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in cooperation within the Union. One key reason important for Kazakhstan is military
relations with its main ally, particularly due to the possibility of territorial disputes with
China. Kazakhstan is an active regional player and active participant of various
organizations. In this regard, the EEU often constitutes a bargain, according to which a
certain level of military security and loyalty is granted in exchange for preferential
economic benefits.

Change of Kazakhstan leadership (2019-2020).

Pre-2019, international discourse as well as Kazakh society itself was uncertain about the
near future of Kazakhstan and the whole Eurasian space - will it remain stable, particularly
if the Republic's leader leaves the presidency.

Nursultan Nazarbayev, who was the first person in the state for almost 30 years, resigned
in March 2019, handing over the post of president to the former Senate Speaker, Kasym-
Jomart Tokayev. With the experience of foreign minister and director general of the UN
Geneva Office, the President demonstrated skills of a real diplomat. Two weeks after his
predecessor’s resignation, Tokayev traveled to Moscow, made his first visit to China after
elections, conducted a brief talk with the US President, and finally visited Germany
(Akorda.kz).

In December 2019, the President refused to consider Crimean crisis in 2014 as ‘annexation’
which almost caused scandal and criticism, particularly in Ukraine. Similar to his
predecessor, Tokayev pursues policy of preserving close relations with both allies, Russia
and China. Simultaneously, he wants to stay in good business relations with the United
States and Europe (The Jamestown Foundation, 2020). Meanwhile, domestically N.
Nazarbayev still retains decision-making power due to his position as the Leader of the
Nation (local, “Yelbasy”), the Chair of the ruling party, and most importantly life-long

chairpersonship of the Security Council. Many local and foreign analysts predicted that

64



Dariga Nazarbayeva, the eldest daughter of Nursultan Nazarbayev, would become the
future president and that the current president is only a transitional figure. However, on
May 2, 2020 Tokayev, by his decree, terminated Nazarbayeva's authority as Senate
Speaker. There is no surprise that the news on the dismissal was quickly followed by
international discourse on potential struggle between the previous and current presidents.
Nevertheless, according to Paul Stronski, a senior fellow in Carnegie's Russia and Eurasia
Program, Tokayev’s decision could not be taken “without Nazarbayev’s consent or at least
knowledge.” (The Diplomat, 2020).

Visiting Kazakhstan on 1 February 2020, the U.S. Secretary of State Mike Pompeo repeated
his message, delivered in other countries, on caution about China's influence and recalled
what the US has to offer. The reason for this visit and interest in Central Asian countries is
simply caused by the confrontation with China, which is gaining its influence by the Silk
Road Economic Belt, a part of China's ‘Belt and Road Initiative’ (BRI). The Initiative aims
at building a single major market across Central and West Asia, East Africa, Central and
Eastern Europe, in which Kazakhstan will integrate as a transition hub by means of its
Nurly Zhol infrastructure program. BRI would allow for the use of both domestic and
international market opportunities by means of integration and cultural exchange in order
to strengthen mutual trust and understanding among member states. Moreover, the project
estimates to become the largest infrastructure project, encompassing 40% of the global
GDP and thus already shaping a certain form of power competition and economic
dominance (Griffiths, 2017).

Surprisingly the Initiative has been praised by Vladimir Putin who also declared its
compatibility with the Eurasian Economic Union, expressing no concerns on China’s
intention to spread its dominance in the region, where Russia has a long-lasting sphere of

influence.
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Meanwhile, the US remains concerned about how China is promoting its interests in
Eurasian region. Hence Michael Pompeo's visit, seen as an element of building some kind
of deterrent system for China. The U.S Secretary urges all nations of Central Asia to
demand an end to China’s minority repression in the western Xinjiang region. China, so
far, has been regularly urged by Human Rights and UN officials, foreign governments,
particularly the US, to end its repression policy towards Muslim minorities, who have been
reportedly detained in the reeducation camps.

In this context, the increasing interest of the U.S., with its focus on the Strategy for Central
Asia 2019-2025, can be estimated as the step of “pushback against China” (The Diplomat,
2020). The main topic of negotiations of this Strategy is to discuss security issues through
the regional dialogue platform ‘C5+1° which include five Central Asian republics:
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan and Tajikistan. Through the C5+1
platform, all participating states affirm their commitment to bolster security cooperation,
exchange best practices in countering terrorism and violent extremism, and explore ways
to enhance the promotion of stable and peaceful Afghanistan. That is to say, the main topic
remained to be the security sphere (United States Department of State, 2020).

Kazakhstan alone could be of interest to the US as a springboard for pressure on the two
powers - Russia and China. But the Republic extremely cautiously treats maintaining a
balance in its foreign policy, especially under the new leadership. President Kasym-Jomart
Tokayev is a well-known diplomat and professional politician both in domestic and
international circles. After his inauguration, he managed to successfully deal with protests
emerging after the capital's renaming after the First President, Nursultan Nazarbayev:
Astana into Nur-Sultan. Tokayev ordered the Interior Ministry to resist protestors without

the use of brutal force and detain only those who endanger public order, with the claim to
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improve the provisions of the Law on Demonstrations that would allow Kazakhstan’s
citizens to express the discontent without any fear of detention.

Another President’s advantage stems from his approach to public discontent in 2019.
Putin’s offer to construct a nuclear power plant in Kazakhstan caused great anxiety among
the Kazakh people, followed by protests against any nuclear projects. It is no wonder that
the Kazakhstani were extremely concerned about selling the land, where almost 460 nuclear
tests were conducted — more than anywhere else on the planet. In his interview to Deutsche
Welle, the President highlighted the cautious attitude of the people towards nuclear projects
- nuclear weapons tests conducted in Semipalatinsk since 1949 have severely affected the
people of Kazakhstan. Therefore, Tokayev concludes that the government is sympathetic
to the fears of the people and, before making a decision, he - as the Head of the State -
would consult the public first about building such a mega-project (Egemen Qazagstan,
2019).

It is worth noting that in light of his international experience, Kazakh President is open for
changes and modernization. At the same time, the President is well-balanced between
conservative and modern visions of the Republic's future. International observers as well
as civil society have welcomed the country’s reforms and ongoing changes — a relative
decline in protest activities has been observed up to May 2020.

The President's intention to introduce new changes in the system are strong but gradual.
For example, at the meeting of the Supreme Eurasian Economic Council in May 2020,
Tokayev spoke sharply about the proposed EAEU development strategy, seeing it as a
limitation of sovereignty. According to him, to reach harmonization and unification of
national legislation, integration work should take the peculiarities of the national legal
system into account; otherwise, the Strategy will limit the sovereign rights of governments

and parliament. According to Dosym Satpayev, a political analyst and director of the
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Kazakhstan Risks Assessment Group, the strategy failed and once again Russia tried to
lobby for points that could further strengthen its economic control over the member states
(YYergaliyev, Gimran. 2020). Obviously, other EAEU countries did not accept that due to a
direct infringement of the national interests.

Moreover, the Kazakh audience was critical about joining the EAEU, especially after the
annexation of Crimea. Therefore, Tokayev’s stand is now essential - Kazakhstan needs to
demonstrate a certain degree of confidence to strengthen the independent status of its
position across Eurasia.

Indeed, the role of the state's leadership is paramount. This raises further debate over
possible scenarios following the leave of Russia's President in 2024 - whether or not Putin's
replacement will pursue a more aggressive policy towards the Eurasian space to restore

Soviet influence.

8. CONCLUSION
To sum up, before the international disputes over the Ukraine conflict, Russia and
Kazakhstan have had relatively stable relations considering both international and bilateral
levels. However, several challenges over ethnic, economic and security issues appeared to
affect the general development of bilateral relationships. Following the Soviet Union
collapse, Russia has transformed into the key military partner of Kazakhstan, securing the
region from any possible disputes, in particular with China. Along with security issues,
Russia gained a reputation of a business supporter both in trade and investment areas.
Another aspect of Russia’s interest in the country has always been the status of the Russian
language and a relatively high concentration of Russian minority, which Moscow considers

in its favour. Finally, the crisis in Ukraine has exacerbated regional tension, expecting
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Kazakhstan to be the next potential candidate for confrontation. This assumption inevitably
raised questions about Kazakhstan's defensive reaction.

In this regard, this paper examined Kazakhstan’s defensive policy towards the Russian
Federation through a complex set of nation-building processes in both domestic and
international levels.

Theoretically, the policy of Kazakhstan towards Russia fell within the horizon of defensive
neorealism, in which the theory of balance of power is relevant. According to Kenneth
Waltz, the state is encouraged to seek security and join a coalition with defensive strength
to deter adversaries from attack. Kazakhstan’s multi-vector policy by maintaining peace
and stability in the region clearly features the above mentioned theory.

Methodologically, to test the theory a deductive approach has been applied. The case study
was explored with regard to the fields of International Relations and History, based on
various multilingual literature sources. The research considered data offered by the
Statistics Committee of the National Economy Ministry of Kazakhstan, the Federal State
Statistics Service of Russia, and analyst groups such as Demoscope, Gallup, and Levada
Center. In addition, an official interview with the two officials from the Institute of
Linguistics of the Education and Science Ministry of Kazakhstan was conducted, which
provided valuable insights on language policy implementation and its influence on
Russian-speaking population. Lastly, the comparative analysis approach was used to
differentiate the policies of Ukraine and Kazakhstan.

The bilateral relations between Kazakhstan and Russia were examined in chronological
sequence of events over the period 1991-2020, with the following conclusions:

The first stage demonstrated the new stage of Kazakhstan after independence, with the
complex process of political system formation. In 1992 the Treaty of Friendship,

Cooperation and Mutual Assistance between the Kazakhstan Republic and the Russian
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Federation became the foundation for new relations. This stage laid the groundwork for the
relations on the military-political aspect, including the agreements on strategic nuclear
forces and the legal status of Russian citizens permanently residing in Kazakhstan. Since
the independence declaration, Kazakhstan had prioritized the task to ensure external
security. As a result, Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances was signed by
Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Belarus in December 1995. The three powers of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty — the US, UK and Russia - had collectively pledged to ensure
Kazakhstan's sovereignty, its territorial integrity and guarantee security against economic
coercion. Signing the agreement on the seabed delineation in the northern part of the
Caspian Sea in 1998, Kazakhstan and Russia brought some certainty to the northern
Caspian Sea legal status.

The second period reviewed rapid economic growth in the both countries. Favorable
economic and political factors contributed massively to the rapid growth of trade turnover.
Since 2003, bilateral trade had been growing rapidly, and by the end of 2007 it had
increased four times. Actively participating in joint projects with Russia, Kazakhstan did
not abandon its multi-vector policy, maneuvering between Russia, China, USA, EU and
trying to avoid excessive dependence upon any of them. Kazakhstan sought to find
alternative routes and markets, and in 2006, the first phase of the Atasu-Alashankou-
Dushanzi oil pipeline project was launched with China. However, caused by the border
delineation with China, Russia was perceived as a guarantor of Kazakhstan’s national
security. Increased cooperation was also supported by Putin.
Some progress was achieved over military issues - Kazakh officers training in common
programmes under Russia’s conditions and military model. During this period, a greater
collaboration was intensified within the CSTO and the SCO. Interestingly, despite close

ties with Russia, Kazakh government continued maintaining relations with the US.
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Practical cooperation started when Kazakhstan decided to enter the Partnership for Peace
programme (PfP). Thus, such initiatives demonstrated the eagerness of Kazakhstan to
engage with key strategic allies and maintain security and independence.

The third stage is characterized as the most intensive period in bilateral cooperation
between Kazakhstan and Russia. Past disagreements and difficulties, particularly in the
border division, were solved after the border delimitation. In 2012, the initial Treaty of
Friendship was updated. The integration intensification trends were reflected within the
organizations framework, including the CSTO, SCO, and EurAsEC. Moreover, Kazakhstan
was at a stage of becoming a member of the WTO. China’s economic cooperation with
Kazakhstan was intensified through capital investment in regional development.
Meanwhile, 2005-2008 period was linked to the threats of instability in Kazakhstan, yet
Russia gained the status of strategic guarantor of Kazakhstan’s national security thanks to
the 2005 border agreement, diminishing concerns about northern territories of Kazakhstan
and China ‘s possible intention to threat Republic’s national security.
Military cooperation over the period was intensified simultaneously within the CSTO
framework. Simultaneously, prioritizing Russia in military affairs did not stop Kazakhstan
from cooperating with the US and NATO and implementing the initiatives of the PfP
program.

Confrontation of the political relations occurred within the last stage in view of the tensions
emerged in Ukraine in 2014. Due to political statements and demographic indicators
intensified after Ukrainian crisis, Kazakhstan has been regularly positioned as the next
potential for confrontation. To oppose this assumption, it is worth noting that Kazakhstan,
unlike Ukraine, has pursued a multicultural policy and declared the need to maintain peace
and unity among nations as an essential condition of the Republic's prosperity. However,

promoting tolerance policy may have put the country in a relatively unique but risky
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position. In this regard, the Republic of Kazakhstan initiated a number of nation-building
processes, including language policies, state programme on resettlement of ethnic Kazakhs,
new legislation on norms regulating responsibility for separatist actions. All this
contributed to increasing concerns for Russian-speaking communities.

To examine the influence of language policies on the Kazakhstani population, including
the Russian diaspora, there are formal interviews with two officials from the Institute of
Linguistics of the Education and Science Ministry of Kazakhstan. To the core question
addressed by various international experts concerns the nature of the policy: namely, if the
latter pursues the objective of eliminating the influence of Russia in the country. Both
officials claimed that Latinization will not affect the status of the Russian language and that
the process of language innovations is often politicized, whereas in fact it is a natural desire
of ethno-cultural community to preserve and increase its linguistic wealth. In terms of
multiculturalism, the interview discovers that the language policy is quite liberal, operating
without any harm to the Russian-speaking population. Since the state language serves as a
fundamental tool for formation of national state identity, a general population has a positive
attitude towards the policy and Latinization.

After the establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union in 2015, criticism fell on Russia
for its leading role in the Union and the intention to reestablish its Soviet influence through
economic integration. However, both countries should operate in cooperation within the
Union. The EEU is often constitutes a bargain, according to which a certain level of military
security and loyalty is granted in exchange for preferential economic benefits.

Before 2019 international discourse was uncertain if Kazakhstan remains stable after
Nazarbayev’s resignation. However, this paper reveals that current President Kasym-
Jomart Tokayev is a professional and well-balanced politician both in domestic and

international circles. Tokayev’s stand is essential to demonstrate a certain degree of
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confidence and strengthen the country's independent position in the Eurasian space. Indeed,
the role of the state's leadership is paramount. This raises further debate over possible
scenarios following the leave of Russia's President in 2024 - whether Putin's replacement
will pursue a more aggressive policy towards the Eurasian space to restore the Soviet
influence.

Thus, Kazakhstan is an active player in the Eurasian space, with the desire to maintain
peace and stability and simultaneously establish a strong, tolerant, and economically
successful state. The country is often associated with a Central-Asian snow leopard who is
considered as a stranger in the global community with the sense of independence and
courage. The “Kazakhstani Leopard" will never attack first to avoid direct confrontation
but should the animal's “freedom” or “habitation” ever be threatened, it will defend its
values with the utmost force (Nazarbayev, 1997).

To conclude, the study contributed to the case of Russian-Kazakh relations by including
recent developments in the Eurasian space, namely post-Crimea period and the time of
leadership change in Kazakhstan. However, the present study has limitations due to the
implications caused by COVID-19. The author suggests analyzing the changing relations

between Russia and Kazakhstan again after the 2024 Russian presidential election.
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10. Appendices

Annex 1.

The share of separate ethnic groups in the
total number of regions and the Republic of
Kazakhstan at the beginning of 2020.
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Annex 2

Interview summary on the topic “The influence of recent language policies on the
population of Kazakhstan”. The interview was conducted with Anar Fazylzhanova,
Director of the A.Baitursynov Institute of Linguistics and Kyzdarkhan Rysbergen, Doctor
of Sciences in Philology, Professor, Head of Division at the A.Baitursynov Institute of
Linguistics. Interviewed by Symbat Tanaguzova. May, 2020 (translated from Russian).

Question List (in Russian):

1) Cornacurech, Jiu Bbl ¢ TeM, 4TO MOBBIINIEHHOE BHUMAHUE K Ka3aXCKOMY S3BIKY
CTaJI0O OYEHb 3aMETHBIM CETO/IHS?

2) Ha ckonbko CHM)KEHa poJib PyCCKOro s3bIKa B cpepe ynpaBiIeHUs U 00pa3oBaHUs
Ha CErOJIHALIHUM J1eHb?

3) Kak BblI onieHnBaeTe OTHOILIIEHHE HACENIEHHsI K COBPEMEHHOM S3bIKOBOM MOJIMTHKE
(matuHuzanus, locygapcTBeHHash S3bIKOBash MporpaMma, II€pEUMEHOBAHME YIIUI,
IPEINPUHUMATENBCTB U CTPYKTYp, a TaKXkKe NPEANOoYTeHUE Ka3axCKOro si3blka B cdepe
roCy/1apCTBEHHOI'O yIpPaBJICHUs U 00pa3oBaHus)?

4) KakoB cerojHs MNpoOLEHT BIAJCHUS Ka3aXCKUM S3bIKOM CpEelH Ka3aXCKoro Hu
pyccKoro HacejaeHus?

5) Ha ckonbko CHIBHO JIOMHHUPOBAaHHE PYCCKOIO s3blKa B CpEACTBAaX MacCOBOH
nHpopmanuu?

6) B kakoil cremeHum s3bIKOBas IOJIMTHKA WAET HapaBHE C  IOJUTHKON
MyJIbTUKYIbTYpanu3Ma B Kasaxcrane? He npotuBopeuat i oHU OpyT Apyry?

7) SIBnisieTcst M Mepexo/l JIATUHULIBI OPYIUEM BBITECHEHUS IPYTOro sI3bIKa, 8 UMEHHO
pycckoro?

8) CrniocoOcTBYeT M JIaTUHM3allUs YCBOEHHUIO Ka3aXCKOro s3blka M POCTY €ro
IIPECTUKAa B KOMMYHUKATHUBHOM IIPOCTPaHCTBE?

9) B kakoil Mepe naTMHM3aLKs OTBEYaeT MHTEpEcaM JAUACIOp U WIEHOB AccamOnien
Hapoja Kazaxcrana?

10)  VYcunuBaer M MpakTHKa JBYSI3BIYHOTO OOpPA30BaHUS S3bIKOBOE COMEPHHYECTBO,
ocnabJIseT JIM Ta NPAKTUKA Ka3aXCKHUM S3bIK?

11)  Ectb 11 CTpeMIICHHE COXPAHUTH (QYHKIIUIO PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa?

12)  Ecnm yuecTh, 4TO BBIOOp s3bIKA OOYYEHHS — 3TO KOHCTUTYIIMOHHOE IPaBO
KaX/10T0 Tpa)<JlaHUHA, HE BEPOSTHO JIM, YTO OOJBIIMHCTBO Ka3aXoB €lle J0Iro OyayT
MIPOJOJIKATh MOJIB30BAThCA PYCCKUM A3BIKOM M KUPHILIULIEH?

Question List (in English):

[1) Would you agree that the increased attention to the Kazakh language has become very
visible today?

2) To what extent has the role of the Russian language in management and education been
reduced to date?

3) How do you assess the attitude of the population to the modern language policy
(Latinization, the State Language Program, renaming of streets, businesses and structures,
as well as preference of the Kazakh language in the sphere of public administration and
education)?

4) What is the percentage of Kazakh language proficiency among the Kazakh and Russian
populations today?

5) How strong is the dominance of the Russian language in the mass media?

6) To what extent does the language policy go along with the policy of multiculturalism in
Kazakhstan? Do they not conflict with each other?
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7) Does the transition to the Latin alphabet serve as a tool to displace another language,
namely Russian?

8) Does the Latinization promote the learning of Kazakh language and increase its prestige
in the communication space?

9) To what extent does the Latinization meet the interests of diasporas and members of the
Assembly of the People of Kazakhstan (APN)?

10) Does the practice of bilingual education enhance language rivalry, weaken the Kazakh
language?

11) Is there an intention to preserve the function of the Russian language?

12) Given that the choice of language of education is a constitutional right of every citizen,
is it not likely that most Kazakhs will continue to use Russian and Cyrillic for a long time?]

Respondent 1: Rysbergen Kyzdarkhan.

1. Jla, ¢ 3TUM MOXHO coriacuThcs. OCOOCHHO Ka3axCKOS3bIUHAS YaCTh MHTCIUIMICHIIMH
00€eCIIOKOEHEI TEM, UTO Ka3aXCKHUH SI3BIK HE B IMOITHOMI MCPC BHCAPACTCA B OCHOBHBIC C(bepbl
KU3HEIESITEIIbHOCTH O0O0IIecTBa, B MEPBYIO O4Yepelb, ATO HayKa, ICIONPOU3BOJICTBO,
HCIIOJIHUTCIIbHAA BJIACTb, ITOJIMTUKA U ITPOYCC.

[Yes. Kazakh-speaking intelligentsia in particular is concerned that the Kazakh language is
not fully introduced into the fundamental spheres of public life, namely science,
administration, government, politics and so on.]

2.Kak pa3—TaKu HE IPUXOAUTCA TOBOPUTH O KaKOM-JIH0O CHIDKEHUHU POJIn PyCCKOI'O A3bIKa
B ctepe ynpapieHuss U oOpazoBaHus. HaoO0OpoT, B 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBE, B YIPABJICHHH,
HadyHuHas ¢ CaMOro HapnaMeHTa, Ha6J'IIO,I[aeTC$I MOIITHOC MMPEUMYHICCTBO PYCCKOT'O A3bIKA.
3aKOHBI, OPUINYECKUE AKTHI, JOKYMEHTHI IIPABOBOTO XapaKTepa CO3JA0TCs HA PYCCKOM
A3BIKC, 3aTCM IICPCBAOATCA Ha Ka3aXCKHUH S3BIK. 3aCCI[aHI/I}I HapnaMeHTa B OCHOBHOM
IMPOBOAATCA HAa PYCCKOM A3BIKC, TAK HCKOTOPBIC MOJIOJABIC YITPABJICHIbI, MUHHUCTPBI IIJIOXO
BJIACACIOT TOCYHApPCTBCHHBIM SA3BIKOM. OTO BBI3BIBAET OYEHL MHOTO HapeKaHPIfI y
HaceJeHus, TBOPUYECKOM, HAYyYHOM MHTEeIUIMreHuuu. [lepeBoa mpaBoBBIX JOKYMEHTOB Ha
FOCYI[&pCTBCHHBIfI A3BIK 4aCTO HeKaquTBeHHBIﬁ, AACKBATHO HEC OTPAKACT COACPIKAHUC
AOKYMCHTA, OTCIOJa JABYCMBICJICHHOCTb, HWCKAXCHUC CMBbICTIAa OTACIbHBIX CTaTefI,
MpeJI0KEHU . Jlerdye 03HaKOMUTBCS C PYCCKOSI3bIYHOM BEPCUEH.

[ There is no need to talk about any reduction of the role of the Russian language in the
sphere of management and education. On the contrary, there is a powerful advantage of the
Russian language in lawmaking and governance, starting from the Parliament itself. Laws,
legal acts, documents of legal character are created in Russian, then translated into Kazakh.
Parliament sessions are mostly held in Russian, as some young managers and ministers
have poor knowledge of the state language. This causes a lot of criticism among the
population, artists, and scientific intelligentsia. The translation of legal documents into the
state language is often of poor quality, does not adequately reflect the content of the
document, resulting in ambiguity, meaning distortion of individual articles and proposals.
It is easier to get acquainted with the Russian language version.]

3. Heogno3nauno. Mosozoe, cpeiHee MOKOJEHHUE HACEIEHUsI, 3HAKOMBIE C COBPEMEHHOM
IT TexHoMmOTHMEH, TATUHCKON IpaUKOM, AHTTTMICKUM S3BIKOM ITO3UTHBHO BOCIIPUHUMAIOT
IMEpEX0oa Ka3axXCKOro sA3bIKa Ha JIATHUHCKUH aﬂ(i)aBI/IT, TaK KaK BUJSAT B 3TOM OYC€Hb MHOT'O
IIFOCOB, HCXKCIIM MUHYCOB. CTapmee [IOKOJIEHHE B OOJILIINHCTBE 00ECIIOKOEHEI TEM, 4TO
6y,}IeT IOTEPSAH HeJ'H)II\/'I IJ1acCT HaIII/IOHaIII)HOI\/II JIUTEATYPhI, KIACCUKH, COS)]&HHBII\/II Ha OCHOBE
KUPUJIIUIIBI. K NEpCUMCHOBAHUAM U BCAYCCKUM A3BIKOBBIM HOBAllMAM HACCJICHUC HaA
0OBIBATEILCKOM YPOBHE OTHOCUTCA KPUTUUCCKHU, CAUTAIOT I_[eJ'IeCOO6paSHI)IM HaIpBaJICHUC
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MOTpAYCHHBIX (I)I/IHaHCOBI:IX CpCACTB Ha COLNUAJIBHBIC HYXKIAbI HACCAJICHUA, paﬁOHa,
IIPOBUHIINHU, TOPOJA U T.1.

[It is not clear. The young, middle generation of the population, familiar with modern IT
technology, Latin graphics, and the English language positively perceive the transition of
the Kazakh language to the Latin alphabet, as they see a lot of advantages rather than
disadvantages. The older generation is mostly concerned that a whole reservoir of national
literature, classics based on the Cyrillic alphabet, will be lost. The population at the ordinary
level is critical to renaming, all kinds of language innovations, and consider it reasonable
to direct the spent financial resources to social needs of the population, districts, provinces,
cities, etc.]

4. TouHble CTATUCTUYECKUMU JaHHBIMHU HE paciiojararo. Ho IMPOLCHT BJIAACHHWA Ka3aXCKUM
A3BIKOM Ka3axXCKHUM HaCCJICHUEM 3HAYUTCIBHO BO3pOCII0 C HpI/IO6peTeHI/IeM
HE3aBUCHUMOCTH. OTO CBS3aHO C BO3POXIACHHUEM HAIMOHAJIBHOIO CaMOCO3HAaHUA,
06pameHH;1 K CBOMM TpaJuIMOHHBIM OYXOBHBIM IEHHOCTAM, IIPECAKOB, HCTOPHUH.
Bo3pocna n0md pycCKOSI3BIYHBIX Ka3axOB, HW3Y4YalOUIMX Ka3aXCKUM A3bIK, KaK U3
IMaTPUOTHYCCKHUX H06y>I(I[eHI/II71, TaK U U3-3a IIOCTPOCHUSA KapPbEPbl B 'OCCCKTOPC. A 3HaHwue
Ka3axCKoOro fA3bIKa CpeIu PYCCKOIO HACCICHUA KpaﬁHe HU3KOC, OCTAJIOCh Ha IMPECIKHEM
YPOBHE, TaK KakK IJIsI CYIIECTBOBAHNSA B COHUOKYJIBTYPHOM IMPOCTPAHCTBE COBPEMCHHBIX
MCTaIo0JIMCOB, 3BHAHUEC PYCCKOTI'O A3bIKa JOCTATOYHO B IIOJIHOU MEpe.

[No exact statistics. But the percentage of the Kazakh language proficiency of the Kazakh
population has significantly increased with the acquisition of independence. This is due to
the revival of national consciousness, appeal to their traditional spiritual values, ancestors
and history. The share of Russian-speaking Kazakhs studying Kazakh has increased, both
for patriotic reasons and building a career in the public sector.

Whereas Kazakh language proficiency among the Russian population is extremely low -
remained at the same level- as for existence in the socio-cultural space of modern
megacities, knowledge of the Russian language is enough to the full extent.]

5. B CMU noMuHMpOBaHHE PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa UYyBCTBYETCS MEHee OOJEe3HEHHO, TaK Kak
panee MUHHCTEPCTBOM KYJIbTYphl ObllIa OTMEHEHA YacTh POCCHUUCKHUX TEIEBU3MOHHBIX
kaHaioB. Ka3axCKOsS3bIYHBII KOHTEHT COCTABIAET OOJIBIIE ITOJIOBUHEI peCHy6J'II/IKaHCKOFO
TCJIICpaAOBCIIaHMA.

[The dominance of the Russian language in the media is viewed less painfully, as the
Ministry of Culture has previously abolished some Russian television channels. Kazakh
language content accounts for more than half of the national television and radio
broadcasting.]

6.S13pIKOBasT TOJUTHKA IO CBOCMY XapaTKEpy OYCHL JIOAJIbHA B CPE3C IMOJIMTHUKU
MYJIbTUKYJIBTYPU3MA [0 CPABHEHUIO C A3BIKOBOWM MOJUTUKON APYTUX MOCTCOBETCKCKUX
rocyaapcTtB CHF, U AyMaceM, JAaHHOC TIIOJIOKCHUC COXPAHUTCA HAAOJIO, ITOCKOJIbKY
MIPE/ICTaBUTENN JPYTUX MHOTOYHUCIIEHHBIX AMACIIOp MPOXKUBAIOT B KOM(OPTHOU cpere.
OI[HaI(O OTACIIBHBIC MCKOTHHUYCCKUEC KOH(I)J'II/IKTLI B PETHOHAX KaK pa3 TaKH BCIIBIXUBAIOT,
Korja NIpeACTaBUTEIIM OUACIOP JEMOHCTPUPYIOT OTKPBITOE HEYBAXKEHHE K KYIBTYpE,
TpagulusMm, npeHeremeHHe K Ka3aXCKOMY A3bIKY Ha OBITOBOM YPOBHCE.

[In terms of multiculturalism, the language policy is very loyal compared to the language
policies of other post-Soviet CIS states, and we believe this position will remain for a longer
time, as representatives of other numerous diasporas are settled in a comfortable
environment. However, some interethnic conflicts erupt when representatives of diasporas
demonstrate open disrespect to culture, traditions and neglect of the Kazakh language at
the domestic level.]

7. Ilepexol Ka3axCKOTO SI3bIKa Ha JIATHHUILY HE SBISIETCA OpPYIAUEM JAaBJICHUS WIH
BBITCCHCHHUA PYCCKOT'O SA3bIKA, MO0 KaKOoro-moo APyroro sA3blKa AUaCIiop peHcyGJ’II/IKI/I,
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TaK KaK JIaTUHUIAa KacacTCsa TOJbKO Ka3axXCKOS3BIYHON dYacTH HaceleHus. B
PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX ~JIOKYMEHTaX M ydeOHHMKaxX OyAeT NpoJaoJDKaTh YHOTPEOISAThCS
KUPWUIMLA, HO B Ka3axCKOS3BIYHOM cdepe pycckue (aMuwimmu ©  SK30HUMBI
(reorpaduueckue Ha3BaHUs 3apyOEKHBIX CTpaH) OyAyT OTpakaThCsAd HA JIATHHHIE O€3
BCSAKOTO yIiep0a pyCCKOS3BIYHOMY HACEICHHIO. JTO O3HA4aeT, 4To pycckas (pamuius
‘KoHcTaHTHHOB’, OWKOHMM ‘MoOCKBa’ B Ka3axCKMX Tra3erax MW ydeOHUKax OymayT
NepeaaBaThCsl Ha JIATHHHIIE COTJIACHO pa3pOaThiBaeMbIM OpdorpaduyecKuM IMpaBHiIaM
Ka3aXxCKOrIo sA3bIKa.

[The transition to Latin is not an instrument of pressure or displacement of Russian
language or any other languages of diasporas since the Latin alphabet concerns only the
Kazakh-speaking part of the population. Cyrillic alphabet will continue to be used in
Russian-language documents and textbooks but in the Kazakh-speaking sphere Russian
surnames and exonyms (geographical names of foreign countries) will be reflected in the
Latin alphabet, without any harm to the Russian-speaking population. It means that Russian
surname ‘Konstantinov’, oikonym ‘Moscow’ in Kazakh newspapers and textbooks will be
transmitted in Latin according to developed spelling rules of Kazakh language.]

8. Ma. Cuuraem, 4ro naTUHU3ALMS OyJET CIOCOOCTBOBATh YCBOEHHUIO Ka3aXCKOI'O SI3bIKa
H PpOCTY NPECTUKa B KOMMYHUKATHUBHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE HC TOJIBKO KaSaXCTaHa, HO U 3a
pyoexxoM. Tak, Hampumep, BEAYyTCs OHJIAWH-JICKIIUU C TPAHCISAIUCH JUISI  3apyOeKHBIX
1oJIb30Barese, Takux kak Aprentusa, CIUA, [Tonbma u B qpyrux crpanax. CyliecTByoT
TakxKe Kadeapbl Ka3axCKOTo S3bIKa B YHUBEPCUTETaX HEKOTOPBIX €BPOIEHCKUX CTpaH.
[Yes. We believe that Latinization will contribute to the Kazakh language acquisition and
increase its prestige in the communication space not only in Kazakhstan, but also abroad.
For example, there are online lectures with broadcasts for foreign users, such as Argentina,
the United States, Poland and other countries. There are Kazakh language departments at
European universities t00.]

9. JlarnHW3anus 0TBEYACT MHTEPECaM MHOTHX JHACIIOP, TAK KaK HA UCTOPHUYECKON pOJIUHE
MHOT'MX H3 HHUX HNHCbBMCHHOCTL OCHOBAaHAa Ha IJIATUHUIC, KaK HAIIPUMCEP TypI_II/I}I,
V36ekucran, [lonpma. Yiirypckas auacropa pa3padaThiBaeT CBOIO BEPCHUIO JIATUHHUIIBI.
[Latinization is in the interests of many diasporas, as in their historical homelands writing
is based on Latin script, as in Turkey, Uzbekistan and Poland. The Uyghur diaspora is
developing its own version of the Latin alphabet.]

10.ITpakTHKa IBYSI3bIYHOTO OOpa30BaHMUS, KAa3aXCKO-PYCCKOE WIIM Ka3aXCKO-aHIJIHICKOe
CONICPHHUYECTBO HE MOXKET 0CIIa0UTh Ka3axCKUH A3bIK. TakK Kak B 3aKOHOJAaTCIIbHBIX aKTaxX,
KacarolluXcsl ynoTpedieHusl Ka3axCKoro s3blka Ha rocciyxoe, B CMU, u npounx cepax
YCTKO HPOIHCAHbI ITYHKTHI, 3alllUIIAI0NINEC Ka3aXCKUH SI3BIK. HaHpHMep, 3TO Tpe6OBaHI/IC
MPUCYTCTBYET IIPH MOCTYIUIEHUH HA TOCYAAPCTBEHHYIO CIYKOY - IPOBOAUTCS aTTeCTalus
Ha MMOYPOBHCBOC 3HAHUC I'OCYAAPCTBCCHOI'O A3bIKA.

[Practice of bilingual education, Kazakh-Russian or Kazakh-English language rivalry
cannot weaken the Kazakh language. Legislation on the use of Kazakh language in public
service, the media, and other spheres clearly state provisions protecting the state language.
For example, this requirement is included in the criteria for civil service entry- certification
for the state language competency shall be conducted.]

11. BHe 3aBUCUMOCTH OT CTPCMIJICHUA BJIACTEN WIIM HAceJIeHUs O0ObEKTUBHAS CUTyanus C
PYCCKHM A3BIKOM YKa3bIBACT HA TO, YTO (byHKI_[I/ISI PYCCKOT'O A3bIKa HA0JITO COXPAaHUTC B
Kazaxcrane.

[Despite the desire of the authorities or population, the objective situation indicates a long-
lasting function of the Russian language in Kazakhstan.]

12. Jla, BEpOATHOCTH TOTO, YTO KaKas-TO YaCTh Ka3aXxoOB, BKIIIOYAsl UX JETEH, caMu OYyIyT
AOJITO MTOJIB30BATHCA PYCCKUM SA3BIKOM U KHpHJ’IJ’IPII.ICfI.

83



[Yes, the likelihood that a certain part of Kazakhs themselves, as well as their children, will
use Russian and the Cyrillic alphabet for a long time is very high.]

Respondent 2: Fazylzhanova Anar Muratqyzu.

1. Jla, ¢ KaXIbIM TOJOM pacTeT CIpOoC OOIMIEeCTBA HAa KAYECTBEHHBIM Ka3aXCKUM
KOHTCHT, KA4YCCTBCHHOC 06CJ’Iy>KI/IBaHI/Ie Ha roCyaapCTBCHHOM A3bIKC.

[Yes, every year the demand for high-quality Kazakh content and service is growing.]

2. Ponb pycckoro si3pika B ynpaBiIeHUH U 00pa30BaHUU HE CHIDKEHA. PyCCKUi S3BIK
HC TCpACT CBOUX IIO3WLIIUH B Kazaxcrane 3a cuer HHCPTHOI'O pa3BUTUA CO BPEMCH
Coserckoro Coroza. HOTOMy kak B CoBeTckoe BpEMA B €0 pPasBUTUC OBLIIO BJIOKEHEI
OTPOMHBIE PECYPCBI, M 3TO 1a€T €MY Pa3BUBATHCSI HHEPTHO HA HECKOJIBKO CTOJIETUH BIIEPE]
0€3 0COOBIX CIECIMAILHBIX YCUITHH.

[The role of the Russian language in management and education has not been diminished.
The Russian language has not lost its position due to inert development since the Soviet
Union. Huge resources were invested in its development during the Soviet period, and this
gives it the opportunity to develop inertly for several centuries ahead, without much special
effort.]

3. OcHoOBHasI Macca HaceJeHU HOJI0KUTEIbHO OTHOCUTCS K COBpeMCHHOﬁ IIOJIMTHUKE.
Tax xak oHa n1OepasibHa, TpeOOBAHNE TOCYIAPCTBEHHOIO SI3bIKa HOCUT MATKHUI XapakTep.
Hacenenne ITOJIOKUTCIIBHO OTHOCHUTCs K JJaTUHU3alluu n BOCCTAaHOBJICHUIO
HAIlMOHAJILHOTO OHOMAaCTMYECKOIO IpocTpaHCcTBa. B To ke Bpems ecTb (hakThl
HCIOBOJIbLCTBA KAYCCTBOM U OI'PaHUYCHHOCTBIO C(bepbl y'HOTpe6J'IeHI/I}I rocyaapCTB€HHOTO
s3bIKa  OCOOGHHO B  ()MHAHCOBOW, OAHKOBCKOW,  IOJIMTUYECKOW,  HAyYHOM,
nH(pOpMaMOHHOM cdepax, a TaKKe B OM3HEC-CEKTOpeE.

[The majority of the population has a positive attitude towards modern politics. Since it is
liberal, the requirement of the state language is soft. The population has a positive attitude
towards the Latinization and restoration of the national onomastic space. At the same time,
there are factors of discontent with the quality and limited use of the state language,
especially in the financial, banking, political, scientific, information and business sectors.]
4, Hrine YPOBCHB BJIAACHUS T'OCA3BIKOM ITOBBIIIACTCSA, OKOJIO 12 IIPOLICHTOB APYTIUX
OTHOCOB XOpOILIO BJIAACIOT UM, a 90 IMPONCHTOB Ka3aXxoB BJIAJCIOT CBOUM POAHBIM A3BIKOM.
O,Z[HaI(O OCTAaBJIACT KCJIATh JIYUIICTO KAaUCCTBO BJIAACHHUA JIMTCPATYPHBIM A3BIKOM BCECTO
HacelleHUsl. Tak Kak TakoWd BBICOKMI YpOBEHb BJIAJAECHUSA TOCSI3BIKOM MPEANOIaraet
OCOBeHHE Tpex u Oonee crTuiell (pa3roBOpHBIN, NyOIMIUCTHYECKUH, Hay4HbIH,
XYXOJIECTBEHHOU JTUTEpaTyphl, U OPUIIMATIBEHO JEIOBOM) A3bIKA.

[Today, the level of state language proficiency is increasing, about 12 % of other ethnic
groups have a good command of it, and 90 % of Kazakhs speak their native language.
However, the quality of literary language proficiency of the entire population remains poor,
as such a high-level of language command implies the mastering of three or more styles
(conversational, journalistic, scientific, literature, and official business.]

5. A cuuraro Ha ceroHs Ha 60 MPoIICHTOB
[I estimate the figure to be 60 % for today.]
6. Her. B  Kazaxcrane  chopmupoBasics  0coObIA  THUN  ITHHYECKOTO

MYJIBbTHKYJIBTYpaJIN3Ma, OH OTIIMYACTCA TOJICPAHTHOCTBIO HE TOJIBKO TI/ITyJIBHOfl Haluu —
Ka3aXxoB, HO U OTBETOH peaKuI/Ieﬁ Ha TOJICPAHTHOCTH Ka3ax0OB KaK MaCCOBOI'O SABJICHHA.
[No. A special type of ethnic multiculturalism has been formed in Kazakhstan, it is
distinguished by the tolerance not only of the titular nation - the Kazakhs, but also by the
response to the tolerance of the Kazakhs as a mass phenomenon.]

7. Her. JlatuHu3nMss He OTpasuTCA Ha CTaTyce PYCCKOrO S3bIKAa, TaK KaK CMEHa
an(haBuTa KacaeTcsl TOJIBKO ATOTO sA3bIKa. AN(aBUT GYHKIMOHUPYET TOIBHKO B MUCbMEHHOMN
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KOMMYHHKanuu. Takoro ponxa BOIpoca Mbl pPacCMaTpUBAeM Kak IOJIMTU3UPOBAHHBIC
MECCEIKU. PYCCKI/Iﬁ SA3bIK JOBOJIBHO JOJII'O 6yz[eT (bYHKHI/IOHI/I];)OBaTB Ha TaKOM BBICOKOM
YpOBHE W3-32 WHEPTHOTO pa3BUTHS, Ooyiee TOro, MH(GOPMAIMOHHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO
Kazaxcrana maér Bo3mokHOCTh pycckum CMMU pabortath B moiaHOM pexkume. Ho ceitvac
UAET MPOLECC, YTO 3THOKYJIBTYPHOE Ka3aXO-s3bIYHOE OOIECTBO IOJHHMMAET BOIIPOC
BAXXHOCTH COXPAHCHUA rOCyAapCTBCHHOI'O SA3bIKA. O,Z[HaKO OIISITH-TAaKH dTOT €CTECTBEHHBIN
IMpoHeCC MHOIUC XOTAT IMOJIMTU3HUPOBATH, 4 HA CaMOM JCJIC 3TO CCTCCTBCHHOC KCJIAHUC
OTHOKYJIbTYPHOI'O A3BIKOBOI'O COO6H.[€CTBa COXpaHUTb U IMPHUYMHOXUTb CBOE SI3BIKOBOE
nocrosiue. [loaromy nogHuMaercs BOIpOC BHECEHUS M3MeHeHud B KoHcTuTynwmio, ruae
CaMbIM TI'JIaBHBIM W OCHOBHBIM S3bIKOM 6yz[eT SIBIATBCI TONBKO Ka3axckuii. Ha ,Z[aHHbII;'I
MOMEHT B (YHKIMOHHUPYIOIIMX 3aKOHOJATENbCTBAX IIOCIE OIpENeNeHusl craryca
Ka3axCKoOro s3bplKa KaK T'OCYJapCTBECHHOI'O BCErja CICAYCT CTaTbsA 00 ONnpeCaACIICHUU
o(unmanbHOI oK pyccKoro sizbika. [loaTomy ceifuac moJHIMAaeTCs BOIIPOC KaK M BO BCEX
Pa3BUTLIX CTpaHax OCTaBUTDb TOJBKO OJIHY CTaThIoO, KaCarouiyrocs TOJBKO
roCyJ1apCTBEHHOIO sI3bIKa. JTO MUpOBOM onbIT. Hanpumep Bo ®@panuuu 3akoH TyboHO
(Loi Toubon ) sipko 1eMOHCTPUPYET 3aKOHOAATEIBHYIO (PUKCALIUIO CTaTyca (PpaHITy3CKOro
s3blKa KaK OCHOBHOI'O O(QUIMaIbHOr0. Takol e ONBIT MPUMEHSETCS BO BCEX JAPYruX
Pa3BUTBIX YHUTAPHBIX IOCyAapCTBaX. OTOro HeJb3s OTpHLIATH .Kazaxcran Toxe cTaBUT
LECJIBIO pa3BUBATLHCA B PYCJIC PA3BUTHIX SKOHOMHWYCCKUX CTpPaH.

[No. Latinization will not affect the status of the Russian language, as the change of the
alphabet concerns only this language. The alphabet functions only in written
communication. We consider such issues as politicized messages. The Russian language
will function at such a high level for quite a long time due to its inert development,
moreover, the information space of Kazakhstan enables the Russian media to operate in
full mode. But now the process is being changed - the ethno-cultural Kazakh society often
raise the issue on the importance of preserving the state language. However, again, this
natural process is often politicized, whereas in fact it is a natural desire of ethno-cultural
community to preserve and increase its linguistic wealth. Therefore, the issue on
Constitution amendments is being raised. In the present functioning legislation, after
determining the status of Kazakh as the State language, there always follows an article on
the official role of the Russian language. Therefore, as in all developed countries, the issue
is being raised - to leave an article concerning the State language only. This is a world
experience. For example, in France, the Loi Toubon law clearly demonstrates the legal
fixation of the status of French as the main official language. The same experience has been
applied in all other developed unitary states. Kazakhstan also aims to develop in the
mainstream of developed economic countries.]

8. I[a.MO)KHO IMOBBICUTE YPOBCHbL BJIAACHHA T'OCA3BIKOM IIOCPCIACTBOM 06y‘IeHI/I$I
HAaCCJICHUA HOBOMY Ka3aXCKOMY aH(baBHTy. .HaTI/IHI/ILIa UMEET BBICOKUH YPOBCHb
Y3HaBacMOCTH B rj100aJIbHOM MHPE, YTO HEIIPEMCHHO CKAXKCTCA U Ha MMPECTUIKE Ka3aXCKUX
TEKCTOB. OI[HaKO cama 10 ce0e JIJaTUHHULIA HC MOXCET IOBBICUTH HPCCTHUXK
TrOCYJapCTBEHHOTO s3bIKa 0€3 KOMIUIEKCHBIX TouepkuBaomux wmep. Heoboxomumo
pacpuTh cepy 1 MOBBICUTH KYJIbTYpPY YIOTpEeOSHHUS S3bIKA.

[Yes. It is possible to increase the level of mastering state language by teaching the
population a new Kazakh alphabet. Latin alphabet has a high level of recognition in the
global world, which will certainly affect the prestige of Kazakh texts. However, the Latin
alphabet cannot increase the prestige of the state language without complex supporting
measures. It is necessary to expand the sphere and improve the culture of language use.]
9. AccamOites Hapoz(os KazaxcTtana BO BceM BpEMCHA cBoOen ACATCIIbHOCTHU
3aHMMAaNach MOMYJAapU3alHUel TOCYTAPCTBEHHOTO SI3bIKa CPEIN MPEACTABUTENEH IPYTUX
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3THOCOCB Ka3axc:TaHa, TaK KakK FocyﬂapCTBeHHbIﬁ A3BIK — YHUBCPCAJIIBHOC CPCACTBO
dhopmMupoBaHHS OOIIEHAITMOHAIBHON TOCYAapCTBEHHON HIICHTUYHOCTH.

[The Assembly of People of Kazakhstan at all times of its activity was engaged in
popularization of the state language among representatives of other ethnic groups in
Kazakhstan, since the state language is a universal means for formation of national state
identity.]

10. Cama 110 cebe ITONUA3BIYHE 3TO MNpEeMyYyIICCTBO Ka3axXCTaHCKOI'0 A3BIKOBOI'O
IIpOCTPAaHCTBA. Bce kazaxu IMPCKPACHO BJIAJICKOT PYCCKUM A3BIKOM, d JJUACIIOPBI HAMCPCHLBI
HU3y4darTrb T'OCA3BIK. OI[HaKO Ka3axXCTaHCKOC PYCCKO-Ka3axCKoOC ABYXBA3BIYUC
HeC6aJ'IaHCI/Ip0BaHO, TOTJa KaK Ka3aXCKO-pyCCKOC c6anchnpOBaHooe. HOCJ’IGI[HCC
ABJISICTCSA HpH‘-IHHOfI TOr0, 4YTO HOCHUTCIIN PYCCKOI'0 A3bIKa BJIAJCHOT Ka3axXCKUM HAMHOI'O
XYKeE. HOC)TOMy SA3bIKOBAsA ITOJIMTHKA OJOJI)KHA PA3BUBATH C6aJ'IaHCI/Ip0BaHHOCTI> PYCCKO-
Ka3axCKOTI'o ABYXbA3bIUHWA.

[Polylinguistic is an advantage of the Kazakh language space - all Kazakhs have an
excellent command of Russian, and the diasporas intend to study the state language.
However, the Russian- Kazakh bilingualism is unbalanced, while the Kazakh-Russian is
balanced. The latter is because Russian native speakers have a much worse command of
Kazakh. Therefore, the language policy should develop a balanced Russian-Kazakh
bilingualism.]

11. Ectb. OnHako cnaboe, 175 TOro 4YTOObI €r0 Y4ecTb.
[Yes. However, weak to take it into account.]
12. Takoe wmanoBeposTHo. Ka3zaxm3amusi Kak MNpOsUICHUE TEHICHIMHM STHH3AIUH,

KOTOpasi HIHE MPHUCYIIEC BCEMY IIO0ATILHOMY MUPY, HaOHpaeT 000POTHI, ¥ B OJIMKANIIEM
Oyayuiem OyneT TOJbKO YCUIUBATHCS.

[It is unlikely. Kazakhization as a manifestation of ethnization tendency - inherent in the
entire global world - is gaining traction, and will only increase in the near future.]
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