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Abstract. The paper aims at discussion of certain inaccuracies and incorrectness in perception by
representatives of India and Pakistan of various aspects of internal and external situation within and around the
Central Asian republics, with special emphasis upon Kazakhstan. Methodologically, the work is performed upon
critical analysis of numerous research and expert writings by representatives of two leading South Asian countries.
The issues of internal and external security, religious factor and economy in Central Asia are covered among others.
It is shown that, mostly due to objective reasons, outdated materials, including these created by often biased Western
and Russian authors, as well as own mistaken convictions and conjectures are regularly involved to describe both
previous and current situation in the states of Central Asia. At that, attempts of South Asian intellectuals aimed at
overcoming this problem are also considered. Finally, it is argued that the factor of ‘soft power’ and hence, of
information security, in Central Asian countries indeed suffers enough, and that on the basis of discussed examples
as well as experience offered by South Asian states all such inaccuracies in perception should be properly taken into
account with the view of their mitigation or/and elimination.
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Introduction. In both trivial and scientific consciousness, the theory and practice of international
relations often implies and, therefore, predominantly focuses upon their political and economic
constituents. Consequently, advances or failures of any state in the international arena are considered,
analyzed and projected from mere point of view of current status and prospect of development of its
political and economic relations with other states and non-state actors. At that, politics usually stands for
general — smooth or tense — situation in interstate relations, for a number of highest level visits and signed
‘strategic’ documents, etc., while economy implies the value of trade turnover, mutual inclusion of
economic entities of one state into the economic structures of another and so on.

However, (and it is quite well-known that) both the theoretical concepts of postmodern era and the
actual practice prove that a very important aspect of international relations is related to ideology, the
‘soft/smart power” or, as author intends to discuss in this paper, the mutual perception of one state (or a
whole region) by another state (or region).

Indeed, as Daya Kishan Thussu, an England-based Indian Professor of International Communication
and Co-Director of the India Media Centre aptly wrote in his book that “though vaguely defined and rather
amorphous, the concept of soft power has been adopted or adapted by countries around the world as a
component of foreign policy strategy, ... [since] mere possession of resources [of cultural and intellectual
wealth] does not make a country attractive on the world stage; these assets need to be translated into
influencing the behaviour of other states and stakeholders, requiring a concerted effort by policy makers™
[1, pp. 4, 12]. And Mr. Sartaj Aziz, a Pakistani economist and strategist, have once reasonably noted that
“the concept of ‘soft power’, although unveiled by Joseph Nye in the 90°s, has traditionally existed as a
reality as well ... we can understand this concept of ‘soft power” as the use of national resources that can
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lead to a nation’s/group’s/organisation’s ability to affect others through the co-optive means of framing
the agenda, persuading and eliciting positive attraction in order to obtain preferred outcome™ [2, p. 5].

As a result, such phenomenon of ‘soft power’, or mutual perception, — at the level of society and at
the state level — often turns out extremely decisive and largely predetermines either success or failure in
the development of bilateral and multilateral political and economic relations. The fact how one state or
region is seen to / perceived by another state or region impacts the subsequent interest in establishing and
promoting constructive relations between them in various fields. And sometimes fortunately but more
often unfortunately this perception does not always reflect the actual situation. Often, it can be based upon
information that was true but misunderstood, on information that was initially incorrect (for example,
obtained in a distorted form from third parties), and even upon conjectures in case of elementary shortage
of objective knowledge about each other.

This problem exists between the states of Central and South Asia among others (here the emphasis is
made primarily on India and then Pakistan). At that, the paper aims at considering issues of perception of
the Central Asian region and its separate state — the Republic of Kazakhstan, which is yet seems to be
practically ‘inseparable” from this region, in the eyes of Indian and Pakistani analysts. On the one hand,
Kazakhstan itself has quite enough information only about the period of Indian history until the beginning
of economic reforms of the 1990°s; even less is known here about Pakistan. For the case of India, this
could be attributed to the collapse of the Soviet Union, curtailment of Soviet-Indian ties and temporary
dropout of India from the ‘closest priorities” of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy. A problem with ‘ignorance’
of Pakistan could be explained by the fact that even during Soviet period there were no similar close ties
with him in principle. On the other hand, India and Pakistan, as proves analysis of public opinion and
works of their scientists and experts, did and still do not have sufficient adequate information about
Kazakhstan and other countries of the Central Asian region. They received and largely continue to receive
such information from third parties and often rely upon outdated or/and biased returns, perceiving them as
characterizing the actual current situation.

Certainly, in recent years there is observed an increased all-round interest of these two South Asian
states towards the Central Asian region and, as a result, the desire to obtain and accumulate as much
extensive and reliable information about it as possible. Thus, according to the author’s observations, since
2002 there has been expansion in more or less objective knowledge of Indians and Pakistanis about
Kazakhstan. A major role in this was played, in particular, by holding in June of that year in Almaty of the
Conference on Interaction and Confidence-Building Measures in Asia (CICA) member states meeting,
which received wide coverage in Indian and Pakistani mass media. There is now also seen an increase in
the number of Indian and Pakistani specialists dealing not just with ‘Russia and the neighbouring
countries’ in general and even not only with Central Asia as in all respects a ‘single’ region as it was
practiced before, but with its individual states. It should also be noted that strategically important for the
whole South Asian region issue such as the need for ensuring energy security contributes to the desire for
receipt of more reliable (albeit often again outdated) information on hydrocarbon reserves in Kazakhstan
and on infrastructure projects in Kazakhstani energy sector. And yet, the perception of this state and the
Central Asian region as a whole neither by general public nor by experts and politicians of India and
Pakistan can still be considered fully correct.

Methods. As one can infer from the above-stated propositions, theoretically the concepts of “soft
power’, including mutual perception as its integral constituent, which in their turn highly impact the factor
of information security (or the safety of national — being a combination of balanced individual, social,
country- and sometimes region-wide — interests in informational-psychological sphere, including
subjective desire and objective need to be correctly, adequately and impartially understood and perceived
by various actors of the world community), underlic the study summarized in this paper.
Methodologically, the work is performed and its conclusions and results are obtained through the critical
analysis (along with contrastive comparison with Russian and Western sources as well as with naturally
existing reality) of numerous research and expert writings by representatives of two leading South Asian
countries.

Results. An analysis of numerous works by Indian and Pakistani authors written between the late
1990°s and the middle of 2010°s [for more detailed information and a list of analyzed works with quotes
by Indian authors see: 3, pp. 129-138; 4] proves that among the main problems of such a distorted
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perception of the Central Asian countries on the side of the two leading states of South Asia one can
mention the following.

First of all, it should be noted that Indians and Pakistanis, though similar to representatives of many
other Western and Eastern states, still perceive Kazakhstan as a part and parcel of all-round single region
of Central Asia, which has only minor features that distinguish it from other parts of the ‘Central Asian
whole’. At that, in case of India, Pakistan and other states of the Asian continent and the ‘third” world in
general, such perception is associated with characteristics once given to Central Asian region by Western
experts.

In general, as demonstrates analysis of references in writings of Indian and Pakistani experts, the
works by European, American and even Russian researchers are involved by them rather actively and with
generally uncritical approach towards information which they offer. And in most foreign studies, despite
their considerable variety, there is clearly seen analogous tendency of non-division of individual states of
Central Asia, sometimes even in terms of their key political and economic indicators that, as a result,
determines the nature of attitude of foreign scientists towards the current state of affairs within this region.
Such a non-division of separate Central Asian states is in turn associated with certain ethnic-linguistic,
confessional, cultural-civilizational and historical aspects. The latter implies the existence of a single
Central Asia during the functioning of the Great Silk Road, within the Russian Empire and then the Soviet
Union (USSR). Morcover, taking into account the fact that the states of South Asia were active subjects of
trade and cultural activities on the Great Silk Road and, though passive, participants of struggle between
the Russian and the British Empires for domination in Central Asia, and also allowing for the close Soviet-
Indian ties (and during all these periods Central Asia interacted with Indian subcontinent as a
comprehensive whole), this inaccuracy in perception can be considered to some extent explainable.

In this regard, some Indian and Pakistani researchers argue that during the Soviet period the entire
Central Asian region was viewed by everybody as some large, unchanging and homogencous space, and
only after the collapse of the USSR it became possible to see certain differences between its five republics.
Other researchers from India and Pakistan, on the contrary, believe that Central Asia, which has always
been invariably unified, was artificially divided into separate state entities only during the Soviet period,
and that indivisibility remains its inalienable feature. Of some significance here is also the resource and
geographic factor; thus, according to Kashmiri researcher G.M. Mir, ‘it is obvious that the resource
structure, especially that of water-cum-hydrocarbon resources of Central Asian states, is so interwoven
and intensely interdependent — making the whole region one complete economic zone” [5, p. 247].

At the same time, it is important to emphasize that both Indians and Pakistanis perceive Central Asia
as a single region because of the abovementioned stereotypes which have developed over the centuries,
and not because they are indeed interested in ‘making” Central Asia one and inseparable whole. So, such a
perception of this region by representatives of South Asia has nothing in common, in particular, with the
American concept of Greater Central Asia once proclaimed by Frederick Starr, on the basis of which the
unification of this region (plus Xinjiang, Mongolia and Afghanistan) indeed seems desirable [see 6].

An Annual Report of the Indian Ministry of Defence for years 2000-2001 offers a striking example of
perception of our region once existed in Indian official circles. Thus, it stated that Central Asia has entered
the world arena as a distinct geo-political entity arousing interest of the entire world community, that the
region disposes of vast untapped resources of oil, gas and strategic minerals, and that drawing in Central
Asian republics is, therefore, a significant factor in ensuring Indian security [7, p. 7]. A reference to this
assertion can as before be found in much later works of some Indian researchers who characterize the
current state of affairs in Central Asia. Moreover, the most recent report of the same Ministry asserts that
“India’s interests in Central Asia are based on its geostrategic location, presence of abundant energy and
natural resources as well as age-old historical and cultural ties. The region continues to be targeted by
radical terrorist groups that seek to undermine the secular regimes™ [8, p. 5]. Thus, the latter just in other
words almost repeats the former’s statement of sixteen years’ prescription.

It should be accentuated here that in general these three aspects of perception — the overall unity of
Central Asian region, its importance, first of all, in terms of local raw materials, and extrinsic interest in
the region primarily on this very basis are, of course, characteristic not only for South Asian states.
Therefore, the above statements do not at all mean that only they look down upon the region as a whole
and on Kazakhstan in particular just as on object(s) suitable for mere solving of their own economic
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problems. Not at all — their interest in this region, according to the sayings of Indians and Pakistanis
themselves, has always been related firstly to political partnership and secondly to economic cooperation.
But all the same, consideration of this unpleasant matter of perception expressed in works by South Asian
scholars should become an essential element of foreign policy of Central Asian republics. In this regard,
they need to claborate and consistently implement a strategy of appropriate self-positioning in the world
arena, first of all, as separate independently developing states only geographically located in a single
region but having many differences among themselves, actively seeking to move away from the raw-
material orientation of their economies and deliberately approaching towards selection of suitable partners
for mutually beneficial cooperation.

Unfortunately, judgments about Central Asia as a single region also relate to the overall domestic
political situation in its separate states, to the issues of religion, social development, legal and institutional
points and other aspects. Perhaps the only positive exception noted by both Indian and Pakistani authors is
a difference in economic development and foreign policy orientation of every particular state within this
region. In almost all other cases, Central Asian republics as a whole are described as states politically not
very stable, dependent in their economic development primarily on possession of natural resources,
ethnically dangerously diverse, with predominantly Muslim population (with respectively more negative
nuance for India and more positive for Pakistan), etc.

If to discuss these provisions in more detail, one should note that this view of Indian and Pakistani
public and academic communities upon situation in the states of Central Asia predetermines a number of
established opinions about them.

A Point of Islam. As a rule, Indians (of course, to a greater extent comparing to Pakistanis) tend to
exaggerate the role of Islam in the social and political life of Central Asian states. An explanation of this
can be found in the situation that arose after the collapse of the USSR and, as a consequence, the cessation
of Soviet-Indian relations. Being almost entirely surrounded by Muslim states or regions with
predominantly Muslim population (such as Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region of China) and having lost
former support of the religiously neutral Soviet Union, India was to certain extent scared of the growing
role of Islamic factor in its Central Asian ‘extended neighbourhood’. A number of circumstances have
even more contributed to such a concern in India.

Firstly, an immediate stirring up of efforts of Pakistan, Iran and Turkey to include the newly
independent countries of Central Asia into the orbit of their ideological influence on the basis of religious
factor, as well as an entry of Central Asian states into the ‘Muslim’ Organization of Economic
Cooperation. Thus, yet in the 2000°s, many in India were confident that with the appearance in 1991 of
five nominally Muslim neighbours, Pakistani politicians drew in their minds the ‘arch of security”
stretching from Pakistan to Turkey through Central Asia being perceived as Asian “Muslim heart’.

Secondly, of considerable importance was economic crisis in Central Asian republics that followed
the collapse of the USSR. Thus, some temporary popularity of radical Hizb ut-Tahrir in Central Asia was
seen by Indians in that a significant part of local population is young, unemployed, poorly educated and
hoping that the establishment of ‘caliphate” would be a miraculous solution to all their problems.

Thirdly, a not well-grounded opinion of Western experts and the public at large that the Central Asian
republics are merely doomed to turn into radical Islamic states has also negatively influenced Indian
perception of religious situation within this region.

Increased attention was and still is also paid to the issue of external Islamic threat — combined with
terrorism, drug trafficking and the Afghan problem — to the Central Asian states, which Indians (again
much more comparing to Pakistanis) tend to exaggerate. Undoubtedly, to a certain extent this opinion
should be considered correct. However, in this case once more within the concept of ‘indivisible” Central
Asia, Tajikistan (bordering Afghanistan), the regions of Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan adjacent to the
Fergana Valley and Kazakhstan (where situation cannot be characterized so dramatically) are put on the
same plane. In general, as for opinion about the spread of Islamic threat specifically in Kazakhstan, one
can make two assumptions. Either in such alarming conclusions, in particular, of Indian experts
Kazakhstan is ‘conventionally” excluded from the usual concept of Central Asia, or declarative statements
of Kazakhstani officials themselves about an ‘all-embracing threat of Islamic extremism” are too literally
perceived by the states of South Asia. Despite by nowadays India (as well as certain other states) has
somewhat calmed down since she saw that her apprehensions about the radical Islamization of five
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Central Asian republics turned intrinsically groundless, anyway, it is unlikely that at least in terms of
information security Kazakhstan gains whatever from its perception as a state that is really vulnerable to
the spread of radical Islam.

A Point of Intra- and Interstate Insecurity of Central Asian Republics. Since the acquisition of
independence by Central Asian states, Indians (and again to somewhat lesser extent Pakistanis) were
uneasy about their internal social and political stability. In particular, this related and relates to the status
of opposition circles perceived as powerless and having almost no rights (here again the opinion of
Western political scientists about ‘anti-democratic’ situation in Central Asian republics played its
significant distorting role). Thus, many Indians for a long time believed that only in post-civil-war
Tajikistan the status of opposition is close to the desired, while other four republics have not yet achieved
enough success in this regard. Fortunately, if in their earliest works Indian authors expressed real concerns
about political regimes in Central Asia and argued about desirability of India’s transfer of its experience in
building democratic states, then subsequently a mental situation has partly changed and Indian researchers
and politicians now mostly believe that there is no urgent necessity in this for Central Asian states, who
indeed can decide on their own what degree of democracy they actually need. At present, for India the
main thing is that any regimes in Central Asia be capable to provide stability in their respective states and
overall region for a more smooth and intensive cooperation between them and India, again first and
foremost within the energy sector. However, it should nevertheless be borne in mind that this Indian (as
well as global) opinion about non-democratic nature of state regimes in Central Asia remained unchanged,
and only the attitude towards this fact has varied.

In connection with the abovementioned, the representatives of South Asian states have not been so
much surprised with the so-called ‘colour revolutions’ in the post-Soviet space, in particular, the change of
power in Kyrgyzstan as well as the Andijan events in Uzbekistan. On the contrary, taking into account the
view of Pakistani and especially Indian scientists and politicians on Central Asia as ‘politically unstable
region’, these events could be considered predictable and even expectable for them. (At the same time, it
should undoubtedly be noted that the development of events under such scenario has always been more
than undesirable for India and Pakistan, for it would have been the realization of the worst forecast for the
possible unfolding of political situation in the Central Asian republics, and therefore, the mentioning of
this problem in the writings by analysts of these two South Asian countries should be perceived as not
mere statement of fact, but as apprehension and warning). Thus, keeping in mind an example of the civil
war in Tajikistan, Indians still believe that stability and internal security in all the Central Asian states if
not completely then at least largely depends on external factors: on the ‘great game’ of world powers, on
transnational phenomena such as terrorism, extremism, Islamic fundamentalism, etc. Until now, quite
many in South Asia tend to believe that Central Asian republics are weak and having virtually no
capability to independently (or on regional level) somehow resist these threats, and either need everlasting
political support from the outside, or, in case of its absence, are objectively and inevitably doomed to
internal instability and chaos. Consequently, it is argued that the role of external players in maintaining
order, especially in a strategically conditioned environment of the region, would always remain crucial.

Even more unpleasant aspect of misperception, in particular, for Kazakhstan has been the global view
of it as a dangerous post-Soviet state because of its nuclear resources, and a more or less reasonable
suspicion in this connection affected also South Asian states. For example, in the early 1990s, a number of
experts rightly pointed to the strategic importance for India and Pakistan of military-industrial cooperation
with Kazakhstani side, in which the nuclear sector was bound to play a major role. Indeed, at that time
between India and Pakistan there has started a latent confrontation for the opportunity to obtain any degree
of access to Kazakhstani nuclear weapons and technologies. Moreover, India quite early received from
Kazakhstan proposals for interaction in the nuclear field; in his turn, Pakistan with Kazakhstan’s accession
to the Organisation of Economic Cooperation was accused by many actors of the world community in
having for an object the obtaining of nuclear technologies from Kazakhstani side. What is more amusing,
the nuclear arsenal and technologies of Kazakhstan appeared to be a special cause for concern for India
and Pakistan themselves because of possibility of their transfer to only one of the two opposing South
Asian states. Despite categorical objections even by the representatives of Kazakhstani higher echelon,
these fears tended to intensify as a result of a distorted perception of this situation by Western countries,
who called Kazakhstan ‘the first Muslim nuclear power’. Of particular concern in this regard were the
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United States, which in fact had no doubt that the transfer by the republics of the Central Asian region of
nuclear raw materials and technologies to Pakistan was only a matter of time [9, p. 19-20], that in turn
caused even greater incorrect perception of this issue by Indians and Pakistanis themselves. This tangle of
distorted perception of the Republic of Kazakhstan as a subject of direct or indirect nuclear threat was
naturally annihilated by the very fact of its refusal to possess nuclear weapons. However, as the saying
runs, it is difficult to please everyone, and this refusal was again ambiguously perceived, in particular, by
the same South Asian states — if officially their politicians welcomed this step of Kazakhstani side, then
the writings of Indian and Pakistani experts demonstrated their doubts about its expediency. Though, it
was not so much about the very fact of Kazakhstan’s refusal to possess nuclear weapons, but about the
doubtfulness of all guarantees and conditions provided by foreign powers in return for this refusal. In any
case, such ‘residual” undesirable moments in perception should always be borne in mind by Kazakhstani
side.

Another important point in this regard lies in the confidence of many South Asian researchers and
officials that, on the analogy of the notorious Indian-Pakistani confrontation, there are serious
contradictions between the Central Asian republics up to conflict ones, which also have a negative impact
on stability within the region. First of all, what is at issue is ‘historically preconditioned’ territorial,
resource, ethnic, confessional and similar disputes, right up to the opinion that the states of Central Asia
are involved into the constant game of contradictions in mutual relations. Hence, representatives of South
Asia (as well as many other foreigners) do not entirely see and know in Central Asia things which, in
particular, Kazakhstan is so much proud of and which can solidly add to its information security — that is,
social tolerance and success of integration initiatives.

It is also important to note here that although Indian authors do understand and invariably emphasize
in their works that they interpret Central Asia predominantly as the five republics of the region formerly
being part of the Soviet Middle Asia, but in reality they, in analogy with their South Asian neighbours,
often include in this concept also the Chinese Eastern Turkestan and, what is more problematically,
Afghanistan. At that, everything that ends in ‘-stan’ (with the exception of Hindustan and the names of
some Indian states) has unfortunately mostly negative, frightening colour in Indian public opinion and is
associated with Islamism, fundamentalism, extremism, terrorism and other threats to peaceful
development of humankind.

Again, in all of the abovementioned one can see, among other things, the confidence in old statement
by Z. Brzezinski — often (and quite uncritically) used in the works of Indian and Pakistani authors — about
Central Asia as a ‘global zone of percolating violence’ [10, p. 53]. Therefore, it is necessary to repeat that
one should not blame only representatives of South Asia for such inaccurate or erroneous views regarding
intra- and interstate situation of Central Asian republics.

A Point of Economic Development. As for the question of raw materials orientation of economies of
the Central Asian states, here one also can run across rather categorical judgments that, despite its huge
raw material reserves, Central Asia is still economically too weak and backward in technology, and acts as
an appendage to the economies of more developed states. Even in recent works of Indian researchers five
Central Asian states were classified merely on the basis of what energy resources they possess. Thus, it is
stated that as far as oil is concerned, of importance are Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan is
important mostly for gas while Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan — for water-power resources; no other aspects of
their economic development were attached equal importance.

However, in this case such an opinion of South Asian authors is based not only and even not so much
upon the judgments of foreign researchers or own delusions, but upon the impersonal generally known
statistical data on the items of trade between India and Pakistan on one side and the Central Asian
republics on another. Indeed, the latter mainly supply the former with raw materials in exchange for
finished goods.

At the same time, if in the earliest studies of Indians and Pakistanis it was often said that in Central
Asia they enjoy almost unlimited possibilities in terms of versatile training of local cadres, in later works
one can see a more balanced view upon the true state of things. Nowadays, for example, Indians identify
only a few areas in which their experience is undoubtedly more significant comparing to this in Central
Asian states (such as high and information technologies, management in global markets, etc.). In other
respects, they recognize the high level of training of local specialists in a number of areas, as well as the
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fact of almost hundred-percent literacy of population of Central Asian countries. (The question of training
of Indian and Pakistani students in medical institutions of higher education in Central Asian countries
stands aloof and requires separate consideration.)

A Point of Uzbekistan versus Kazakhstan. If to consider the issue of perception in terms of attitude
of India and Pakistan towards the individual states of the Central Asian region and their related priorities
here, it should be noted that during the 1990°s and even at the beginning of the XXI century both South
Asian states associated (and in some cases, for example, in historical and cultural interaction — continue to
associate) the whole Central Asia with Uzbekistan. This is explained by a number of objective and
subjective reasons.

Firstly, Indians got quite used to the fact that relations of their country with Central Asia during the
Soviet period mainly came to Indian-Uzbek contacts, when Uzbekistan was represented as in all respects
advanced Central Asian republic to invite foreign delegations in. For Pakistan, such a statement is even
more topical — in particular, in the difficult period of the beginning of Soviet troops’ intervention into
Afghanistan, a Soviet ambassador to Pakistan was Sarvar Azimov — a representative of the Uzbek Soviet
Socialist Republic.

Secondly, Indians and Pakistanis uncritically trust in a statement that the Great Mughals, who came to
South Asia from the territory of modern Uzbekistan, were e¢thnic Uzbeks. In addition, during the Great
Game of the XIX century and gradual absorption of Central Asia by the Russian Empire, contacts of South
Asian merchants and political emigrants with Bukhara, Khorezm, Tashkent and other Uzbek sites were the
longest and most active comparing to the rest of Central Asia.

Thirdly, immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union, India’s and Pakistan’s contacts with
independent Uzbekistan turned out to be more vivacious and versatile in comparison, for example, with
Kazakhstan and, in particular, out of all the Central Asian republics, the Consulate General of India in
Tashkent was the first to become an Embassy.

Fourthly, the fact of Uzbekistan’s central geographical position in the entire region of Central Asia
along with its status of most densely populated country of the region is also hold by many, and not only in
South Asia. Moreover, the opinion of Western specialists who for a long time called Uzbekistan ‘the
center of attraction in Central Asia’ also played certain role for South Asians.

Fifthly, assessing the current situation in Central Asia, representatives of South Asia for lack of fresh
information from inside the region itself, sometimes easily rely upon data of ten to even twenty years’
prescription, when Uzbekistan in many aspects indeed occupied leading positions in Central Asian space.
In addition, it should be noted that during that very period the military authority of Kazakhstan suffered in
the eyes of India and Pakistan (contrary to Western states) after it became a nuclear-free state, and
representatives of two South Asian nuclear powers are still thinking about what Kazakhstan has won from
this.

Sixthly (and this should become a kind of good lesson for Kazakhstan and other Central Asian
countries), Uzbekistan is quite successful in its ‘cultural” (public) diplomacy, at least on the South Asian
direction. Using his centuries-old experience, but even more proper sensus communis as it is, Uzbekistan
self-propagates itself in rather reasonable way, including dissemination in India and Pakistan of literature
about its achievements in not only English, but also in Hindi and Urdu languages respectively.

As a result, the overall impression of Central Asia has long been based mainly on assessments of
situation predominantly in Uzbekistan, and the popular saying of Indian and Pakistani authors that, barring
geographical location and language, there is no difference between Central Asia and Kashmir could be
considered as somewhat correct only if Central Asia is equated to Uzbekistan (to some extent — Tajikistan
and Turkmenistan), but not to Kazakhstan. Therefore, India and Pakistan gradually become accustomed to
the current state of affairs in Central Asia, where Kazakhstan has been building up its lead. Fortunately,
the factor of CICA played its positive role in political sense, and in terms of economy at present South
Asians are already well aware that their main trading partner in the region is Kazakhstan, at least because
it accounts for the bulk of the entire Indian and Pakistani trade with the Central Asian republics, and that
without Kazakhstan the region would not be of such economic interest for South Asia.

Discussion. These are main (however, far from exhaustive) characteristics given by Indian and partly
Pakistani intellectuals as well as the general public to the states of Central Asia. At that, some of these
characteristics do not simply incorrectly or exaggeratedly reflect the actual situation in the overall region
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and its individual states, but in some cases even completely contradict it. From the point of information
security this fact deserves close attention, first of all, of representatives of the Central Asian republics
themselves.

In general, major difference between the newest works by South Asian researchers and those written
carlier lies, in the first place, in a greater amount of impartial information about the Central Asian region
that is now available to them. As for the very views on Central Asia set forth in previous and current
works, it can be said that in general, many erroneous provisions continue to be repeated. Perhaps earlier
these provisions were expressed in more categorical form and, being based on less amount of accessible
information, had even greater share of preposterous conclusions. Nowadays, there is a more correct and
balanced approach in the works of Indian and Pakistani experts, and there are more reservations regarding
the suggested statements. Nevertheless, unfortunately (and Central Asians themselves are the first to bear
responsibility for this), the information and overall knowledge gained by Indians and Pakistanis about
Central Asia is still not enough to form a more adequate view of the region, and even in the most recent
works one can find extensive positive references to incorrect statements that have been expressed ten or
even twenty years ago.

Certainly, a whole number of South Asian scientists at present create works in which an analysis of
affairs in Central Asia and future prospects of their cooperation with South Asian states is based upon
wise approach and critical use of sources attracted. Indians and Pakistanis freely emphasize mistakes and
inaccuracies, like those mentioned in this paper, in the writings of both domestic and foreign colleagues,
and are becoming increasingly aware that from Western sources which they are forced to use for lack of
others, they receive not the most reliable information about the countries of Central Asian region. It should
be noted here that as far back as 2005 (!), an Indian researcher A. Dhaka has wisely pointed out that
“among the major steps required is to discourage the game-like mindset so much proliferated by Western
media and intellectuals around these [Central Asian — Ye.R.] states” [11, p. 185]. And it is worth doing
justice to Indian and Pakistani experts on the history of Central Asia, which they know not much worse
comparing to Central Asian historians themselves, and treat it without excessive nationalist aspirations
comparing to the latter.

Moreover, the author of this paper does not exclude the probability that under the ‘inaccuracies” in,
say, India’s views of Central Asian states there in fact lies a kind of political game. So, for instance,
speaking of quite significant influence of Islamic factor upon stability in the region, India can actually set
itself the following goals: a) to win Central Asian republics over for more dynamic cooperation in the
fight against a real threat of Islamic radicals; b) to insure itself against the growth of Islamic extremism in
Central Asia through a preventive reminder of this to regional states with predominantly Muslim
population; ¢) to get an opportunity of more thorough participation in the political affairs of Central Asian
states on the basis of the need to protect their ‘secular values’. In this case, a ‘correction” of such the
Indian ‘mistakes’, certainly, would require somewhat different approach on the part of the representatives
of Central Asia.

And yet, even with all possible assumptions, it cannot be denied that South Asians in general are still
not fully aware of certain aspects related to the Central Asian region and its individual states.

For fair, Indians and even more so Pakistanis themselves, while getting acquainted with scientific and
analytical works by Kazakhstani and other Central Asian researchers devoted to their countries, can also
find a number of inaccurate or even incorrect, distorted moments. These, among other things, include a
certain arrogance in respect of abundant positive experience and recent achievements of these South Asian
states due to the mere lack of proper knowledge of many of these remarkable achievements; an
exaggeration of severity of the Kashmir problem, up to the confidence in severe impact of this conflict
upon everyday lives of Indians and Pakistanis, etc. What is more, India should no more perceive as once
and for all given the ‘positive attitude of Central Asian people’ towards her (since, for instance, in
Kazakhstan this attitude currently shifts from positive to positively neutral and in some cases even
indifferent), but contrary should be persistent and insistent, and time after time propagate itself through
various means not limited by only dance, yoga and cinema. On the contrary, Pakistan should not in the
same way interpret once prevalent chilly attitude towards him as present-day one; though Indian image in
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the eyes of Central Asians still seems to be better, but currently Pakistan also is not perceived by them in
previous inimical manner.

The problem lies also in the fact that often as an argument on the need to develop comprehensive
cooperation between the states of Central and South Asia there are adduced not any actual data reflecting
the current interest of these states in each other on the basis of current situation as well, but some vague
clauses about ‘historically conditioned interaction” and appeals for ‘restoration of forgotten traditions” of
the Great Silk Road. It should be said that any solid historical background of any brisk cooperation, of
course, is a significant addition to the development of this cooperation at present stage; however, it could
remain a positive element of only historical memory in case of absence of real initiatives related to
modern prospects.

Nevertheless, comparing all the above-mentioned derelictions of mutual perception, it can be argued
that representatives of Central Asia still know more about South Asia in comparison to what Indians and
Pakistanis know about the former, and not only because of a higher level of all-stages education in Central
Asia, but also because India (and, to a lesser extent, Pakistan) themselves more effectively use the
instruments of ‘cultural’, or public, diplomacy.

Therefore, based on the data presented in this paper, there can be drawn three main final conclusions.

First, the representatives of neither India nor Pakistan are interested in a mistaken view of states of
Central Asian region. On the contrary, they render an invaluable service to the representatives of these
states since, by studying various inaccuracies encountered in their writings, the Central Asians themselves
can see and assess the actual objective weaknesses of their ‘cultural’ diplomacy, self-positioning in the
world arena and overall information security.

Second, Indians and Pakistanis should more meticulously study at least developmental strategies and
programs of separate Central Asian states (which are often published in English in the official websites of
governmental bodies), as they contain the exact information about this or that country’s actual
developmental aspects, priorities and prospects (based on which South Asian countries can not only obtain
more correct information, but also suggest certain, specific and not just notorious ‘all-round and all-
embracing’ aspects for cooperation). Besides, both South Asian countries, despite difficulty and even
considerable unwillingness, should try to rather utilize the advantages of Russian rather than English
language in presenting their strong sides in the Central Asian milieu.

Third, India and Pakistan can offer Central Asians their both positive and negative, but in any case
important experience and expertise in the field of public diplomacy, which would then require rational
study, reasonable adaptation and proper utilization by the latter.

For the more peoples, countries and regions know about each other, the better are chances of their
closer and more fruitful interaction.
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E.N. Pyaenxo

P.b. Cyxnetimenos areianars! LlIbFpicTany HHCTUTYTHL, AmMatel, Kazakcran

OPTAJIBIK IEH OHTYCTIK A3UA MEMJIEKETTEPI APACBIHJIAT BI
YFbIHYAbIH BYPMAJIAHYBI — <0G K¥MCAK KYII» ®AKTOPbBI MEH AKITAPATTBIK
KAYHICI3AIKTIH ITPOBJIEMACHI PETIHAE

Annoranmusa, Maxkana Kazakcranra aifprIkima KeHi 0ese oTeIpsi, OpTaibik A3us pecmyOauKazapsl imiHAeTi
JKOHE OHAH THICKAPHl KAJIBINTACKAH >KAFAAMIApABIH SPTYPAl KBIPJAPbIH YHIICTaH MeH [lakwcTaH ekimacpiHiH
YFBIHYBIHAAFBI OIPKATap KATCIKTEP MECH OJIKBLUIBIKTAPIBI KAPACTBIPYIBI AbIHA MAKCAT €Till KOWFaH. OIiCHAMAIBIK
sKyMBIC OHTYCTIK A3HSHBIH €Ki Y34IK MEMIICKET OKIIICPiHIH OipTamai 3epTTey sKOHE Capariibl CHOCKTEPIH ChIHAI
Tanaay HeridiHzae ;kyprizinres. OHaH Oackamaps! imiHzae, Opranblk A3ws aWMarbIHAAFHI IMIKI KOHE CHIPTKbBI Kayill-
ci3aik, Al (PaKTOp MCH 3KOHOMHKAJBIK JaMy Mocemenepi KosrayraH. OOBCKTHBTIK CCOSMTCPMCH, YHALICP MCH
TIAKUCTAHABIKTAD OPTAIBIKAZHSIIBIK MKAFIAHIbI 3epACICy MEH OHBI KOPCeTyae, KeOIHECe eCKIPIeH MaTepHaiiapabl,
OHBIH INTIHAE, OATHIC )KOHE PECEHIIIK aBTOPIAPABIH CHIHAP HKAK >Ka3bUIFAH KYMBICTAPBIH, COHBIMEH KaTap, 631CPiHiH
Kare OopKamMaapel MEH OHINA NaibIMIAyJapelH KOCAa TAPTKAHABIFBI KepcerinreH. CoHbIMEH Oipre, Makama
OHTYCTIKQ3WAJIbIK 3CPTTEYINITICPAIH OCHI IMPOOJIEMAaHBI CHCEPYIEe OAFBITTAFAH TANIBIHBICTAPBIHA Ja MET3CHI.
KopsiTa keme, <«oxkymcak Kymn» (akTtopbel MEH OfaH coiikec OpTanblk A3sus pecryONMKanapbIHBIH AKIAPATTHIK
KAyinci3airiHae MBIHBIHAA Ja OCAI JKepiepl O0ap >KOHE KCNTIPIATCH HAKTHI MBICAIAAP MCH KaFHIATAPABIH, COHOA-
ak, OHTYCTIK A3ms enaepi ToXIpuOeci HEri3iHAe, YFBIHYIA arall OTIITCH OJKBUIBIKTAPBIH OApIBIFBI A OJApAbI
azality HeMece/>KOHE JKOF0 MAKCATHIHIA OPBIH/IBI ClICHy1 a03al1 JeTCH IIEIIiMIC TOKTAY YKacapl.

Tyiiin cesaep: OHTYCTIK oHE OpTanbIK A3Ws, YFBIHYIBIH OYPMAIAHYbL, )KYMCAK (AKBLIIbI) KYII, AKAPATTHIK
KAyinci3mik, MOACHH (KOFAMIBIK) JUILIOMATHS, Kayilm-KaTep.

E.N. Pynenko

WrcrutyT BocTokoBeacHUs uM. P.B. Cyneiimenosa, Anmarst, Kazaxcran

HCKAXKEHHOCTb BOCIIPUATHA MEKAY 'OCY JAPCTBAMH I.IEHTPA.JII»HOfI M FOKHOI
A3HUHU KAK ITPOBJIEMA ®AKTOPA «MAT'KOU CWJIbl» H HH®POPMAITMOHHOU BE3OITACHOCTH

Annotamusi. CTaThs CTaBUT CBOCH LENBI0 PACCMOTPEHHE Psiga OMMOOK M HETOYHOCTEH B BOCIPHATHH
npeacraputensivu Muaum u [lakuctaHa pasmudHBIX ACTICKTOB CHUTYAIMH, CKIIAJBIBAIOINCHCS BHYTPH W BOKPYT
pecnyomuk LlenTpansHo# Asmm, ¢ ocoObM akueHTOM Ha Kazaxcran. Meroposnormdaecku paboTa MPOBCACHA HA
OCHOBE KPHUTHUYCCKOTO aHANM3a 3HAYMTEIBHOTO YHCIIA WCCICIOBATEIBCKUX W 3KCHEPTHBIX TPYAOB MPEACTABUTEICH
IBYX rocymapcre-muacpoB Oxmoit Asmm. Cpeam mpoumx 3aTPOHYTHI BOMPOCH BHYTPEHHEH M BHEIIHEH
0C30MaCHOCTH, PSITUTHO3HOTO (PAKTOPA H SKOHOMHUCCKOTO PasBHTHA B peruone L{enrpansHoi Asum. [lokaszaHo, 4To
TJIABHBIM O00pa3oM B CHIY OOBCKTHBHBIX NPHYMH HHIWHIGI M TMAKUCTAHIOBl MNPUBJICKAIOT K H3YUCHHIO H
OTOOPAKECHHUIO IEHTPAIbHOA3HATCKOW CHUTYAIMH 3aYacTYIO YCTAPEBIINE MATCPHAJBL, BKIFOUAS HEPEIAKO IPEAB3STO
HAMMCAHHBIC PA0OTHI 3aMATHBIX W POCCHHCKHX aBTOPOB, a TAKKE COOCTBCHHBIC ONIMOOYHBIC IPEIIOJIOKCHHSI H
VMO3aKMIOUCHUA. Bmecte C TeM, CTarhsd TaKKe YKA3bIBACT HA NOIBITKH IOKHOA3MATCKHX HCCIICAOBATENCH,
HAIPABICHHBIC HA MPCOIOJICHAE JAHHOH MPOOIEMEL. B 3aKimoUeHHE AeTIaeTCsa BBIBOX O TOM, UTO B (PakTOpe «MATKOH
CHIIBD» M, COOTBETCTBCHHO, HH(OpPMAIMOHHOW Oe3zomacHOCTH pecmyOnuk LleHTpampHOW Aswm AEHCTBHTEIHHO
HMEIOTCS CTa0ble MOMEHTBI, M UTO HA OCHOBE IPHBCACHHBIX KOHKPETHBIX MPUMEPOB U MOJI0KCHHUH, a TAK/KE OIBITA
camux crpaH FOkHOH A3nu BCe mepevncsieMble OIMUOKY B BOCHPHATHHI JOJDKHBI OBITH PA3YMHO YUTCHBI C IIETBIO X
MHUHHMH3A0UH WIH/H THKBATAIAH.

Kmrouernie cioBa: HOxuas u llcHTpamsHas A3HS, HCKAXCHHOC BOCHPHATHC, MATKAs (YMHASA) CHIA,
wH(POPMAIHOHHAS 0C30TMACHOCTD, KYIBTYPHAS (OOIICCTBCHHAA) THIUTOMATHS, YTPO3HL.
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