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Abstract

The paper examines the foreign policy of the Uni¢ates and Russia towards Central Asia by revigwin
selective foreign policy discourses in the contéxhe Heartland theory. In effect, the centralnfiodation of

the study rests on this research question: to whdgnt is the Heartland theory influential in therdign
policy of the United States and Russia? The armlysitherefore organized by first conducting a
comparative/contrast approach of USA and Russiditips via each other. The analysis seeks to sugges
and/or establish some relationship between theiptieds of the theory and current foreign policyations.
The study has reached to a conclusion that liteeiround the United States and Russia is indiedtivthe
relevancy of Heartland theory.
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INTRODUCTION

To understand the nature of international politics of the XXI cgnture can
hardly avoid the importance to study the regional structuralizatiarciples of the
geopolitical and geo-strategic space of entire Eurasian. Thetoewisit the regional
geographic structure revived the conceptions formulated by Sir Haltdm Mackinder in
the early XX century. Mackinder is the founder of the modern geograpétudy. Over a
decade ago he achieved widespread familiarity as the pioneeheof‘stience of
geography”. Mackinder argued that the vast zone of Central Aslaldmg been the
geographical pivot of history and would remain the “pivot of the world'dipal’ (Pascal
2004, 330-336). He opined that as a consequence of this geographical ledastotiyeof
Europe was ultimately subordinate to that of Asia. (Pascal 2004, 330-B8&he
crossroads between geography, history and empire, this piece of wddckinder can be
seen as a provocative reflection on international diplomacy, seekidgmonstrate the
policy relevance of geography in aiding statecraft. (Pa20ay, 330-336). Under this
argument the paper seeks to find out the relevancy of the “Heafttewdy” of Mackinder



in the foreign policy of the United States and Russia. The Hedrtlansists of Russia and
Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Waizekistan). The
collapse of the USSR in 1991 followed the independence of the Ceniaal $tates. The
emergence of these new republics constitutes the modern corepofdharea of the thesis
of Mackinder. (Margaret &Vestenley 2008, 2). It is therefore pivotal in any geo-strategic
analysis concerning the Heartland. Russia is, and historicallybbas, the regional
hegemony of the Heartland. This paper examines the foreign mdlitye United States
and Russia towards Central Asia by reviewing selectivadiorpolicy discourses in the
context of the Heartland theory. In effect, the central fornaratf the paper rests on this
research question: to what extent is the Heartland theonemtfél in the foreign policgf
the United States and Russia? From the International Relatioggepeve, there is a
vacuum in the literature dealing directly with the Great Popaditics in Central Asia
region. There is also a void in the literature to be filled witw theoretical and
methodological approaches to the study of neo-imperialism in the USA anamRiggign
policies in the ethnic conflicts and generally in the whole regibe. basic purpose of this
study is to bring a new perspective to the literature on abovaanedtissues. Initially, the
paper provides a brief background to the theory and the region. Tfodoiwed by a
thorough review of the current literatures on foreign policy ofthiéed States and Russia
in Central Asia. Thirdly, it compares and contrasts the variceraiitres by analyzing their
use of geostrategic concepts to explain foreign policy issues ingoentral Asia.
Ultimately, the conclusion of the paper states that Centra i&ssignificant in the foreign
policies of the United States and Russia because of its negdsoairces, the need to secure
market access to those very resources, and its geo-strategioriaa the “war on terror.”
The Heartland theory is therefore relevant as well as infaleiot the extent that foreign
policy towards the region is still formulated with a conscious outlflmwkgeopolitical
advantage.

METHODS OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

The study is based on analytical model to make an assessmenivbat textent
the Heartland theory is influential in the foreign policy of theited States and Russia
towards Central Asia. Methodologically, the study does not diredtlyeas the policies of
the said countries but rather uses already available litesabfiggolicy experts to research
the foreign policy of the United States and Russia, test thkvamce in context to
Mackinderian philosophy, and to conclusively make a judgment baseteoresearch
question - to what extent is the Heartland theory influential/applicabl@® fotimulates the
premise of the paper. As part of secondary source of data the papéiarckinder’s thesis
statement who rules the Heartland commands the worltb conduct an analysis that
contextualizes the assertions of the literatures, assessawlévance of the theory in
contemporary politics, and examines the implications thereof fat g@ver geopolitics.
Inconsistencies in the method are to be expected for two reasoes.itOdoes not
contextualize policy through a microcosmic study of a single cpumtthe region, and as
such lacks a specific case study. Two, it assumes thatatasféndemic between the great
powers. For these reasons, critics can argue that the metlades fbecause it is overly
realist in its application. The analysis is therefore orgahibg first conducting a
comparative/contrast approach of USA and Russian policies vimaher. Secondly, it
addresses the Heartland Theory's applicability in the contemypaavironment of
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international politics. While not attempting to propose the Heartlhedry as a general
model for foreign policy towards Central Asia, the analysiksede suggest and/or
establish some relationship between the predictions of the theoryiaadtdoreign policy
relations.

What does the Heartland theory exactly mean?

The Heartland theory of Mackinder placed the pivot in the cerftédreoplanet,
which includes the river basins of the Volga, Yenisey, Amu Draya, Syr Daagawo seas
the Caspian and the Aral. (Mackinder 1943, 595-605). In the Heartland theakmider
actually engages geography in international politics bottaliyeand figuratively. Literally
the Heartland theory pointed out that, Eurasia is strategithlymost advantageous
geographical location (See: Figure 1). On the other hand figuratthedytheory put
emphasis on the centrality of the Eurasian region. Mackindedstiaat in the context of
the global geopolitical processes, the Eurasian continent is fouhd genter of the world
politics. Under this statement he suggested that the stateldhahated the Heartland
would possess the necessary geopolitical and economic potentiahtatelly control the
world politics. Although the Heartland Theory faced much criticisitihe decades since its
publication, this paper does not aim to readdress these criticistieerRhe study aim to
justify how far the philosophy is rational as well as infludnira the contemporary
environment of international politics. More specifically the studiends to seek the
influence of this theory in the foreign policy directions of the Whi&ates and Russia in
Central Asia. In order to fulfill this aim the next sectiontlus study review few selective
literatures on foreign policy discourse of both states.

Literature Review

The following section of this study reviews various analysesotity experts in
order to comprehend a comprehensive understanding of the present gebolitiext of
the foreign policy of the great powers towards central Asiee $tudy followed a
comparative approach to review the relevant literatures. As\dt rihe review rotates
between the USA and Russia.

The USA policy

There are ample of literature regarding the policy of the Ws&entral Asian
countries. Each of these literature shares a common perceptidmaamngl the engagement
of the United States in Central Asia increase remarkablthé post 9/11 era. So, to
understand the politics of the United States in the XXI centuryéned of post 9/11 is
significant. In that case the statement of Colin Powell #fterterrorist attack of 9/11 can
best be exemplified — “the United States will remain interested in thedamgsecurity and
stability of the region”. (Andrew 2002jted in Margaret & Westenley 2008, 8). Actually
three broad concepts has polarized the scholars in assessingitpe paticy of the United
States in the Central Asian region (i.e. geographical ploralestablishment of liberal
democracy and liberal or free market economy. Perception fesizethese two concepts
are -firstly, the foreign policy of the United States in this region stressed much emphasis on



geographical stability. The policy umbrella of geographical staldlso includes several
other inputs like-the containment of terrorism and the suppression siaRusl to become
a regional hegemotsecondlyas a part of geo-economic strategy the United States want to
ensure her access to the natural resources through pursuing aopalityto-size Russian
and Chinese influence in this region. (Nick 2007, 407). The United Statempphesd a
pluralist approach in formulation its foreign policy priority ar@asCentral Europe. This
argument has well proved by Stephen Blank and Marlene Laruellek Btahis book
United States and Central Asia in Central Asian Security: The Newndtitenal Context,
have showed that the foreign policy of the United States in Cékdialis based on three
broad approach (i.e. to increase the supply of energy to the consarpegyént any one
state from monopolizing the energy supply and to enhancing weskeas of liberal
democracy throughout central Asian region). Blank contends that theofidmahancing
liberal democratic values will ultimately serve the purposg®fforeign policy goal in the
Central Asia. (Blank 2001, 133). Likewise, Laruellenin his policy bpegbherUS Central
Asia Policy: Still American Mars versus European Venus®e identified two priority
areas of the US involvement in Central Asia. In saying aboutitsiepiriority area he
argued that Afghanistan have become a driving force of the US imehtein Central
Asia, with military bases in Uzbekisthan’s Karshikhanabad and Kgtggzs Manas.
(Laruelle 2012, 2-4). Accordingly as a second aspect of the fgoeigry United States in
Central Asia is to increase the development and distribution ofnigrg\e resources and
supply routes of this region.

Similarly scholar like Ariel Cohen in his articléSA Foreign Policy Interests and
Human Rights in Central Asialso showed deep concern about the possibility of Sino-
Russian cooperation. (Cohen 2001,6). Cohen try to indicate that such Sino-Russian
cooperation bears the potentiality of increasing their sphergloénce within the Central
Asian region and this will subsequently affect the presence obUthted States in that
particular region. (Cohen 2001, 6). So it may be said that if thebidgsdf such Sino-
Russian co-operation turns into practicability then it will udtiely affects the foreign
policy of the United States in this region.

The major challenge of the foreign policy of the United Stat€3entral Asia is to
keep a set of three states (i.e. China, Russia and Iran) com@aei@y from this region.
(Blank 2007,cited in Alcenat & Scott 2008, 9). Blank in his articléSA Interests in
Central Asia and the Challenges to Thaiso asserted the importance of pipeline politics.
In mentioning about the significance of pipeline politics he saidrth@at case Russian
policy is quintessentially monopolistic. (Blank 20@ited inAlcenat & Scott 2008, 9). The
review of Blank’s article makes it evident that as a consequenitee above assertion of
Blank the United States should move to build military ties with the regional pamwerder
to secure her interest in the Central Asia. However Blanksstlemuch emphasis on
building military ties with the Central Asian states as péatier foreign policy initiatives,
the view of Cohen is quite different in that case. Review of teeture of Cohen makes it
clear that he put much emphasis on promoting democratic institutioBentral Asia.
(Cohen 2006¢ited inAlcenat & Scott 2008, 10). He argued that promotion of democratic
institutions and circulation of democratic ideals will factitehe market access of the
United States to this region. (Cohen; 2006, 6-10). The broad aspectsfofdlyn policy
goals of the United States are summarized by Cohen under thrds: security, energy
and democracy. (Cohen 200éted in Alcenat & Scott 2008, 10). He argued that the
United States must take active part in the Transportation CorEidaype-Central Asia
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Program (TRACECA) which is a trade route devised by the Eunoda&n. (Cohen 2001,
cited in Alcenat & Scott 2008, 10). Study also found the reflection of the assent
Cohen in the congressional repGentral Asia’s Security: Issues and Implications for USA
Interests held by Nichol. (Nichol 2007ited inAlcenat & Scott 2008, 10). The review of
the report of Nichol indicates the European efforts and the incidénp®verty in the
Central Asian region. In this report he stated that povert@dntral Asia has a severe
implication on the socio-economic condition of this region and this ukimatreate
security problem. Nichol in his report also reflect the linkagéwben security and
development. In his words, the socio-economic problem caused by poveitty seeurity
problem for the development. (Nichol 20@ited inAlcenat & Scott 2008, 10).

A comparative review of the literature of both Nichol and Cohes fibund that,
the argument of Nichol is hardly contrary to the statement of Cafil@nCohen, Nichol in
his report argued that in the Central Asian region the priorggsaof the foreign policy of
the United States include fostering Western ideals of demqdraeymarket economy as
well as assisting the development of oil and other natural reso(iKelol 2007 cited in
Alcenat & Scott 2008, 10).

The mentioned works stressed much emphasis on the access of dtk 31aies to
energy resource of Central Asia. Access to energy resdoree rmay not fulfill the foreign
policy goal of the United States in this region. In that casestOpher Fettweis comes as a
critic of what Cohen argued in the above study. Fettweis contendshéthargument of
Cohen is not at all rational if the contemporary environment afnat®nal politics is to be
justified. Fettweis justified contemporary international polissit is void of great-power
conflicts. Based on such justification he stated that there is ew afea balance between
East and West in the system and therefore the geo-politiealofidlackinder is obsolete.
Fettweis put much emphasis on dominance of the United States itoba gconomic
sphere. He argued that global economy will pave the way of act#ss United States to
the energy supply of Central Asia.

So it is evident from the above discussion that in these literatheescholars
contend that the formulation of foreign policy of the United Staté€3eintral Asia is just an
effort to spread democracy to enhance market accessiiilitye Unite States to natural
resources of Central Asia. The reviews hardly find any argurering the scholars
regarding the necessity of establishment of the UnitedsSpagsence through NATO and
military personnel except to combat terrorism. Scholars likal Cohen, Fettweis argued
that at present the military presence in this region is temhporary and just for combating
terrorism. Based on this argument they contends that geo-politexalyt of Mackinder in
that sense is not in fact influential as the environment of glet@iomy is already ensure
the market access of the United States to this region.

The Russian Policy

The review of literatures on Russian foreign policy in Centrah As indicating
the intention of political and economic domination. All the literatumesRussian foreign
policy are asserting that Russian is trying to reshapddnekyard political and economic
influence in this region as near-abroad. (Jonson 2001,3¥&ly has found the Russian
foreign policy in Central Asia is bifurcated in its perspectiteesiclude dynamics of state
and domestic influences. (Jonson 2001, 95). How far the Russian foreignipdlientral



Asia is driven by contradictory pressures or not is clearyyaed by Peter Rutland in his
Paradigms for Russian Policy in the Caspian RegRutland identified two contradictory
character of Russian foreign policy in this region (i.e. to coope&vrititeand to oppose the
USA penetration into the region). A pluralist approach includingotiiey of free market
economy is noticeable in the foreign policy of Russia. (Rutland 20t@] in Alcenat &
Scott 2008, 11). The Russian foreign policy is not free from institutrovedry marked by
political elites. Such political elites are interested to gmes economic monopoly over
Russia, the region, and the expulsion of USA influence. In addition, sslaiaRussian
foreign policy also argued that there exists a policy paradignstrangles the GUUAM
(Georgian-Ukraine-Uzbekistan-Azerbaijan-Moldova) axis econormyicétlereby exerting
influence over the region and lessening USA involvement. (Rutland 2000, 163).

As such Russian foreign policy in Central Asia can be termed amféictive
paradigm where no single model can explain the grand pursuit of Ryssiay. The
domestic political environments as well as the economic agenmesiivdded among
themselves in the process of policy formulation. Due to the lack aftagrated policy
formulation process Russia is therefore “confused” in its policyctibgs towards the
Central Asian region. Despite such confusion of policy formulation, ong thicommon
in Russian foreign policy and that is the deployment of politicdlfamy, and economic
tools to advance its interests in the Central Asian region. gRut2000, 171-73). This
simplest concept of Russian foreign policy in Central Asia caeroeed as neo-imperialist
approach. (Rutland; 2000, 171-73). Rutland argued that the domestic economicf actor
Russia has a great interest in maintaining energy monopoly inaCAsta. (Rutland 2000,
169-71). An implication of such interest of the domestic economics ialpre in the
foreign policy decision making process of Russia towards Central Aswever Rutland
stated that economic actors influence the policy process of Russ@athan the military
because of an interest to maintaining energy monopoly, there is also a osrteeadvance
Russian interests in opposition to USA efforts to penetrate efpen, thereby making
Russian policy in the region ambiguous. (Rutland 2000, 169-71). A similar onethhe
foreign policy of Russia is also found in the article of Lena JonSbis. scholar in his
paper titledRussia and Central Asihas argued that Russia’s foreign policy can best be
understood in the context of its efforts to prevent outsiders from gainiluence in the
Central Asian states. (Jonson 2001, 114).The United States is a orgerrcfrom Russia.
In Central Asian region the political, economic and social isteoé Russia are often
challenged by the United States. (Jonson 2001, 98). Moreover the pdlitieadf Russia
are of the view that “through weakening its influence in ribgion the Western policy
constitutes a challenge to Russia.” (Jonson 2001, 115). As such the issméaofing any
external influence in Central Asia is still reflectivetlve foreign policy of Russia. Through
its foreign policy formulation Russia wants to strengtherstiédus as a regional power
through averting the external powers, particularly the Unitece§tabnson argued that,
Russia uses geography as an aid to its statecraft, engabing as strategic power to
counter USA influence (Jonson 2001, 115). However the foreign policy ofeRamsght to
prevent a power vacuum that would enable increase engagement dhited States,
Jonson in his paper mentioned that Russian influence in the Central #egon is
decreasing gradually. This assertion of Jonson is proved as kgitone to the waning
influence of Russia to convince the states to join its seaumityrella. Jonson in his paper
postulates that despite the treaty of the Commonwealth of Indepe3idges (CIS), states
are still cooperating with NATO’s Partnership for Peace (Jonson 2001, 109).
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Moreover the CIS states are now also showing their reluctanicéegrate force
with Russia (Jonson 2001, 119-120).Jonson argued that increasing trend3\adstieen
influence marked as the cause of the gradual waning of Russianatm®&iover the region
(Jonson 2001 119-120).The inability to build domestic political consensus @taidével
is the main cause of the decreasing influence of Russia iretfien. (Jonson 2001, 119-
120).

Bobo Lo in hisFrontiers New and Old: Russia’s Policy in Central Aagree with
the statement of Peter Jonson. He argued that Central Agididal ¢o Russian foreign
policy of establishing itself as a leading player in the Earadileartland, and as an
independent center of global power alongside the United States amal (Chi2015, 1). Lo
identified the basic purpose of Russian foreign policy in Censel & to ensure a primary
right of influence over the affairs of ex-Soviet Republics (Lo 2015Cbhnhsidering the
contemporary world politics it is almost difficult to predict hoav Russia will be able to
pursue such foreign policy ambition.

From review of various literatures on Russian foreign policy i tagion it is
evident that Central Asian states like Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan longer passive
object of great power diplomacy, but increasingly assertiversacibost importantly the
United States will remain a key factor in the region, everr #fie withdrawal of NATO
combat troops from Afghanistan. Moreover China is translatimgpawerful economic
influence into a broader strategic presence. As such in spitte fahfare surrounding the
Eurasian Union, the position of Russia is weakening gradually (Lo 201%p03urther
argued that the capacity of Russia to dictate to others igkabia reduced due to power
competition among the great powers. Accordingly the threat to &ussecurity is
proliferating. This caused Moscow to face hard struggleis i6 avoid a sharp decline of
its influence in Central Asia (Lo 2015, 3). Serhei Gretsky espoksin opposite view than
that of Jonson and Bobo Lo. He argued that “Central Asia’s destiimy tise hands of
Moscow.” (Gretsky 1997, 21-22). According to Gretsky the main motivdRudsian
foreign policy in Central Asia is to reduce competition over nattgsburces (Gretsky
1997, 8-9). Craig Oliphant in hRussia’s Role and Interests in Central Aslso stated in
line with Serhei Gretsky. He outlined that in Central Asia over the past B gremore the
situation has fluctuated. Obituaries, though, about the demise of Rupfaae in the
region would seem to be premature (Jonson 18RI in Oliphant 2013, 1). Whereas
Jonson argued that Russian influence in Central Asia is de@e&smig Oliphant stated
that the desire of Russia to strengthen its role in this regiamgain intensifying in a
selective way (Oliphant 2013, 1). However Craig Oliphant has idehtifie selective ways
of the increasing trends of Russian influence in Central Asiatfie focus around customs
union and the envisaged plan that this should also involve Kyrgyzstan pkidtdia is a
clear market intention), he is not sure about what the longer tetoreiholds and how
viable these plans will prove not least against the backcloth @érglaip change that will
inevitably and eventually come to the countries in the region and the implicaeomsisg
from those changes (Oliphant 2013, 1). Craig Oliphant has identified tistragegic
location of the region with its immense hydrocarbon reserves asn#ie cause of
considerable interest from external actors. He argued thabaflaece sheet would still
place Russia as the most prominent external power in CentegliAserms of primarily 1)
its high level political relationships, 2) its security cooperatin the region, and 3)
arguably, its range of investment projects in these countries. The revietivediteratures



on Russian foreign policy in Central Asia reveal that both Rutladdlanson characterize
Russian policy as not overly unified. They argued that despite sufdunoity in Russian
foreign policy decision making process towards Central AsiRtussian leaders are still
ingrained in a consensus towards Western aggress and the mgnstétiRussian
dominance. A contradiction is also exists between the views of Janso@retsky. While
Jonson opined that Russian influence in Central Asia is waning,kératgued that the
region’s fate is still dependent on Russia but only to the extahedhtegrative impact of
Russian policy.

The relevancy of Heartland Theory in Great Power Politics

Study from the perspective of geo-strategy reveals that kpglgas there exist
endemic powers at two influential levels: that of the domesiicthe state. This endemic
powers consolidate their influence to the respective policies ofUthAd and Russia
(Alcenat and Scott 2008, 18). Therefore, geo-strategy is noelgntinmune to domestic
participation since it implies a vast concept to deal with. Thienskwe push for
geopolitical pluralism by the United States in the region cat be exemplified in that
case. Any initiative by the United States to open the madgaetsa in Central Asia implies
that this state is targeted for the exploration of multinatienatgy companies. The efforts
of domination for the exploration of natural resources are also appar¢he case of
Russia. Study found that Russia wants to have pipelines be tradsihootegh its territory.
However the Russian energy companies are working on behalf of tnistdeeests, they
often constrain the behavior of the state. Under the above assertidrartlly possible to
say that the Heartland theory of Mackinder is obsolete. Howewveasidering the great
power politics in Central Asia critics argued that Mackinderg@nalysis is not rational
because it assumes conflict in a system where there is nateaBument of the critics is
hardly found out because a variety of literatures repeatedgs dhe geostrategic
importance for USA security in fighting terrorism and prevenRugsian dominance over
oil production and transportation. Accordingly after making a revieset#ctive literature
the study found that various scholarly analyses attest to thth&dRussia builds regional
alliances with Iran and China to stabilize its hegemony angepteexternal influence from
the United States. The relevancy of the Heartland Theory okiktZer is also found as
evident in an article which was published in the Oil & Gas Joumdhe post-Cold War
political “struggle between Russia and the West conflict mayddtermined] by who
controls the oil reserves in Eurasia.” (Alcenat and Scott 2008, X8 tre political view,
the declarative statement of the first Bush Administrationt tha “United States has
deemed it a vital interest to prevent any power or group from domgngie Eurasian
landmass” (Fettweis, 2003, 109-129) demonstrates that the obsolescenaekofddrian
theory is irrelevant.

Simultaneously the Russian official cited a similar concernstating that:
“[w]estern policy constitutes a challenge for Russia’saegi dominance.” (Jonson 2001,
115-116). So at this stance it could be said that American fdRussia is not irrational.
The leadership interest of the United States in Central Weliald further disprove the
claim of the irrelevance of the theory. As for instance, \Roesident Richard Cheney’s
(who also served as CEO of the oil supply corporation, Halliburtongnséait that: “I
cannot think of a time when we have had a region emerge as suddenlyotoebas
strategically significant as the Caspian”, or former sacyedf energy Bill Richardson’s
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evaluation that: “we’re trying to move these newly independent dearntbward the West.
We would like to see them reliant on Western commercial antigabinterests rather than
going on path influenced by Russia. Such statements of the leaeyaly represent the
national conception of the United States but also the domestic comsep{Kleveman
2003, 4-6). The United States and Russia formulate their respectugnf@olicy towards
Central Asia in line with two different aspects. WhereasUhéed States followed an
offensive policy towards Central Asia, Russian policy direction towardsatisir is found
as quite defensive. The present study has found that there &xsitsflict over energy
security between the United States and Russia. The nattie obnflict between Russia
and the United States is considered in this study as critldah is therefore not inevitable
or a phenomenon only restricted to armed conflicts. In studying theenaf great power
politics in Central Asia the study has found the growth of consumeasnibined with the
economization of international affairs. Such economization of worldraftaused the
United States and Russia to move for raw materials/natumirees and it is evident from
the analysis Philippe Le Billon who termed this competitive movevden them as
“resource wars.” (Billon 2006, 204). Both the United States and Russia ¥eagain their
market interest in Central Asia at highest level. Based smatigument it is found that the
stance of United States is considerably offensive in that lizagithe GUUAM as a
strategic alliance and promotes democracy to balance market favor on.its side

To maximize its economic power the foreign policy of the UnitedeS is directed
through different political outlets through containing Russian spbkrefluence in this
region. Study has argued that the Russian foreign policy towanmisaC@Asia is just a
reaction of what the United States has pursued. Through such pdicyoreKremlin
attempts to strengthen its hold in a ‘near-abroad’ policy &g the region as its backyard.
Geo-strategically the Central Asian region is very imporf@anboth the United States and
Russia. Russia wants to control the Central Asian landmass mtamats control over the
natural resources. Likewise Russia, the United States wantaxionine their accessibility
to the natural resources of this region by containing Russia. The Heartlangftiks short
of grasping the context of that influence.

To put it into perspective, the literature shows that Central &s@nsidered as
very influential to each power. However, in light of Mackinder’'s notdri'the actual
balance at any given time,” the literature shows that gpbgrgroximity has made Russia
as the dominant power. Economically, it already controls many expates for the
shipment of natural gas and oil to western markets. On the contrary, the USAsdikety
to remain what it is now: promoting a market economy for the sifi@tion of energy
supply, whereby Russian monopoly will be broken.

CONCLUSION

The study has reached to a conclusion that literature around ttesl (Btates and
Russia is indicative to the relevancy of Heartland theory. Thdyshas used the
“Geographical Pivot” thesis of Sir Halford J. Mackinder asaaalogy to present day
foreign policy of USA and Russia regarding Central Asia and foliaidthe foreign policy
discourses of both states deals greatly with the philosophy of MikiThis reveals that
the Heartland theory is still influential in foreign policy outlookthe United States and
Russia in Central Asia. Competition for gaining control over nat@sburces between



Russia and the United States together with geo-political aneégtrdactors characterized
the geopolitics of Central Asia. Control over natural resourcegeisas market access is
indeed the main motto of the foreign policy direction of both statés.elvident from the
above study that such foreign policy directions are followed byH#ertland Theory of
Mackinder. In fact it may be said that, outlined in 1904 througlspeech, the “Heartland
theory” was a founding moment for geo-politics. His argument regattim control of the
Eurasian landmass (Europe, Asia and the Middle East), is@tidered as the major geo-
political prize.
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Figure 1: Heartland Theory of Sir Halford Mackinder (Yves Lacoste, Le pivot géographique de
I'histoire: une lecture critique, Hérodote3/2012 (No 146-147) , p. 139-158)
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