
Abstract
Russia is the oldest friend of all the Central Asian States in terms of everything whether it is any defence 
deal, socio-cultural af�inity or economic assistance, Moscow is long time back, trusted friend of Central 
Asia, often the slogan is used as “a friend in need is a friend indeed”, which signi�ies the historical 
legacy and ethos of binding of relations between the countries. After the dis-integration of Soviet 
Union the mayhem which has occurred during the 1990’s was crises in all the segment; be it political, 
social, religious, ethnic etc. This article will explore, “The foreign policy concept of Russian federation”, 
which is approved by president Putin, to strengthen Russia’s role in international culture to promote 
and consolidate the position of the Russia in the world to raise global awareness of Russia’s cultural 
achievements and national historical legacy in the Russian-diaspora. This article will analyse the 
outlook on how Russia is playing its game in Central Asia? the differences that how Russia is successful 
in his attempt in divulging her Soft Power diplomacy in Central Asia in order to control over the natural 
resources of the region? also the importance of how Moscow is playing the role of, “watchman” state, 
not to give any space to any other power in Central Asia? Also how far Russia has been successful in his 
attempt, will be discuss? The article will rely on the methodology of both primary and secondary sources 
of data within its theoretical and analytical explanation of Russia’s foreign policy in Central Asia.
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Introduction
Soon after the demise of the Soviet Union in 
the1990’s, the transformation that occurred in 
every aspect of Russian life were not only political 
but also social and cultural. The Russian ethnic 
masses, one hand on the other were compelled 
to shift from their motherland to different places 
in Central Asia as a result they were bound to 
entangle with different states and different 
cultures. The changes which took place in the 
political structure of the country have created 
the scope and paradigm for the study and debate 
among the scholars about the ideology and its 
culture which existed after the dissolution. To 
develop its cultural diplomacy Russia began to 
construct its image and perception according 

to its soft power principles in the entire post-
soviet region and abroad like India, to pursue her 
presence (Dougherty 2013). 
Seeing practically, after the dissolution, Russia’s 
soft power diplomacy in the post-Soviet period 
is embedded within four elements i.e. a huge 
market for the employment in Central Asian 
region, the promotion of Russian language, the 
common ethnic culture and the availability of 
energy resources in the region are the centre of 
attraction for Russia to pursue and strengthen 
her foreign policy in the region (Sakwa 2008). 
However, Russia every time tried to balance and 
control the entire Post-Soviet States to maximize 
the bene�its of the vast energy resources like it 
was before during the soviet time. However, 
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critique from the various scholars reveals that 
Russia’s foreign policy and her diplomacy was 
unsuccessful and over the years it had failed to 
unite the Russian ethnic masses and the Russian 
speaking minorities in post-soviet Russia. 
Russia-Georgia war and Ukraine crises are a clear 
example of it (Akiner 1997). However, Russia’s 
stands forefront in terms of her foreign policy 
and its soft power diplomacy achievements 
which can be best illustrated during the 
President ship of Vladimir Putin who took of�ice 
in 2000 and had utmost priority to look after the 
political situation in the country and also to build 
Russia’s foreign policy image in the international 
realm. Putin, with his charismatic personality 
and effective leadership quality he was able to 
spread its foothold in the entire Central Asian 
region in particular and in the international 
arena in general, as a result, Russia could able 
to spread her soft power towards its neighbour 
state in Post-soviet Russia. Moreover, Putin’s 
diplomacy target both soft power and hard 
power as basic tools for Russia’s diplomacy in 
Central Asian Region which is largely attached 
to energy resources such as oil, gas, etc. which 
is given in Russia’s Foreign Policy Concept (RFP 
2012). However, there is a debate among the 
different scholars regarding Russia’s foreign 
policy practices and its implications. Richard 
Sakwa (2008) who talk about Russia’s foreign 
policy from 1991 to 2008 in which he has given 
six main Transition period in which Russia has 
�irmly evolved: �irst, the emergence phase i.e. 
before 1991; Second, the established phase i.e. 
from 1991 to 1993; Third, the reassertion phase, 
from 1993-1995; Fourth, competitive realism 
from January 1996 to 98; Fifth, From new realism 
to New Cold War, 1999-2000 and Sixth, Russia 
after Putin, 2000 onwards. Sakwa pointed out 
that these all phases are unequal and they had 
occurred in different times and periods leading 
to some changes (both political and social) in 
the Russian political system during the reign of 
Russian President Vladimir Putin, Medvedev 
or Minister of Foreign Affairs. Dmitri Trenin 
(2007) who also pointed out that the period 
from 1992 to 2003, which he describes as the 
most important in the Russian history because, 

during this period, the amalgamation of Russian 
citizens into Western society and European 
culture was at the pick, the Russian citizens had 
started accepting the western culture because 
of the “Europeanization” took place in entire 
Central Asian region. Trenin further highlighted 
that the period from 2004 to 2008 which is called 
the self- af�irmation period and after 2009 which 
can be best understood as a modernization 
period under the leadership of Putin. Vladimir 
Paramonov (2009) who also evaluates Russian 
foreign policy in Central Asia over the period 
from 1992 to 2008 which he describes as a period 
of unequal in practice and there are continuous 
changes in Russia’s foreign policy discourse 
towards Central Asia. It is also assumed that 
the responsibility is often to blame with the 
different president-ship period from domestic 
to international for its failure and success. This 
period also noti�ies and gives clear glimpse of the 
different existing conditions, internationally and 
domestically at the beginning of each president’s 
�irst term. This period shows various foreign 
policy objectives and the means that were 
taken by three presidents to achieve them. It 
also discovers, after sighting the similarities in 
Russia’s modern foreign policy from one period 
to another. The above explanation highlights that 
there were division and differences in the making 
of foreign policy objectives and its implication in 
the post-soviet states, with the function of all the 
three presidents over the time, which is a clear 
example of Russia’s foreign policy formulation 
and its implication in the Post-Soviet space 
(Trenin 2007).
Historical Background
Russia, historically enriched with its cultural 
ethos and various traditions which is connected 
to mainly three cultures First, is the Orthodox 
tradition i.e. orthodox Christianity in the Asia 
region, today it is called modern Turkey. Second, 
the Western culture of Latin European countries 
called as “Europeanization”, and Third, is the 
culture from Islamic states i.e. from West Asia 
and Central Asia (Sakwa 2008). In Russia, the 
people belongs to the different ethnic identi�ied 
themselves as “Russians” rather central Asian, 
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who have been politically and culturally 
dominant in the region which are vast spread 
with Russian Empire for �ive hundred years 
of tsarist and Soviet imperial regime. Despite 
suppression from the powerful states actors, 
the people of these region has fought for their 
cultural autonomy and freedom, as a result, 
minority cultures have survived within the 
Russian Federation including the people from the 
North Caucasus region of Central Asian Region 
and therefore the numerous indigenous groups 
in Siberia, the Tatars (Volga region), and the East 
Slavic Ukrainians and Belarusians in the Eastern 
Province of Russia even today also it is visible. 
If we see particularly in Central Asia, there is a 
broad cultural homogeneity and continuity in 
the entire region among the millions of Russian 
in the newly independent republics together 
with the Baltic and the Caucasus region. That is 
why modern Russia is an example of a Eurasian 
creature in�luenced by multiple cultures from the 
West (Malik 1994). 
Over the time, Russia’s foreign policy and 
diplomacy has been in�luenced by three schools 
of thought; One, those who want to develop 
Russia according to the Western model like, 
during the Peter, “The Great”, Russia followed 
the line of Western civilization and later named 
as “Westernizers” and other those who want 
to modernize Russia according to orthodoxy 
Christianity and pure Russian ideas called as 
“Slavophiles”. The third one, those who see Russia 
as a European, as well as an Asian power and 
wants to maintain a balanced position in both 
Europe and Asia which are called “Eurasianists”. 
These all contradictory ideas have also been a 
contributing factor in the evolvement of Russian 
foreign policy in the region. Russian ideologues, 
historians, geographers and proponents of 
Eurasians ideas see Russia far as an enlightening 
role in Central Asia which is quite visible after 
the policy taken by Russian foreign ministry 
after 1993, Russia gradually tilted towards these 
all three ideas and now it is actively involved in 
India as well as in Central Asian Region (Marlene 
2008).

The in�luence of Soviet Union legacy is a major 
factor in Central Asian culture. The Russian 
language is spoken all over, in the Central Asian 
Region and in India. During the Soviet time, 
the people were more dependent on the state 
for their welfare. After the breakdown of the 
Soviet Union, Russia’s foreign policy concerning 
Central Asia has gone through many phases 
depending on the policy formulated by Putin 
after 2000 onwards. Therefore, Russia had no 
clear cut Central Asia policy as such in foreign 
policy concept before 2000, during the period 
Russia was experiencing kind of structural 
transformations all around in post-soviet 
states including economic and political reforms 
(Sakwa 2008). It was quite challenging for 
Russia to balance the bridge and to maintain its 
supremacy in all over the post-soviet states. After 
1990s, there was a political shift in the Russian 
foreign policy approach which was truly based 
on the concept of the ‘Primakov doctrine’ to 
reaf�irm Russia’s strategic presence in the CARs. 
Later, it was continued by Russian President 
Putin who went on to the process of internal 
balancing to regain Russia’s hold in Central 
Asian region. Putin, besides joining the SCO, he 
developed Moscow’s security structures such 
as the Collective Security Treaty Organization 
(CSTO) to safeguard the boundaries of the 
Central Asian countries. Russia and Uzbekistan 
signed the security agreement namely “Treaty 
of Allied Relations” in 2005, with this agreement 
the provisions between the two countries for 
the military assistance in case of aggression 
by a third state happened. This agreement also 
entrails with the right to use its military bases 
and installations whenever it is required during 
the crises. In this way, Kazakhstan is Russia’s key 
strategic ally in the Central Asian region. Moscow 
considers Astana as a regional powerhouse and 
key country by means of which Russia can launch 
its in�luence all over the Central Asian states 
(Bertil 2008). To put uprightly, we can say that 
after the disintegration Central Asia was lost for 
Russia, it did not have scope and various means 
to deal with the states of Central Asia just after 
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its formation. Likewise, Russia could not able 
to formulate a new and balanced foreign policy 
mechanism towards the newly independent 
states of Central Asia. Andrei Kozyrev who was 
a foreign minister at time did not had any clear 
policy cut about Central Asia. There was no 
consensus among the Russian ruling elite about 
Russia’s national interests and its role in Central 
Asia. What kind of a policy Russia should pursue 
in the CAR region was completely aloof from the 
policymaker (Marlene 2009).
Nonetheless, the most vibrant features of 
Russia’s foreign policy related to soft power 
will be culture, language, security, and politics 
which will be discussed in this article. Yeltsin’s 
government had actively tried to seek to 
integrate the countries into the Western-
dominated international economic sphere and 
he was severely criticized by the people for his 
Pro-Western foreign policy for which the Yeltsin 
government was called as “Destroyer of Russia” 
(Zimmerman 2013). Therefore, Russia’s failure 
of the “one-side” pro-Western policy and the 
Western world’s constantly refused Russia to 
acknowledge its strategic partner resulted in 
Russia’s re-formulation of its Eurasian foreign 
policies. The Decree which was passed by 
Yeltsin for the set-up of the Strategic Course of 
the Russian Federation with its Member States 
of the CIS has been released on 14th Sep 1995, 
which embark Russia’s “Return” to Central Asia, 
especially in terms of economic cooperation. 
The law clearly stated that the CIS countries 
occupied the topmost priority status in Russia’s 
foreign policy concept (RFP 2008). President 
Boris Yeltsin set up the economic mutual bene�its 
as the fundamental requirement for resolving 
the disputes among the CIS countries, boosting 
bilateral and multilateral cooperation among 
the different states. At the beginning of the 21st 
century, the measure taken by Russia for the 
regional economic integration initiated by Russia 
in the Post-Soviet states became more clear, here 
the Customs Union, the Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization (SCO) and the Eurasian Economic 
Union (EEU) all of them playing a major role in 

establishing economic relations among Russia 
and the Central Asian countries (Goldman 
2008). President Dmitri Medvedev himself 
reclaimed Russia’s in�luence over the CIS states 
and reaf�irmed Central Asia as a “buffer zone” 
in which every state is trying to put their leg 
inside Heartland in order to maximize the 
importance of the region, be it India, China 
or US (Trenin 2007; Pandey 2007). Currently, 
Moscow is pushing for every closer military tie 
and economic cooperation in the region. Cultural 
ties with the Central Asian countries which will 
strengthen the Moscow’s strategic position in the 
region in the future. In terms of Military aspects, 
Russia has also made a far-�lung presence in the 
region via its vast CSTO network to curb security 
challenges like transnational crime, illegal 
migration, illegal traf�icking, arms smuggling, 
drug traf�icking, terrorism, etc. In fact, Russia is 
more close to Central Asia rather than any other 
allies because of its geographical proximity and 
historical legacy as because these countries were 
prior part of the former Soviet Union. In return, 
Central Asian countries are also closely linked 
and dependant with Russia for many reasons like 
huge assistance which they get from Russia in 
terms of Economy, military, culturally, etc. (Khan 
2013).
The main focus of this article is to explain inclusive 
Russia’s foreign policy from Yeltsin to Medvedev 
which is classi�ied both by its continuity and 
change. Continuity here means, the longevity 
of Russia’s foreign policy interests and Russia’s 
national goals to promote liberal foreign policy 
agenda with all central Asian states to broaden 
and deepen its roots and also to the continuous 
building up of the foreign policy concept in 
the political documents that de�ine Russia’s 
strategy in CIS states (Nixey 2012). Changes, 
on the other hand, refer to the events that 
reformed the international and domestic arena 
which resulted to impact Russia’s foreign policy 
during the period. The Changes also took place 
in Russia’s standing on certain international 
issues, Changes also deals with the various 
individual charismatic leadership and different 



20   Research Reinforcement>  Vol. 8, Issue 1  May 2020 - October 2020

ISSN 2348-3857

styles of conducting foreign policy, e.g. Putin is 
well known for his “Charismatic leadership” and 
diplomatic foreign policy. Again from the realistic 
point of view, Russia could able to succeed in 
controlling the political situation in most of the 
post-soviet states under the Putin regime with 
his foreign and diplomatic policy, especially in 
case of Russia’s War in 2008 which was a military 
con�lict between the two i.e. Russia and Georgia 
also the republics of caucuses i.e. Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia (Omlicheva 2016). The chaos 
started because of the strategic importance of the 
region and the availability of energy resources 
made Russia feel her presence in the regions. 
From the strategic location, it also connects with 
the important region of Transcaucasia, which 
is located near the Middle East. Putin with his 
charismatic leadership, he was able to manage 
the situation and resolve the crises (Laruelle 
2013).
In this way, Russia’s relations with post-soviet 
states has travelled through many ups and 
downs and were largely unharmed because 
of the Putin’s “managed democracy” which is 
entirely state-controlled media, elections, and 
public policy was formulated according to the 
principle of soft power technique, newspaper 
and television networks were directly owned 
and controlled by the government and only 
state-approved media or parties were allowed 
to function. Therefore, Russia’s notion of 
in�luencing through soft power policy and 
ideology entered into the Russian academic and 
political discourse and was also published in 
Russia’s foreign policy concept many times. This 
strong image of Russia’s foreign policy also we 
can see in the speech of Vladimir Putin during 
his meeting with the Russian ambassadors, he 
opined that: “In handling the customary and 
acquainted method of international relation our 
foreign ambassadors and representative are well 
accomplished and have enough knowledge but 
in terms of Soft power technique and concept 
is concerned, our journey is far ahead”, (Putin’s 
speech 2008).
Therefore, Russia’s entry into the world of its 
“soft power diplomacy” in the post-soviet region, 

especially in Central Asia, somehow or other 
revolves around concentrating on its strategic 
location and occupying a pivotal position in 
monopolizing the natural resources in the entire 
post-Soviet region including the Caspian Sea, 
Trans-Caucasia region and so on. Russia anyhow 
wanted to promote her core national interest 
in order to rebuild her supremacy in the region 
like it was before during the soviet time. Russia 
doesn’t want to give any unnecessary advantage 
to any of the foreign actors to put their foot in 
these regions, however, when some of the post-
soviet states got their membership of NATO 
(Baltic States) of the enemy nation (U.S) were 
the biggest threat Russia could ever imagine 
and thereafter Russian leaders felt insecure 
and started formulating their foreign policy 
according to their soft power principles (Ziegler 
2012). Russia is striving hard to initiate for unity 
among the sovereign states in post-soviet Russia 
by any means (soft or Hard Power Diplomacy). 
To pursue this policy, Russia started giving fund 
and scholarship to many soft institutions and 
agencies (education, culture, language) located 
in Central Asian states, like sponsored them 
in various educational activities like seminars, 
scholarship and stipend were given to the 
student for pursuing the degree in the Russian 
language also religious institution were given 
special safeguard to promote Christianity in the 
region (Blank 2011). Language institutions were 
fully funded to promote the Russian language 
in the entire region and Moscow made this 
an important agenda in their foreign policy 
formulation as a tool to Russian Diplomacy. For 
this purpose, Russia had �inanced and invested 
so much of energy and potential in promoting 
their civil society (NGO’s), and other non-
governmental organization to implement the 
soft power technique by engaging themselves 
in promoting the Russian culture and it is the 
Language diplomacy as a whole to promote and 
to be funded by the Russian government both 
inside and outside the entire post-soviet states 
to bind all within Russian culture and tradition. 
Buszynski (2005) had pointed out that the 
“Europeanization” which took place in Central 
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Asia was only because of the negligence of the 
Russian government in their foreign policy and 
keeping central Asia aloof from the reach of 
Russia’s diplomacy (politically, economically and 
socially) towards Russian ethnic citizens living 
in these regions. The foreign policy of Russia in 
this regard was totally pulled apart with many 
pros and cons leading to many ethnic wars and 
genocides of the Russian population and Russian 
minorities (Georgia and Ukraine crises). But 
instead of many dif�iculties, Russia anyhow tried 
to appease and attract these Russian minorities 
with her soft power diplomacy, with many state-
funded agencies who succeeded in spreading 
Russian culture outside the Russia e.g. Rusky 
Mir Foundation is positively working to explore 
the Russian cultural essence in these regions 
(Bocharov 2014). In order to understand better, 
Russia’s quest for its soft power vision can be 
separated into two distinct time periods. At 
one place we would see the democratic process 
going despite the many dif�iculties and hurdles 
it slowly took hold in Russia and was cheered 
by western counties. On the contrary, the Soviet 
administrative public diplomacy resources seem 
to be eroding, result being the paradigm shift 
in the Russian foreign policy approach after the 
disintegration. This decade was manifested by 
the search of the Russian experts and politicians 
who had dearth for searching a new approach in 
their public diplomacy and leadership. Because 
of this, the debate in the intellectual matters 
about the future of Russian integration strategy 
started. Here, the rule of Yeltsin’s is remarked 
as important because it was during his tenure 
that the idea of the Russian world concept was 
formulated and took its shape (Monaghan 2013).
The era of Putin’s democracy is, however, started 
in 2000-2010 which comprised of Medvedev’s 
presidency too. This is somewhere between 
Russian educational and political dominion that 
Nye’s concept of soft power enters. Throughout 
the period, will see there are contradictions 
and �laws of Russia’s soft power this was due 
to competition between different political and 
intellectual groups, governmental institutions, 
and public personalities which brought their own 

ideas regarding the soft power approach. The 
intellectual groups were not ready to accept and 
digest the western genesis of soft power. However, 
a political consolidation took place during the 
end of the second decade and can be observed 
in the fundamental strategy that the concept of 
Russian World is particularly obvious after two 
of�icial papers regarding the plan were drafted: 
The Russian Foreign Policy Review (2007) and 
the Russian Foreign Policy Concept (2008) which 
assimilated the idea of humanitarian tools into 
the Russian foreign policy discourse (Lavrov and 
Laurelle 2008). 
Yeltsin foreign policy in post-Soviet Russia.
By the beginning of the 1990s, Russia did not 
only miss the amalgamating ideology of the 
Communist utopia, but it also marked the 
degradation of public diplomacy and its foreign 
policy. The lack of funds and a high level of 
corruption within the administration were some 
of the major problems that Russia was facing 
during the integration process. For the �irst time, 
in 1993 a memorandum was signed by President 
Yeltsin which established the foundation of the 
Russian centre of culture and science overseas in 
order to have a more humanitarian and uni�ied 
foreign policy of Russia and to keep informal 
scienti�ic and humanitarian relationship with 
other countries abroad (Alexey 2008). After a 
year, this task was given to “Roszarubezcentr”, 
centre for a cultural and humanitarian perspective 
which became a successor to the SSOD and VOKS. 
During the Soviet era, we found that there were 
many dif�iculties faced in implementing the 
changes which took place geopolitically, after 
the collapse, Russia not only lost global outreach 
but also there was a loss of regional identity and 
homogeneity of culture, which Russian policy-
maker was trying to identify and regenerate via 
attractive ideology and foreign policy measures. 
This had happened during the Yeltsin period, 
there were challenges all over because of the 
post-soviet states were seen to have followed 
the western path of democratization by ignoring 
the Russian culture. The dream of Yeltsin to 
amalgamate the CIS states and the foreign policy 



22   Research Reinforcement>  Vol. 8, Issue 1  May 2020 - October 2020

ISSN 2348-3857

of ‘near abroad’ and ‘Compatriot policy’ came up 
with a big challenge before his administration 
to accomplish the integration process. In the 
beginning, Yeltsin’s political elites showed the 
least interest in the integration process because 
their inclination was towards the west (Blank 
201). Therefore, the �irst decade of Russia’s 
upliftment towards its soft power principles 
was marked by the period of stagnation and 
steady growth marking the origin of groups of 
westernized in Russian foreign policy, and later 
this trend was put forwarded by Andrey Kozyrev 
until 1996 as a foreign minister. The right of 
the compatriots was advocated by the Russian 
government which led to the encouragement of 
the tactics of the Soviet Union when it comes to 
the question of replying to any western criticism 
by the Russian leaders. The western criticism 
was named as “what about” and reply to this 
from the Soviet side was based on the concept 
called “what absolutism”. These two views 
in Russia’s foreign diplomacy had positively 
impacted with a counter mechanism to western 
criticism, it was Edward Lucas (2008:32) who 
mentioned Russia’s policy under this by giving a 
sign of danger to soviet tactics and when it was 
entangled with criticism Russia started focusing 
on the rights of its minorities in post-soviet 
Russia. Although without a distinct assimilating 
ideology, VOKS or SSOD, the soviet experience of 
network organization acted as a mother behind 
the idea of using compatriots in the near abroad 
as it was borrowed from there. In the words of 
Andrey P. Tsygankov (2006), various ideological 
changes were made by the new foreign minister 
Yevgeni Primakov, Russia was a part of the 
Eurasian region for him and not in the continent 
of Europe. His priorities were civilizational that 
comprised the rebirth of the status of Russia 
as a super power in the Central Asian region, 
leading to more strained relations with the 
west enabling a strong bond with non-western 
nations. The need for creating such an ideology 
was felt which would act as an alternative to the 
western culture and framework so that post-
soviet regions could integrate and assimilate 
themselves easily (Codevilla 2008:23). The 

Russian policy experts were obliged towards 
searching for an alternative ideology by the 
leaders of Russian foreign policy. Firstly, the 
economic crises took place in 1998, Russia 
had to face a serious challenge, and Russian’s 
con�idence was �inally blown up in matters of 
societal relation. Secondly, the historical rally 
of Russia and Russia’s action in Serbia was 
considered as a unilateral in nature and Moscow 
was questioned in this regard internationally 
as the NATO-led military campaign in Kosovo 
which targeted the hidden approach of Russia, 
for which Russia was severely criticized for his 
stand, the modi�ication is done under Yevgeni 
Primakov, the leader who emerged in the name of 
the economic crisis which took place in 1998 and 
the NATO operations which was going in Kosovo 
at time created the circumstances for alternative 
tools and foreign policy mechanism in the post-
Soviet Russia (Cooper 2004). This opportunity 
was seen as a welcome note for Russia in 
improving the relations with these states. 
Russia’s western orientation was reformulated 
by many think tanks and experts. Two signi�icant 
groups were seen i.e. “politechnologists” and 
practitioners of public relations which favoured 
engaging on the vague notion of “Russianness” or 
the “Russian World” and the way it is applied to 
the Russian foreign policy during the post-Soviet 
region (Kudors 2010). During Putin’s presidency, 
this idea became the central soft power subject 
therefore it is noteworthy to understand its 
sources. It was under the leadership of foreign 
minister and then Prime Minister Yevgeny 
Primakov that status of Russia’s foreign policy 
rose to a status that he stated that Russia’s 
effort to recover its international status involved 
improving its role as a centre of in�luence over 
the post- Soviet Russia. A new foreign policy for 
the federation was formulated by Putin on 28th 
June 2000, which deals with the recognition 
of the country’s inadequate abilities and the 
need to make a certain amount of geopolitical 
concessions, and to give priority to the “Near 
Abroad” concept (Putin 2000). However, Russia 
is keeping its in�luence on the post-soviet states 
by several means: culturally, socially, religiously, 
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and historically. In this regard the important role 
has been played by the Russian Orthodox Church 
and even its area of jurisdiction is accepted by 
the maximum number of the followers in both 
Belarus and Moldova, and also by a considerable 
number of the people from Ukraine. Russian 
dance, music movies, or even T.V programs are 
in great demand around the post-soviet region. 
If we consider the topographical closeness of 
the resources of Russia we will �ind how large 
it has impacted as a source of economical pull 
factor, and particularly for those whose markets 
are largely dependent on such energy resources 
which are low-priced (Cox 1998; Leonova 2013).
Putin Era: Russian World, New Soft Power 
vision in Central Asia
During the presidential term of Medvedev, and 
under the reign of Vladimir Putin, Andrey P. 
Tsygankov (2006) summarizes by saying that, 
the Kremlin’s weakness has been overcome and 
it has reached to a common agreement on certain 
purposes of Russia’s foreign policy, regarding the 
protection of Russian’s world-wide effect and its 
position as a regional great authority and power. 
After 2000 we would observe how the political 
situation was managed internally and turned 
its attention in outer space so as to say, towards 
the foreign policy in the post-Soviet region. 
Some argued that on behalf of Putin, only “Hard 
Power” was used and the techniques regarding 
soft power were not taken into attention. It is 
clear from this statement: “With the West turning 
towards climate and hunger, as it exempli�ied “soft 
power” and the weakening of authority beneath 
the hindrances of humanitarianism, Putin started 
using “hard” power, as a mechanism to transport 
gas to his countries from the Baltics via Belarus 
to Ukraine, and chambers to reconquer what he 
claims is rightful” (Gallarotti 2011).
Anders Aslund (2012) adds to the above 
statement by saying that: “in the former Soviet 
Union, almost all countries are seeking trade and 
security with anyone but Russia because Putin 
is using only sticks and no carrot” policy. This 
clearly shows how effective Putin had been using 
Hard Power in some of the Eastern states of post-

soviet Russia. Here, it also becomes essential to 
recollect the words of Nye where he says that it 
depends upon the person as this strategy might 
attract few and might not attract the other and it 
is such an inevitable fact that becomes a reality. If 
we look at the countries of post-soviet we would 
see that they had the legacy of autocratic leaders 
that dictates and controls, as a result of which the 
society feels nostalgic towards the greatness of 
the soviets, resultantly they connect themselves 
better with the Putin’s leadership. The history 
of Soviet hard power can be linked with Putin’s 
Russia and it can be used in foreign policy too. 
Here, Aslund, the view is somehow correct in 
assessing the comeback of Russia when they 
pose hard power as the reason behind the 
strengthening of Russia’s position because the 
prime reason behind is its ability to reformulate 
its soft power techniques in the region of Central 
Asian states. Joseph Nye (2004) once he says that 
it is not easy to keep command on soft power as 
the government has no control over the resources 
and even the in�luence is not direct. On the other 
hand, when the “power vertical” term came into 
practice as implemented by Putin the question 
of command and in�luence became inferior for 
the soft power strategy. The question of Ideology 
became the utmost priority. The prime question 
became the question of ideology. Vladimir Putin 
brought with it this ideology which Yeltsin 
during his time lacked regarding the concept of 
soft power. It is clear that the idea of the “Russian 
World” given by Putin has been taken from Piotr 
Schedrovicki’s, Gleb Pavlovski’s, and Sergey 
Chernishov’s understanding of this concept. 
Soon after it developed a clear understanding 
regarding a critical need for ideology in the 
formulation of Russia’s soft power, the other 
essential question that arises was, if at all it was 
possible to use the ideas framed during Yeltsin 
time so that the new soft power vision can be 
implemented. The gap, in terms of ideology, was 
created during Yeltsin’s tenure became Putin’s 
ultimate priority to come over it, after he came to 
power and to look into each and every aspect of 
the policies of Russia’s primary objective (Conley 
2011).
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According to Gleb Pavlovski (2005) Putin’s 
strategy towards the formation of Russia’s foreign 
policy re�lects both the European and the eastern 
ideas. Ideologically, Pavlovski places Putin 
between Kozyrev Westernizers and Primakov 
Eurasianists. For Putin, the representation of 
both eastern and European ideas acted as a key 
instrument through which Russia’s policies could 
be framed. In this way, we can see that Putin’s 
public diplomacy has its inheritance from both 
European and Eastern ideas at the same time.
The idea of “sovereign democracy”
The concept of “sovereign democracy” in itself is 
an attractive term which in turn attracts leaders 
like Putin throughout the world. As it tries to 
neutralize both external in�luences along with 
internal civil pressure for change. After the Rose 
and Orange revolution that occurred in Georgia 
and Ukraine, the concept of sovereign democracy 
got momentum in Russia (Tsygankov 2013). 
Putin considered himself as a sovereign ruler and 
he claims that he looks on the socio-democratic 
process, but where the reality is different than 
what it was projected. Putin happens to be an 
authoritarian leader as critique comes from 
different scholars, with its stringent policies, 
as we visualize the case in Chechnya, Georgia, 
and Ukraine (Karpowicz 2012). In the history 
of Russia, the concept of Anti-fascism as well 
as sovereign democracy had its twofold usage: 
�irstly, they assisted Kremlin in its method in the 
direction of building identity internally which 
later became the base for the formation of fresh 
soft power image. Though, for Vladimir Putin, the 
most favourable ideology in post-soviet Russia 
became the concept of the “Russian world”. Putin 
was in favour of this concept and had given utmost 
priority for its growth in the entire post-soviet 
region (Tsygankov 2005). It was fully funded 
and �inanced by the Ministry of the Russian 
Federation for its growth as the whole idea of 
the Russian world talks about transcending 
geographical barriers i.e. assimilating the entire 
post-soviet states into “one”. Here, it is important 
to discuss the term “Holy union” which is an 
amalgamation of three countries namely Russia, 

Ukraine, and Belarus also known as the core of 
Russia. The aim of the Russian World here is to 
integrate and interlink the entire region into 
one nation “Russia”. The sole purpose of Putin’s 
Russia is to have its supremacy over all its post-
soviet states both Geographically, Politically, 
Economically, and most importantly, culturally 
(Borisova 2015). Here, the role of language is 
very important because Putin himself opined 
that the language is the pillar via which soft 
power can be �lourished. It was also described by 
one of the Russian etymologist Oleg Trubachiov 
(1992) in his book called “The search of unity”, 
which was published after the soviet collapse. 
Here, the concept and ambition of the Russian 
language were to spread all over its territory 
in entire post-soviet states. As it was further 
described by Oleg that the symbol of “union of 
Russian language” has its effective soft power 
potential to attract all Russian and non-Russian 
speakers within and outside the country which 
is the result of the “Russianness” and will have 
a positive impact on the culture and tradition 
of Russian people living outside Russia in post-
soviet states. The Russian language acts as a 
bond with the people who speak Russian so that 
the feeling of unity and “oneness” should remain 
intact and bring together the people belonging 
to other cultures. Here, the role played by the 
“Russian World” in this regard is commendable.
What Can Russia Do for a better future in 
Central Asia?
The future, Russia’s leading partner in Central 
Asia will remain Kazakhstan because Moscow 
is striving hard to strengthen its strategic 
partnership with Astana. In the military sector, 
Russia must strengthen her partnership with 
Kazakhstan in the Uni�ied Security Area both 
within the framework of the Collective Security 
Treaty Organization (CSTO) on a bilateral basis. 
Both countries should hold military exercises in a 
continuous interval of time to provide Kazakhstan 
with greater support in its development of 
military education and continue to supplement 
its arsenal, particularly with the upcoming 
withdrawal of NATO forces from Afghanistan 
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(Malik 1994).  Russia should also strengthen 
bilateral trade in terms of both quantity and 
diversity and also to expand the direct ties 
between territorial sub-states and various 
business ventures in the region. Therefore, it 
needs to take into account that in the coming 
years Kazakhstan will join the Eurasian Economic 
Union, an association that is fundamentally 
unworkable without Astana. Now more than 
ever, Russia must do what is necessary to avoid 
diplomatic incidents. Russia in order to build her 
good relation with Uzbekistan she should focus 
on the principles of strategic partnership and 
bilateral relations. However, the extent of their 
cooperation will never reach the level of Russian-
Kazakhstani relations; in addition, Tashkent will 
be deaf to any Moscow’s attempts to toughen 
their political, military, or cultural ties. The main 
component of Russian-Uzbekistani relations will 
obviously remain economic cooperation, which 
may evolve towards the growth of bilateral trade, 
the broadening of interaction in both traditional 
and new �ields, and the establishment of contacts 
between the regions and business entities of the 
two countries. This might also see an increasing 
involvement of Uzbek labour in the Russian 
market. In the near future, Turkmenistan will be 
another Russia’s important strategic partner in 
Central Asia, as long as their relations remain as 
vague as they presently are, Russia will not be able 
to expand her political and military cooperation 
with Ashgabat. However, the two sides could take 
steps to develop bilateral trade, economic and 
humanitarian relations. In terms of Kyrgyzstan 
and Tajikistan, Russia will be helpless to make 
the painful choice of whether or not to continue 
its partnerships together with these two small 
countries. Politically and economically, they 
remain weak and will only require increasing 
economic and strategic support. From a �inancial 
perspective, relations with them will never be 
pro�itable for Moscow. Nevertheless, potential 
political and strategic dividends may be enough 
to cover the cost of subsidizing the Kyrgyz and 
Tajik economies (Menon 2003; Blank 2011).
It was a time when Russia’s foreign policy and 
soft power diplomacy in Central Asia was in 

progress which may be termed as “relatively 
successful”, but over the time, it faces numerous 
challenges and demand for innovative solutions. 
In the beginning, Moscow treated the region 
like an alien and monolithic unit and interacted 
with the local states without differentiating 
them with various homogeneity of culture 
among them. Here, Russian diplomacy appears 
to be inadequate and not strategically planned, 
Moscow is somehow ineffective to maintain the 
balance between its key regional partners such 
as Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. It also appears 
that Russia was unable to exert in�luence on 
the political and socio-economic development 
of the various states in the region and also its 
diplomatic relation remains too passive and 
reactive in terms of openness and support. To 
overcome various issues, Russia must improve 
its relations with Kazakhstan and should 
enhance much more participation together 
with Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan and restore 
high-level partnerships with Kyrgyzstan and 
Tajikistan in order to restore her power again 
(Karpowicz 2012).
Conclusion
Thus, Russia’s post-Soviet foreign policy in Central 
Asia has travelled through many stages: In the 
beginning, Russia’s in�luence has strongly eroded 
during the �irst years since the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. The trend has been largely reversed 
as a result of Putin’s arrival to power (in the year 
2000) upon which a number of integrations have 
been launched and strengthened. Each stage has 
been discussed in detail in order to portray the 
characteristics and focuses of Russian foreign 
policy during these periods (Sakwa 2008). 
As this article has illustrated the dominance 
in this region is important for Putin from a 
geopolitical perspective as Russia’s position as 
a major power depends on the foreign policy 
mechanism. Practically, in Central Asia, Russia’s 
relations have been the strongest in Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan who are also the 
members of the various organizations supported 
by Moscow. At the same time, Turkmenistan 
and Uzbekistan were geopolitically removed 
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from Russia in the beginning, but later both 
countries became the member States of CSTO 
and Russia likely to remain the most prominent 
external power in Central Asia given its record of 
intensive bilateral and multilateral engagement 
in the region in the form of security cooperation 
and variety of investment projects. However, 
as China’s role and signi�icance grow steadily 
throughout Central Asia, the question arises how 
Russia would react if Beijing’s engagement shifts 
largely from the economic sphere to political 
and even on security realms. Moscow frequently 
declares herself to be the leading actor and that 
it has vital interests in Central Asia but seeing 
the circumstances (China’s active involvement 
in the region), Russia’s diplomacy lags behind 
the times and slowly eroding. If this practice 
continues the de�icit is not going to ful�il within 
Russia’s targeted framework which one way or 
another risk losing its ground in the CAR’s as a 
whole (Rutland and Kazantsev 2016), which 
today becoming already the target of Western 
and China’s diplomacy. However, despite every 
criticism, the main aims of Russia’s foreign policy 
today in Central Asia are to unite all the Central 
Asian states under Russia’s in�luence and do not 
let any other state to interfere or to monopolize 
in the region.
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