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The OSCE and Central Asia

Executive Summary

Since the collapse of the Afghan government in August 2021
and the subsequent takeover by the Taliban, the challenge
for the OSCE and its participating States has been two-fold:
how to manage the current crisis and prevent a spill-over
of insecurity and instability into the OSCE area and how
to engage with the Taliban. Both of these dimensions are
closely related to one another in that crisis management
necessitates at least some degree of engagement. Further,
these dimensions need to be addressed within a complex
dynamic of the bilateral relationships that individual
participating States have with Afghanistan and the states
of Central Asia, on the one hand, and the multilateral
relationships within the OSCE and between the OSCE and
its regional and global partner organisations, and third states,
on the other.

This initial challenge has not disappeared since 24 February
2022, when Russia invaded Ukraine, and this is now being
played out in a far more complex context in which the
pre-existing institutional crisis of the OSCE has been
further exacerbated. The war in Ukraine has become
the predominant regional and global security issue,
consuming vast human and financial resources. In
comparison, the crisis in Afghanistan has become far less
important on most relevant actors’ agendas, especially since
the country itself has become relatively more stable over the
past twelve months.

Governing in the face of complex domestic challenges—
violence, displacement, and drug-related organised crime—
would be difficult for any regime. In the case of Afghanistan,
the situation is further complicated by internal rifts within the
Taliban leadership, which acts as an additional exacerbating
factor for the country’s humanitarian crisis of conflict-
induced economic destitution.

The relationship between the Taliban and the Central
Asian participating States of the OSCE is predominantly
driven by economic interests on all sides. From the Taliban
perspective, engagement is key to achieving recognition, but
Kabul is equally not unwilling to leverage perceived risks
against their neighbours, be it in the form of potentially
providing safe havens for terrorist groups or tolerating, if
not facilitating, opium cultivation and drug trafficking. Thus,
economic diplomacy has so far provided an entry point to
engagement with the Taliban, but it does not necessarily
offer any reliable mechanism for dealing with many of
the underlying security concerns that the OSCE and its
participating States in the region and beyond justifiably have
concerning the Taliban.

The situation in Afghanistan, and the opportunities and
constraints that the OSCE and its participating States
have faced in dealing with it, is embedded in the complex
geopolitical and geo-economic context of Central Asia, a
region that is contested between, and penetrated by, various

regional and great powers. The general approach of the
Central Asian states to Afghanistan is one that prioritises
stability based on the assumption that Afghanistan is a
critical bridge for Central Asia’s better integration into the
global economy and thus, over time, decreasing dependence
on Russia and China.

In light of the overall fragility of Central Asian states, a stable
Afghanistan that could enable the kind of infrastructural,
trade, and energy cooperation that the region needs would
represent one of the key factors in creating opportunities for
economic development across Central and South Asia and,
thus, lessen the risks of destabilising the OSCE participating
States in Central Asia.

The key dynamic of the Central Asian geopolitical and
geo-economic context is the evolving relationship between
Russia and China, and their respective approaches to
Afghanistan and Central Asia. Three trends characterise
this dynamic: Russia’s declining influence on the region,
China’s reluctance to step decisively into this void, and
the slowly but unevenly increasing ability of the Central
Asian countries to provide an alternative framework
for managing regional stability. These trends are not
necessarily new, but they have been accelerated by the
Russian war in Ukraine.

The Russian invasion of Ukraine on 24 February 2022 has
further exposed the OSCE’s already limited capacity for
responding to the crisis during the first six months after
the Taliban takeover. This period was constrained by the
Organisation’s own rules and procedures, by its limited
unified budget and unpredictable additional extra-budgetary
commitments, and by stretched human resources. While
Afghanistan has remained on the agenda of the Secretary
General ever since the Russian aggression against Ukraine, it
remains, at best, on the radar of many staff within the OSCE’s
structures, institutions, and field missions. The same applies
to participating States’ delegations in Vienna.

There are six sets of constraints that delimit the parameters
of OSCE engagement with its Central Asian participating
States in the context of the crisis in Afghanistan:

a. Theinability of key players among the participating States
to overcome their entrenched differences and enable the
OSCE to make full use of its potential.

b. The resulting dysfunctionality of the OSCE as a
cooperative security organisation is further exacerbated
by the drain on human and financial resources.

c. While participating States may generally agree on the
need to prevent a destabilisation of the OSCE region, and
particularly of Central Asia, from Afghanistan, there has
never been a consensus on how to achieve this.



d. Another, long-standing feature of the OSCE’s structural-
institutional crisis, and one that has particular relevance
in the context of Central Asia, is the difficulty in balancing
the different dimensions of the OSCE’s comprehensive
security mandate.

e. OSCE agency in Central Asia is further constrained
by a perception that Western participating States are
pushing a comprehensive security agenda, which,
because it includes human rights, threatens the regime
security of incumbent governments, making the option
of engagement with, among others, China and the SCO
potentially more attractive.

f. As a result of this multi-vector foreign policy of the
OSCE’s Central Asian participating States, OSCE agency
becomes further dependent on the willingness and ability
of the OSCE’s actual and potential partners to give the
organisation the space and time to engage on and with
Afghanistan, of which there are few indications.

10. While the parameters for OSCE engagement on the crisis
in Afghanistan are highly constraining, the OSCE needs to
understand and embrace its significance for its Central Asian
participating States. The OSCE remains a key reference
point for multilateral engagement in relation to the crisis
in Afghanistan but also as a consequence of the war in
Ukraine, both of which have put Central Asia in the spotlight
of geopolitical rivalries again.

11. This creates options for the OSCE for future engagement:

a. Within institutions and among participating States:
maintain a strategic narrative for the OSCE, as a
whole, that defines the added value of the role that the
organisation plays in contributing to managing the
situation in Afghanistan; work with the incoming CiO
to ensure that Afghanistan-related issues remain on the
agenda in relevant OSCE fora; and conduct a strategic
review and needs assessment of OSCE engagement in and
on Central Asia, involving Central Asian participating
States, field operations, OSCE structures and institutions,
and key participating States.

b. With the Central Asian participating States: contribute
to the gradually increasing intra-Central Asian dialogue
between the governments of the participating States
in the region; shape and contribute to the growing
importance of the connectivity agenda in the region,
including Afghanistan; help the region manage climate-
related impacts on Central Asia, such as the cooperative
management of regional water resources; support border
security and management as well as programmes and
projects that contribute to the prevention of violent
extremism and radicalisation that leads to terrorism,

Options for engagement

while maintaining a balance between the three
dimensions of the comprehensive security concept and
continuing efforts to strengthen the human dimension in
all programming activities in Central Asia.

With regional partners: proactively seek out
opportunities to understand the agendas of potential
partner organisations and third states and develop further
cooperation with them, based on developing a ‘big-
picture’ understanding of the dynamics and implications
of the crisis in Afghanistan and the war in Ukraine within
the OSCE (e.g., connectivity implications for the South
Caucasus and Turkey) and beyond, including how it
affects partner organisations (e.g., EU, SCO) and third
states (e.g., China, India, Iran, Pakistan); consider, in
particular, the development of a more strategic approach
to relations with China, through bilateral engagement
at the level of the Secretary General, CiO, and/or the
parliamentary assembly, inter-organisational dialogue
between OSCE and SCO or OSCE and CICA, and
Track-2 initiatives.

With Afghanistan: explore ways in which past
cooperation could be reinvigorated, including the
continued provision and facilitation of scholarships and
visas to Afghan students to enrol in degree programmes
in Central Asian Higher Education Institutions,
including the OSCE Academy in Bishkek; providing
training and exchange opportunities for Afghan citizens
(at least initially, in a purely private capacity) in the
context of programmes and projects in the OSCE’s
second dimension; engaging the Afghan diaspora with
the aim of identifying and building relationships with
suitable partners in Afghanistan and giving a meaningful
perspective to regionally displaced professionals;
and continuing to contribute to the international
humanitarian relief effort for Afghanistan.



The OSCE and Central Asia

Introduction

Since the collapse of the Afghan government in August 2021 and
the takeover by the Taliban, the challenge for the OSCE and its
participating States was initially two-fold: how to manage the
current crisis and prevent a spill-over of insecurity and instability
into the OSCE area and how to engage with the Taliban (Bayok,
Evers, and Wolff 2021). Both of these dimensions are closely
related to one another in that crisis management necessitates
at least some degree of engagement. Further, these dimensions
need to be addressed within a complex dynamic of the bilateral
relationships that individual participating States have with
Afghanistan and the states of Central Asia, on the one hand,
and the multilateral relationships within the OSCE and between
the OSCE and its regional and global partner organisations, and
third states, on the other.

This initial challenge has not disappeared since 24 February 2022,
when Russia invaded Ukraine but is now playing out in a far more
complex context in which the pre-existing institutional crisis of
the OSCE has been further exacerbated. The war in Ukraine
has become the predominant regional and global security issue,
consuming vast human and financial resources. In comparison,
the crisis in Afghanistan has become far less important on most
relevant actors’ agendas, especially since the country itself has
become relatively more stable over the past twelve months.

Afghanistan has been one of the OSCE’s Asian Partners for
Cooperation since 2003 (Permanent Council of the OSCE
2003). Cooperation was initially relatively limited and focused
on election support through ODIHR from 2004 onwards. After
2007, OSCE engagement with Afghanistan increased. Following
a request by Afghanistan for OSCE assistance, the Madrid
Ministerial Council decided to “task the Secretary General with
providing support for intensifying the involvement of Afghan
counterparts in OSCE activities, such as those related to the
fields of border security and management, policing and the fight
against drug trafficking” (Ministerial Council of the OSCE 2007,
2), reflecting the areas in which participating States had particular
security concerns. Because of the reluctance to authorise
activities on the territory of non-participating States, much of
the OSCE’s cooperation with Afghanistan involved training,
especially on border security and border management, provided
by the Vienna-based Strategic Police Matters Unit, the Action
against Terrorism Unit, the Office of the Co-ordinator of OSCE
Economic and Environmental Activities, the OSCE Centres in
Ashgabat, Astana and Bishkek, the OSCE Office in Tajikistan,
and the OSCE Staff Border Management College in Dushanbe
(Ministerial Council of the OSCE 2010, also Interviews 1-3, 7, 8,
12, 15, 16, 24, 26).

The 2007 Ministerial Council Decision was reaffirmed at the
Athens Ministerial Council two years later with the Ministerial
Council calling for its “intensified implementation” (Ministerial
Council of the OSCE 2009, 2). Two years after that, the 2011
Vilnius Ministerial Council, on the back of the launch of the
Istanbul Process in November 2011 (Istanbul Process on
Regional Security and Cooperation for a Secure and Stable

Afghanistan 2011) and the International Afghanistan Conference
in Bonn in December 2011 (Conference on Afghanistan and the
International Community 2011), reiterated the importance for
the OSCE of “recognising the threat posed by illicit production,
trade, trafficking and consumption of drugs originating in
Afghanistan to international peace and stability in the region
and beyond, and emphasizing the importance of co-operation
with Afghanistan to counter this threat and to enhance
border management co-operation between Afghanistan and
its neighbours in ensuring comprehensive measures for drug
control” (Ministerial Council of the OSCE 2011, 2). The focus
on combating illicit drug trafficking and drug-related crimes
and building domestic Afghan capacity in this context has been
at the centre of OSCE support to Afghanistan ever since the
2007 Ministerial Council Decision, which reflects the broad
consensus among OSCE participating States on the importance
of this issue.! These concerns, and OSCE training and capacity
building for Afghan national security forces as part of mitigating
the resultant threats, were also shared by the organisation’s
international partners, such as NATO, the EU, the UN, SCO, and
CSTO (e.g., Forum for Security Co-operation 2008; 2009; also
Expert Communications 5, 7, 9; Interviews 5, 7, 17, 18).

While there has, thus, been an awareness of some of the
actual and potential risks for the OSCE region emanating
from Afghanistan, the context in which these play out and the
parameters within which an OSCE response can be shaped have
been fundamentally different since August 2021, with further
changes at the end of February 2022.

Against this background, this report offers an assessment of
this changing context and the impact that both the crisis in
Afghanistan and the war in Ukraine have had regarding the
OSCE’s engagement with, and in, its Central Asian participating
States. This focus on Central Asia as is deliberate because the
region has been deeply impacted, albeit in different ways, by the
crisis in Afghanistan and the war in Ukraine.

Across the entire OSCE region, nowhere else is the OSCE’s

comprehensive  security concept simultaneously more
challenged and the opportunities for reinvigorating it more
pronounced. Naturally, the extent to which such a summary
assessment applies generally differs across the three dimensions
of comprehensive security and the five participating States. Yet,
the key insight that we have gained from our research still stands:
Central Asia is a key region for the OSCE, and the OSCE has
significant potential in contributing to Central Asian efforts to
mitigate the consequences of both the crisis in Afghanistan and
the war in Ukraine. This potential rests on its ability to overcome
its own limitations which have existed long before the Taliban
takeover in August 2021 but were thrown into sharp relief and

further exacerbated by the war in Ukraine.

1 See, for example, OSCE Secretariat (2018; 2019); also Interviews 2, 3, 7, 12, 16, 26.



We develop this argument in three steps, beginning with an
assessment of the evolving situation in Afghanistan itself,
including of the Taliban’s regional foreign policy strategy. On
this basis, we then consider how Afghanistan-related risks have
been perceived and mitigated since August 2021. Initially, we
focus this part of our analysis on Central Asia and the five OSCE
participating States there, before turning to a consideration of
three key trends in the broader regional environment: Russia’s
declining influence, China’s reluctance to assume the role of a
full-fledged regional hegemon, and the continuing shortcomings
of regional (self-) organisation.

Against this background, we then consider the implications for
the OSCE. We briefly summarise the OSCE’s evolving role in the
region and establish the parameters by which this engagement
has been constrained. This, finally, provides the basis upon which
we offer a series of recommendations to the OSCE for future
engagement with and in Central Asia.

Options for engagement



The OSCE and Central Asia

A fluid baseline:

the situation in Afghanistan

An understanding of the complexity of the situation faced by the
OSCE since August 2021 requires an assessment not only of the
implications of the situation in Afghanistan for the organisation’s
participating States but also of the dynamics in Afghanistan
itself. Given the fluidity of the situation, we can only capture the
main trends and trajectories here.

Terrorism, drugs, and displacement were the principal risks
identified across the majority of expert communications,
interviews and focus groups conducted in the autumn of 2021
(e.g., Expert Communications 5-7, 9, 10; Focus Groups 1-3;
Interviews 1, 2, 5, 6,9, 15, 17, 23, 28, 32, 34, 35). However, there
was also a widespread reluctance among experts to assess the
current reality of these threats and a general acknowledgement
that there is a level of uncertainty about their future trajectory
(Interviews 1, 4-6, 10, 11, 13-15, 17-23, 25-29, 32).

That said, there was consensus that governing in the face of
these complex challenges—violence, displacement, and drugs—
would be difficult for any regime. In the case of Afghanistan,
the situation is further complicated by internal rifts within the
Taliban leadership. The relatively moderate faction is led by Abdul
Ghani Baradar, currently the Taliban’s deputy Prime Minister
and the co-founding leader of the Taliban movement.? The more
hard-line faction is associated with the Haqqani Network, led by
the current interior minister of the Taliban regime, Serajuddin
Haqqani. While the extent to which disagreements between
these two factions go beyond details of policy implementation
is contested (Abdullah and Qazi 2021; Siddique 2022e), there
was general agreement among our interlocutors that “economic
crisis in the country is putting a lot of pressure on the group’s
internal politics” (Expert Communication 20) and that, overall,
the “Taliban leadership remains very homogenous” (Expert
Communication 19), certainly when compared to the previous
period of Taliban rule between 1996 and 2001.

The current Taliban movement is comprised of a wide range
of groups with different ethnic, regional, and tribal affiliations.
These groups were primarily united by their opposition to the
former Western-backed government and a common ideological
platform, but with little agreement on, or even discussion of,
policies beyond this (Expert Communication 33). While this
potentially bears the seeds of intensifying tensions (Expert
Communication 32), especially if the economic crisis further
worsens (Expert Communication 20), the internal rifts within
the movement should not be overestimated, and neither should
expectations of Taliban moderation(Mukhopadhyay 2022).

Given the multiple crises that the Taliban have faced since
coming to power in August 2021, they made significant efforts

2 This faction is ‘moderate’ only in the sense that it is more open to engagement with the
outside world and, at least rhetorically, committed to a less harsh interpretation of Islam.

to build consensus on key policies within the movement and
with sympathisers beyond it (Interviews 42, 47-49, 53; see also
Scollon 2022b). As a result, their governance performance
overall has increased, evidenced, for example, by their ability
to collect taxes and customs duties, clamp down on corruption,
and distribute humanitarian aid (Expert Communications 19-21,
23; Interviews 42, 48). As one of our interlocutors put it, “the
Taliban ... at this moment offer the best hope of all the groups
present in Afghanistan to bring a semblance of stability to the
country” (Expert Communication 15)—however at significant
cost to the people of Afghanistan and the immediate and wider
neighbourhood.

Our analysis in this section proceeds in two steps. We first
consider the relevant domestic developments in Afghanistan
before turning to an assessment of the Taliban’s (regional) foreign
policy. Both of these dimensions are important, and they are
closely related to each other. The extent to which the Taliban are
able to govern and manage the combined security, political, and
economic challenges that the country faces are a key indicator
that influences the perceptions of the country’s neighbours on
potential spill-over risks. These risk perceptions are likely to
be heightened (or not), depending on what foreign policy goals
the Taliban articulate. Relevant external actors—be they near
or far neighbouring countries or the regional and international
organisations in which they participate—will formulate their
responses to these perceived risks accordingly.

Domestic politics under the
Taliban regime

Endemic violence

When the Taliban captured Kabul in August 2021, they inherited
a divided country with weak institutions and an economy mostly
propped up by foreign aid. The collapse of the former Western-
backed government and the subsequent hasty withdrawal of
most of the remaining international presence went hand in hand
with the suspension of most foreign aid and a freezing of the
country’s overseas assets.

According to one of our interlocutors, “the domestic security
situation in Afghanistan has generally improved. The widely
expected collapse of the Taliban regime, serious domestic riots,
and the rekindling of a brutal civil war have not materialized”
(Expert Communication 32; also Interview 45). This assessment
is generally shared across the community of Afghanistan analysts.
This was noted during the first round of data gathering in the
autumn of 2021, as there was consensus that while terrorism was



a significant transnational threat in general (Interviews 1, 4-6, 10,
11, 13-15, 17-23, 25-29, 32), the risk to the OSCE’s Central Asian
participating States was only limited (Expert Communications 2,
5,7,8,11, 12; Interviews 5,7, 11, 17, 18, 21, 23, 24, 34, 35).

Yet, although violence has generally declined since the Taliban
takeover, it remains a problem, nonetheless.* Armed clashes
between different factions declined from almost 2,500 in the
second quarter of 2021 to just 50 in the third quarter, before
gradually rising again to around 400 in the second quarter of
2022 and then dropping to 100 for the period July-August 2022.
Violence against civilians has remained at around 200 attacks per
quarter since the beginning of 2021.

While the Taliban have, thus, been gradually able to impose
their authority across most of Afghanistan, significant security
challenges remain in relation to both the ‘traditional’ opposition
and the growing and increasingly active presence of Islamic State
Khorasan Province (ISIS-K).

The former comprises dozens of groups, among them the
National Resistance Front (NRF) led by Ahmad Masoud, son
of the former anti-Soviet and anti-Taliban Afghan commander,
Ahmad Shah Masoud. This group is a quasi-reconstituted
Northern Alliance concentrated in the Panjshir Valley in north-
eastern Afghanistan (Kohzad 2021; RFE/RL’s Radio Azadi 2022e;
Siddique 2022a). In addition, the emergence of other anti-Taliban
forces has been reported, some of which have associated with the
NRF (Karacalti et al. 2022).

ISIS-K traces its roots in Afghanistan to around 2014/15 and has
fought multiple protracted armed conflicts against the Western-
backed Afghan government, the Taliban, and other armed groups
ever since (Doxsee, Thompson, and Hwang 2021; Sarkar 2021).
The group had already been identified as a highly potent threat
in the autumn of 2021 (Expert Communications 1, 5, 7, 11, 12;
Interviews 5, 11, 17, 21). It has now risen to further prominence
as one of the key perpetrators of violence, targeting a range
of different targets—from Taliban-affiliated clerics (Siddique
2022g) to the Russian embassy in Kabul (Afghan Witness 2022).
ISIS-K does not pose a threat to Taliban rule itself but exposes
clear gaps in the Taliban’s ability (and willingness) to protect the
country’s citizens from such attacks (Human Rights Watch 2022;
Mackenzie 2021; Marty 2022).

The victimisation of civilians, including of members of
Afghanistan’s minority communities, is not only a hallmark of
ISIS-K (RFE/RL's Radio Azadi 2022f), but also of the Taliban
(Kohzad 2022; Siddique 2022f). In addition, the Taliban regime
has also imposed very strict new social codes in line with its
very conservative interpretation of Islam. There is clear evidence
that the rights of women and girls have been severely curtailed
following the Taliban’s ascent to power, affecting their access to
employment and education, as well as a range of other public
services (RFE/RL's Radio Azadi 2022a; RFE/RL’s Radio Azadi
2022b; Secretary General of the United Nations 2022; Siddique

3 Figures are author calculations based on data from the Armed Conflict Location & Event
Data Project (https://acleddata.com/). For additional Afghanistan-specific analysis, see, for
example, Karacalti (2022).
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2022; Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction
2021). This, in turn, has been one factor around which opposition
forces have mobilised.

The consensus among the experts we consulted remains that
anti-Taliban forces present mostly localised challenges to Taliban
rule, but that there is no indication of a return to the widespread
and largescale violence that Afghanistan experienced prior to
the takeover by the Taliban or the significant levels of external
support that they received during the first period of Taliban rule
between 1996 and 2001.*

Drug-related organised crime

Another risk, and one that reaches far beyond Afghanistan and
its immediate neighbourhood (Arsala and Siddique 2022; RFE/RL
2022d), derives from the fact that Afghanistan is one of the world’s
largest opium producers. According to the World Drug Report
2022 (UNODC 2022, 66), the Taliban had been involved in poppy
cultivation, opium production, and drug trafficking prior to their
takeover of power in August 2021. Yet, in an apparent attempt to
assuage neighbouring countries’ concerns, the new authorities in
Kabul announced a ban on the cultivation of drugs in Afghanistan
in April 2022 (Greenfield and Ahmad 2022). When the Taliban,
in 2000, banned opium cultivation in a similar effort to gain
greater international recognition, there was a dramatic fall in the
cultivation area to only 8,000 hectares, from approximately 82,000
hectares in the year before (UNODC 2021).

According to our interlocutors, it is highly unlikely that a
similarly drastic reduction in the cultivation area is possible this
time. The reasons for this are manifold. One of our interlocutors
noted that because of “the massive Taliban involvement in opium
trade, it does not seem realistic that the Taliban ban on opium
cultivation will succeed” (Expert Communication 18; also Expert
Communications 20, 21, 23, 33; Interviews 56, 57). In addition,
there is a shared view that because of the generally desperate
economic situation in the country and yet another drought,
poppies remain one of the few dependable crops available to
farmers, and banning them would have a devastating impact
on rural livelihoods in Afghanistan (Expert Communications
19, 33; Interviews 55-57). There was also scepticism about the
sincerity of the announcement because its timing, in early April
2022, suggests that it was at least partially meant to compensate
for the backtracking on girls’ education which prompted severe
international criticism (Interview 40).

Moreover, the decree banning poppy cultivation “remains
unsupported by any plan or program for implementation”
(Expert Communication 21), suggesting, again, that the Taliban’s
capacity to govern continues to lack behind its erstwhile capacity
to overthrow the former government. The available evidence so
far indicates that this remains to be the case, with the Taliban
unable and unwilling to enforce their ban and, consequently,
opium production is on the rise (Arsala and Siddique 2022; RFE/
RL 2022d).

4 For example, Expert Communications 1-4, 6, 18-20, 23, 26, 28, 33; Interviews 40, 42, 44,
47-49, 52, 53, 56. See also Sarwar (2022) and RFE/RLs Radio Azadi (2022c).
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In addition, there is also some suspicion that curtailing poppy
cultivation could be a strategy to drive up prices and thus increase
the profitability of the remaining Taliban-controlled opium
trade, alongside a much larger production of methamphetamine
and cannabis (Interview 57; also George and Warrick 2022; Stone
2022).

Displacement

Afghanistan’s humanitarian crisis is increasingly one of conflict-
induced economic destitution. Thus, the United Nations Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (2022a, 7) in its
January 2022 humanitarian response plan estimated that, out of
a population of just under 42 million, approximately 24 million
Afghans were “in need of life-saving humanitarian support due
to the consequences of decades of conflict, recurrent natural
disasters, lack of recovery from past disasters and the added
shock from the takeover of the government, subsequent sudden
pause in international assistance and resulting economic shocks.”

Particularly affected are Afghanistan’s estimated 3.5 million
IDPs. Approximately three-quarters of these have been displaced
for more than a decade. 2021 saw a dramatic increase in IDPs
with approximately 800,000 newly displaced individuals
(UNHCR 2022b), while during the twelve months since the
takeover by the Taliban, an additional approximately 160,000
have been recorded (OCHA 2022a). Given the dire economic
situation in Afghanistan, IDPs “have had to engage in harmful
coping strategies, which include changing food consumption
habits, accruing debt, selling assets, requiring additional family
members—including children—to work, and having to delay
expenditure for medical treatment ... [as well as] more pernicious
forms of harmful coping mechanisms, which include forced or
early marriage—including of girl children— child selling and the
selling of vital organs” (UNHCR 2022a, 9).

In 2022, the situation of IDPs became even more precarious
because of natural disasters (ongoing drought, flash floods,
and an earthquake) that put additional strains on cash-starved
international donors and on already severely stressed local
delivery mechanisms (for example, OCHA 2022c¢; 2022b).

Continuing violence, repression, and economic decline have also
been major contributing factors to steadily increasing numbers
of Afghan refugees in Iran and Pakistan over the past year. Both
countries host approximately 2 million registered refugees. Of
those, slightly over 60% are in Pakistan and just under 40% in
Iran. These are long-established refugee populations, with fewer
than 10% being new arrivals since 2021.5

However, the often-feared refugee crisis in the neighbouring
Central
Uzbekistan—has not materialised, partly due to these countries

Asian  states—Tajikistan,  Turkmenistan, and
historically not having been major destinations for Afghan
refugees and partly because neither of the three neighbours had

a particularly welcoming refugee policy in place that would have

5  Figures are author calculations based on data from UNHCR (https://data.unhcr.org/en/
situations/afghanistan).

attracted more refugees. Adding to this, the Central Asian states
made significant, donor-funded investments into strengthening
their border security.® One of our interlocutors specifically noted
that “China, Iran, the United States, Russia, the EU, and countries
in Central Asia all have a common interest in containing the
spill-over of the problems in Afghanistan in terms of ... refugees
and migrants” (Interview 57)

At the same time, it is important to bear in mind that the

humanitarian situation in northern and north-eastern
Afghanistan is particularly critical, including in regions
bordering Tajikistan and Turkmenistan (United Nations Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 2022b). This will
continue to create migratory pressures on neighbouring states,

including the trans-border ethnic networks into Central Asia.”

The Taliban’s Regional
Foreign Policy Strategy

The preceding discussion of the domestic situation in Afghanistan
is one important factor for assessing risks emanating from
Afghanistan for the Central Asian participating States of the
OSCE and the OSCE region more broadly. It identifies potential
areas for risk mitigation and tells us something about Taliban
capacity to manage these risks, or, potentially, to leverage them
against their neighbours in Central Asia and elsewhere. Bearing
this latter point in mind, it is also important to better understand
Taliban intentions towards its neighbours.

To the extent that a regional foreign policy strategy of the Taliban
can be identified, its key driver is recognition, i.e., the recognition
of the Taliban regime as the government of Afghanistan (Expert
Communications 1, 2, 3, 21, 23, 32; Interviews 46-48, 56). While
such a conferral of legitimacy is symbolically important to the
new rulers in Kabul, it is also of significant instrumental value,
for example, by facilitating access to Afghanistan’s foreign assets,
enabling formal diplomatic relations, including with bilateral and
multilateral donors, and encouraging foreign investment in the
country.

Consequently, the Taliban have repeatedly emphasised their
willingness to engage constructively with their neighbours, and,
although falling short of recognition, had some success in their
economic diplomacy. For example, the delivery of electricity
from Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan has
continued despite concerns over the Taliban’s ability to pay for
it (Expert Communications 13-15, 22, 24, 32; Interviews 40, 45,
52), and the flow of humanitarian aid via the Uzbek border hub of
Termez has significantly increased over the past twelve months
(Expert Communication 15; Interviews 45, 52). At the same
time, more ambitious connectivity projects have been revived,

6 For example, Expert Communications 17, 21. On the context of Central Asian states” anti-
refugee policies, see Eurasianet (2022d), Hashimova (2021b), Putz (2022b), and Baaas (2021).

7  The networks are highly complex with communities themselves deeply divided over
which sides they take. In the Afghan-Tajik case, for example, Tajiks in Afghanistan are
simultaneously affiliated with the Taliban, have been recruited by ISIS-K, and form the core
of the re-constituted Northern Alliance. See, for example, Siddique (2022c).



including plans for the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan-
India (TAPI) pipeline (Expert Communications 1, 6, 13, 14, 20;
Interviews 40, 53, 55), and for a trans-Afghan railway connection
from Uzbekistan via Mazar-e Sharif and Kabul to Peshawar,
where it would connect to the China-Pakistan economic
corridor, thus connecting Central Asia and Afghanistan to the
Arabian Sea and beyond (Expert Communications 3, 15-17, 22,
27, 33, 35, Interviews 40, 52, 55).

Thus, there is a significant overlap in economic interests between
the Taliban and their Central Asian neighbours which facilitates
this economic engagement. As one of our interlocutors put it,
while “the Taliban are probably not the neighbour any of the
Central Asian countries would want if they had a choice, unlike
the late 1990s, nearly all the Central Asian governments are
practicing realpolitik, seeing the potential advantages of finally
being able to connect to South Asia” (Expert Communication 15).

However, as important as economic considerations are, relations
between the Taliban regime and its neighbours have not been
free of problems and violence.® This includes unresolved border
disputes with Pakistan along the Durand line; hostilities and
exchanges of fire across the borders with Iran, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan; and the inability of the regime in
Kabul to reign in the activities some of its own allies. Further,
the activities of ISIS-K have created a situation where official
recognition by Afghanistan’s neighbours still appears some way
off for the time being.

Moreover, the Taliban also appear willing to leverage
perceived risks against their neighbours, be it in the form of
potentially providing safe havens for terrorist groups (Expert
Communications 2, 18; Interviews 42, 46, 56) or tolerating, if
not facilitating, opium cultivation and drug trafficking (Expert
Communications 18, 24, 33; Interviews 40, 47, 50, 55).

For the past two decades, Afghanistan has remained a relatively
safe haven for regional terrorist organisations, including the
Eastern Turkistan Islamic Movement (ETIM), Islamic Jihad
Group, and the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (ISIL (Da’esh)
and Al-Qaida Sanctions Committee 2010; 2011a; 2011b).
While the former has been a long-standing concern for China
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China
2021a; also Expert Communications 5, 7, 11; Focus Group 2;
Interviews 11, 17), the latter in particular was notorious for
cross-border violence, including during the pre-2001 Taliban
regime,(International Crisis Group 2000; 2002) and it has
remained active in the region ever since (Pannier 2021a; 2014).
However, the ETIM, too, has been linked to attacks in Central
Asia, including the bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Bishkek,
Kyrgyzstan, in August 2016 (Botobekov 2016; O’Grady 2016).
The ETIM has also been considered an active player in the
Syrian civil war and linked to a terrorist plot in the United Arab
Emirates (Pantucci 2010; Zenn 2018). In the past, the ETIM has
been targeted by US airstrikes, including in 2018, when the US

8 Media coverage of these developments has been extensive over the past twelve months (Jamal
2022; Kamat 2022; Siddique 2022c; RFE/RL's Uzbek Service 2022; RFE/RL's Radio Mashaal
2022; RFE/RL's Radio Azadi 2022b; 2022a; Farangis Najibullah and Mustafa Sarwar 2022;
Pannier 2022¢; 2022a).
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Airforce destroyed “Taliban training camps [which] support
terrorist operations inside Afghanistan as well as operations
conducted by ETIM in the border region with China and
Tajikistan” (U.S. Central Command 2018; see also Lamothe 2018;
RFE/RL 2018).

One of our interlocutors succinctly summarised the state of
affairs regarding formal recognition, “the Taliban’s actions in the
past year show that economic interest remains at the centre of
their talks [with neighbouring countries] and relentlessly focuses
on differentiating between ideological and economic narratives,
yet such efforts have not fully achieved the intended objective”
(Expert Communication 19). This was further evident at the 2022
summit of the SCO in Samarkand, which took place without any
diplomatic presence of Afghanistan. In their final declaration,
the SCO member states made no mention of recognition but
reiterated that they “consider it essential to establish an inclusive
government in Afghanistan that comprises representatives from
all ethnic, religious and political groups in Afghan society”
(Shanghai Cooperation Organisation 2022, 7).

This is an important observation also inasmuch as it indicates that
economic diplomacy may provide an entry point to engagement
with the Taliban, but that it does not necessarily offer any reliable
mechanism for dealing with many of the underlying security
concerns that the OSCE and its participating States in the region
and beyond justifiably have concerning the Taliban.
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Afghanistan-related risk perceptions

and risk mitigation in and around

Central Asia since August 2021

Having outlined the situation in Afghanistan itself, we can now
turn to the regional responses to date among both the Central
Asian participating States of the OSCE. These responses did
not emerge in a vacuum, but have been shaped by, and played
out in, a larger regional and global geopolitical environment of
which the Central Asian states are an integral part. In August
2021, this environment was profoundly impacted by the
withdrawal of Western forces from Afghanistan and the takeover
of power by the Taliban. Six months later, Russia’s invasion of
Ukraine constituted another shock to this environment. The
consequences of both events are still evolving.

We begin with a discussion of risk perception and mitigating
actions taken by the five Central Asian participating States
and then turn to the regional constellation of what we consider
established and emerging regional actors. In this broader
regional analysis, we identify three important trends that we
elaborate in greater detail: Russia’s declining influence, China’s
reluctance to assume the role of a full-fledged regional hegemon,
and the continuing shortcomings of regional (self-) organisation.

Central Asia: seeking
stability, exploring economic
opportunities

The situation in Afghanistan, and the opportunities and
constraints that the OSCE and its participating States have faced
in dealing with it, is embedded in the complex geopolitical and
geo-economic context of Central Asia, a region that is contested
between, and penetrated by, various regional and great powers.
The interests of most of these actors, including the OSCE’s
Central Asian participating States, are driven by their security
concerns and economic interests. With the partial exception
of Tajikistan, the general approach of the Central Asian states
to Afghanistan is one that has no choice but to prioritise
stability “regardless of who provides it and at what cost” (Expert
Communication 15). This, in turn, is primarily driven by their
economic interests in enhanced integration into the global
economy that becomes, over time, less dependent on Russia and
China (Expert Communication 2).

These economic interests, however, are also closely intertwined
with the survival of the respective regimes in Central Asia, all
of which are classified as ‘not free’ in the 2022 Freedom House
report (Freedom House 2022). The capacity of three of the five
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Central Asian regimes to survive has been severely tested in 2022.
Unrest in Kazakhstan, in the Gorno-Badakhshan Autonomous
Region of Tajikistan, and in the autonomous Republic of
Karakalpakstan in Uzbekistan could only be suppressed by force.
In Kazakhstan, President Kassym-Jomart Tokayev had to rely on
CSTO-provided Russian paratroopers to quell the worst nation-
wide protests in the country’s independent history, but then
also proceeded with cautious constitutional reforms and called
a snap presidential election for the autumn of 2022 (Najibullah
2022; RFE/RL Kazakh Service 2022; Tahir and Pannier 2022).
While the protests in Kazakhstan were the result of generally
worsening living conditions and triggered by a sudden increase
in the price of fuel, those in Tajikistan (Eurasianet 2021d;
OHCHR 2022; RFE/RL 2022a) and Uzbekistan (Putz 2022a;
Solod 2022) were the result of misjudged attempts by the centre
to curb regional autonomy. Regardless of the precise causes of
each of these crises, they all indicate a degree of fragility that can
exacerbate the impact of external shocks to the region.

This is part of the reason why the Taliban’s capacity to preserve
security and stability in Afghanistan will, therefore, be critical to
the future of the region as a whole. In particular, it could enable
the kind of infrastructural, trade, and energy cooperation that
the region needs and could represent one of the key factors in
creating opportunities for economic development across Central
and South Asia and thus lessen the risks of destabilising the
OSCE participating States in Central Asia.

Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan does not share aborder with Afghanistan, so any spill-
over risks are partially mitigated by the fortunes of geography,
although a residual risk of secondary spill-over from other
Central Asian states remains (Kaamypar 2021). For Kazakhstan,
the Turkmen-Afghan border is the most vulnerable in the region
because of relatively poorly trained and poorly equipped border
guards and weak border infrastructure. By contrast, the Afghan-
Uzbek and Afghan-Tajik borders appear better protected, and
Kazakhstan has no border of its own with Tajikistan. The length
of its border with Uzbekistan, and in turn that of the Uzbek-
Turkmen border, also heighten the need for enhanced security
cooperation with Uzbekistan, which was further strengthened in
the December 2021 presidential declaration between Uzbekistan
and Kazakhstan (ORDA 2021).

Kazakhstan has, however, taken a number of precautions to limit
and mitigate the risks of potential spill-overs from Afghanistan’s
current crisis, including a higher alert level for the Kazakh Armed
Forces (Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Kazakhstan



2021), as well as establishing political contacts with the Taliban
(Pannier 2021f) while withholding formal recognition (Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan 2021b).

Although Kazakhstan is not an important player in Afghanistan
itself, it is important at the regional level and has used this
position to facilitate further regional coordination on the
management of risks associated with the situation in Afghanistan.
As early as September 2021, Kazakhstan’s president, Kassym-
Jomart Tokayev, proclaimed that “the states of Central Asia,
especially those that are members of the CSTO, need to stick
together because the development of events [in Afghanistan] is
unpredictable’ In the immediate context of the Taliban takeover
in August 2021, this has included, among others, bilateral
discussions with Turkmenistan , Kyrgyzstan, and Russia, as well
as multilateral efforts in the context of the 5+1 format with the
United States, as well as with Russia (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the Republic of Kazakhstan 2021a-d; Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Russian Federation 2021).

In the context of Kazakhstan’s ongoing concerns about the
security of Central Asia’s regional borders with Afghanistan,
Tokayev emphasised the need for countering international
terrorism and extremism, drug and arms trafficking, and illegal
migration by continuing collaboration on the strengthening
of the region’s southern borders within the framework of the
CSTO (OAKB 2022). Kazakhstan’s general inclination to pursue
the management of risks from Afghanistan in a multilateral
framework is also evident from its broader engagement with
the international community on this issue, including the EU
(Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Kazakhstan
2022) and the UN (IIpesupent Pecnybauku Kasaxcran 2022).
This embrace of multilateralism is also obvious at the regional
level with Kazakhstan’s engagement in the Fourth Regional
Security Dialogue on Afghanistan in Dushanbe in May 2022
(Xabap 24 2022; also Expert Communications 22, 28) and, since
2018, through the format of the Consultative Meeting of the
Heads of State of Central Asia (News Central Asia 2022).

Notwithstanding its security concerns, Kazakhstan was among
the early supporters of restoring regional trade, economic,
transport, logistics, and energy ties with Afghanistan (Kamuraa
2021) and of providing humanitarian aid to Afghanistan
(Ekberova 2021; Xab6ap 24 2022). Since then, the country has
continued on this course of regional engagement, including by
offering its backing of, and participation in, the construction of
the Mazar-i-Sharif—Kabul—Peshawar railway from Afghanistan
to Pakistan that would connect Central Asia via Uzbekistan to
ports on the Arabian Sea (Baaap 2022).

Kyrgyzstan

Like Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan does not share a border with
Afghanistan but is similarly concerned by secondary spill-over
effects, especially the risk of radicalisation among the country’s
large unemployed young male population. This relates both to
people being lured to Afghanistan as foreign fighters, similar to
what happened in previous years with Syria and Iraq, and those
returning from there indoctrinated with radical jihadist ideology
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and having acquired combat skills (Expert Communication
33; Interviews 44, 51, 54, 55). Thus, Afghanistan as a source of
regional instability has been the key theme of official Kyrgyz
discourse, including at various regional summits and bilateral
meetings (e.g., Ekberova 2022; MuHKUCTEPCTBO MHOCTPaHHbBIX
aea Koipreiackoit Pecniybanku 2021; Mownceea 2021).

Domestically, the Kyrgyz government has responded to these
perceived threats with a wave of arrests of alleged extremists
(e.g., KABAR 2021; 2022b) and with an intensified programme of
training for the country’s security forces, including in cooperation
with the US Department of State’s Counter-Terrorism Assistance
Program (e.g., KABAR 2022c); the EU (e.g., MuHuCTEpPCTBO
BHYTpeHHMX Aea 2021a); and the OSCE (e.g., MuHuCTEpCTBO
BHYTpeHHMX AeA 2021b). In addition, Kyrgyz security agencies
conducted a campaign of public outreach trainings across the
country, targeting religious leaders, media, civil society, as well as
women’s and youth groups to mitigate the harmful effects of the
dissemination of radical Islamist ideologies (e.g., MuHucrepctBo
BHYTpeHHUX AeA 2021c; Toroc CHI 2021; KABAR 2022h).

Regionally, Kyrgyzstan has become a strong advocate of
engagement with Afghanistan, although stopping short of
official recognition for the time being. For example, Taalatbek
Masadykov, the Deputy Chairman of the Kyrgyz National Security
Council and the country’s leading expert on Afghanistan, visited
Uzbekistan, Pakistan, Iran, and the United Arab Emirates, as well
as Afghanistan, to discuss development of the situation in the
country and how existing risks can best be mediated through
regional and bilateral cooperation (KABAR 2022g). Beyond the
region, Kyrgyzstan has also engaged with other international
partners, including the UN, India, and Turkey (KABAR 2022a;
2022e; 2022f; 2022d).

Kyrgyz engagement with, and on, Afghanistan is also driven by
the country’s economic interests related to the implementation
of the CASA-1000 regional electricity project, as well as the
development of Afghanistan as a regional transit country
and, thus, a route for Kyrgyz trade which would decrease its
dependency on existing routes via China and Russia (Expert
Communications 1, 15, 34, 35; Interviews 55, 61).

Tajikistan

Of all the Central Asian participating States of the OSCE,
Tajikistan is the most concerned about the security risks of
the situation in Afghanistan and their implications for its
own domestic security, in remarkable contrast to its post-
Soviet neighbours (e.g., Hashimova 2021a ; Imanaliyeva and
Ibragimova 2021; Mikovic 2021; Pannier 2021c). As one of our
interlocutors aptly summarised the ‘outlier status’ of Tajikistan
even among the Central Asian states which border Afghanistan,
“Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan have promoted a dialogue with
Taliban, while Tajikistan remains profoundly suspicious and
reluctant to consider Taliban as a reliable political partner”
(Expert Communication 14, similarly Expert Communications
20, 24-26, 29; Interviews 48, 52, 54-57, 59, 65). This reflects the
many spoken and unspoken concerns of Tajikistan’s neighbours
and other OSCE participating States, including EU and NATO
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members, as well as, initially, Russia (Expert Communications 1,
5,6, 9; Interviews 1, 5, 6,9, 17, 18, 27).

There has long been a concern about ethnic Tajiks and Tajik
citizens joining terrorist organisations and receiving training in
Afghanistan, including linking these activities to the Tajik civil
war in the 1990s (Bapaaos 2021; Papno O30a1 2022b). Tajikistan’s
president, Emomali Rahmon, has continually highlighted the
spill-over risks from Afghanistan in his engagements with other
regional and global leaders (Anghelescu 2021; Putz 2021b; RFE/
RL’s Tajik Service 2021) and stressed, in his address to the nation
atthe end of 2021, that Tajikistan faces several security challenges
arising from, among others, terrorism, drugs and weapon
trafficking, illegal migration “which have been aggravated by the
situation in Afghanistan” (Rahmon 2022).

Where the other Central Asian participating States of the OSCE
have favoured an approach of greater engagement with the Taliban
regime, Tajikistan has focused on a security response. This has
included a range of military exercises of its own, in cooperation
with Russia, and within the frameworks of the CSTO and SCO
(Kiselyova and Marrow 2021; Putz 2021a; RFE/RL 2021c; RFE/
RL Tajik Service 2021), as well as resuming the annual Regional
Cooperation exercise with the United States after a two-year,
pandemic-related hiatus (RFE/RL 2022b). Reflecting Dushanbe’s
primary security concerns, most of these exercises focused on
scenarios in which militants illegally cross from Afghanistan into
Tajikistan (Illapudos 2021; Mallmapaansopa 2021).

The fear of infiltration by Afghanistan-based militants also shapes
other domestic security responses. On the one hand, and similar
to responses in Kyrgyzstan, there has been a greater emphasis
on youth engagement and cooperation between authorities and
religious leaders in an attempt to counter radicalisation efforts
by alleged Islamic extremists (MMHUCTEPCTBO BHYTPEHHUX A€A
Pecniy6amku TapxukucTtan 2021a; 2021b; 2022a; 2022b).

On the other hand, the Tajik government has used significant
amounts of force when cracking down on unrest in the Gorno-
Badakhshan region in southeastern Tajikistan, bordering
Kyrgyzstan, China, and Afghanistan (RFE/RL Tajik Service
2022a). In a sign of support from Moscow for the Tajik
government, numerous activists from the region have also been
detained in Russia (RFE/RL Tajik Service 2022d) and prosecutors
have sought high prison sentences for those already on trial in
Tajikistan (RFE/RL Tajik Service 2022b; 2022c). While there is
no direct evidence that the latest instability in the restive Gorno-
Badakhshan region was supported, let alone fomented, by the
Taliban, there have been suggestions that this could be one of
the levers that the new regime in Kabul could use to pressure
Tajikistan into dropping its support for the National Resistance
Front in Afghanistan (Interview 53; also Expert Communication
33; Interviews 44, 51, 55, 59, 60).

The Tajik narrative of being a frontline state in the fight against
security risks associated with the Taliban takeover in Afghanistan
also dominates Tajik engagements with a variety of international
partners (Expert Communications 20, 24, 25, 31; Interviews
43, 44, 50, 51, 53, 56, 61). This applies above all to Russia and
the CSTO (Collective Security Treaty Organisation 2021c;
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MuHncrepcTBo BHYTpeHHMX AeA Pecrybamku TapXuKucraH
2021c; 2021d; Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Tajikistan 2022b; Papno O3oau 2022a; Siddique 2022c;). There
is also a growing Chinese security presence in the country
(Eurasianet 2020; Putz 2021¢; Standish 2021b; Tahir and Pannier
2021). Moreover, security cooperation with Iran has increased,
including the opening of an Iranian drone-manufacturing site
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tajikistan 2022c;
Scollon 2022a).

Other international organisations, including the UN, EU, and
OSCE, cooperate closely with Tajikistan on the Afghanistan
issue, especially in relation to border security (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tajikistan 2022a). In these
engagements, too, Tajikistan is strongly pushing its security
narrative and thereby obtains significant backing from
international development partners (Expert Communications

20, 24, 25, 31; Interview 43).

Tajikistan’s predominant mode of risk mitigation, thus, is focused
on security. While Tajikistan has been outspoken in its criticism
of the Taliban, its backing of anti-Taliban opposition is well below
the level of that of the 1990s. According to our interlocutors, this
is partly due to Russian pressure (Interviews 53, 56). It also partly
reflects economic self-interest and, much like its Central Asian
neighbours, Dushanbe has pursued some economic engagement
with Kabul, albeit less publicly. This is most obvious in relation
to the renewal of electricity contracts between the two countries
(Ibragimova 2021; WION 2021). As one of our interlocutors
noted, despite the often-hostile rhetoric, the Tajik government
is quietly engaging with the Taliban: “the trade across the border,
it hasn’t stopped, ... [it] is still going and actually increasing”
(Interview 52; similarly Expert Communications 15, 24, 29).

Turkmenistan

As one of our interlocutors put it, “Turkmenistan is one of the
most closed-off countries in the world, we have not had access
to the country in the past 20 years” (Interview 4). Thus, data we
could obtain on Turkmenistan was relatively limited and mostly
reliant upon secondary sources. Nonetheless, there is a largely
consistent picture of relatively low risk for Turkmenistan in
general, despite an expectation of an increasing problem with
drug trafficking (Expert Communication 6) and a track record
of managing residual risk through engagement with the Taliban
going back to the 1990s (Expert Communications 1, 2, 8, 9;
Interviews 5, 6, 11, 17, 19, 27, 32).

Thus, despite having the second-longest border with Afghanistan
among the Central Asian participating States and despite
actual border skirmishes with Taliban forces (Pannier 2022a),
Turkmenistan’s responses to the Taliban takeover in August
2021 has been predominantly shaped by the country’s economic
interests (Expert Communications 1-3, 13-15, 20, 28; Interviews
1,5,11, 14, 24, 27, 53).

The fact that “Turkmenistan has promoted bilateral dialogue
with the Taliban mainly focused on stability issues as well as on
the feasibility of interconnectivity projects which involve both



countries” (Expert Communication 15) is a clear indication that
the need for stability in Afghanistan is on the Turkmen radar
screen (Putz 2021d). This has meant that otherwise neutral
Turkmenistan has engaged more with the SCO and attended
the 2021 and 2022 summits of the organisation despite being
neither a member, partner, nor observer country (Eurasianet
2021b; State news agency of Turkmenistan 2022). In addition,
Turkmenistan has been one of the key providers of humanitarian
aid to Afghanistan since the Taliban takeover (Xponuka
Typxmenuctana 2021; HoBoctu LlenTpaabHoit Asuu 2021).

Economic engagement with Afghanistan is the continuation of
Ashghabad’s long-standing strategy, which predates the current
Taliban regime and is predominantly focused on the realisation
of the TAPI project—the pipeline that would secure new export
markets for Turkmenistan’s natural gas reserves in Afghanistan,
Pakistan, and India (Expert Communication 15) and end the
country’s over-dependence on the Chinese market (Eurasianet
2022c) without rekindling its dependence on Russia (ILIToAby;
2022). Other connectivity projects that both countries are keen
to pursue include the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan
(TAP) high-voltage power transmission line and new railway
connections between the countries (Xponuka TypkmeHncTaHa
2021; Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkmenistan 2021;
Eurasianet 2022a; Ad¢ranncran.Py 2022a; 2022b; Turkmenportal
2022).

The feasibility of the TAPI and other connectivity projects also
depends on sufficient investment which has been a key problem
in the past, partly because of the lack of stability in Afghanistan
(Eurasianet2018a). The project, however, has remained important
for Turkmenistan and created opportunities for other players as
well. For example, the State Bank for Foreign Economic Affairs of
Turkmenistan and the Abu Dhabi Fund for Development created
a joint venture in October 2021—the Turkmen Investment
Company—which has the potential to become a key vehicle for
financing at least part of the TAPI (Nebit-Gaz 2021b; Eurasianet
2021e).

Uzbekistan

Of the three Central Asian OSCE participating States that share
a border with Afghanistan, Uzbekistan’s border is the shortest
and generally regarded to be the best-protected while still being
the most open to trade and the delivery of humanitarian aid to
Afghanistan (Expert Communications 13-15, 20, 28; Interviews
49, 52; also Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Uzbekistan 2021; Mirziyoyev 2021). As seen with Turkmenistan,
this is reflective of an approach to Afghanistan that is primarily
driven by economic interests: sales of Uzbek electricity to
Afghanistan and boosting road and rail connections through
Afghanistan to Iran, Pakistan, and India (Expert Communications
1, 3, 5, 8; Interviews 1, 14; also Hamidzada and Ponzio 2019;
Kamilov 2021; Pannier 2021d).

Thus, Uzbekistan built on long-established contacts into
Afghanistan to minimise security risks as the Taliban conquered
Kabul and ensured the continuing flow of humanitarian aid and
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electricity across the border (Interview 17; also Kalmurat 2021;
Pannier 2021e; RFE/RL Uzbek Service and RFE/RL Radio Azadi
2021). Subsequently, the town of Termez, on the Uzbek side of
the border with Afghanistan, developed into a major trade and
humanitarian hub (Expert Communication 15; Interviews 45, 52;
also Eurasianet 2021c¢).

Strategically among the most important projects, not only for
Uzbekistan, but also for Central Asia more generally, is the
construction of the trans-Afghan railway corridor from Termez
in Uzbekistan via Mazar-i-Sharif and Kabul in Afghanistan to
Peshawar in Pakistan, where it would connect to the China-
Pakistan Economic Corridor of the Belt and Road Initiative
(Expert Communications 15, 27, 33, 34; Interviews 40, 52, 55).
The completion of this project, which depends on both security
and stability in Afghanistan and the availability of financing, is
also important for Turkmenistan and Kyrgyzstan. The former
has had a sustainable rail cargo connection with Uzbekistan since
2017 (Expert Communication 22; also Silk Road Briefing 2022a),
while the latter is likely to benefit significantly once the China-
Kyrgyzstan-Uzbekistan (CKU) railway project is completed
(Expert Communications 17, 27, 35; Interviews 51, 54, 55; also
Rafiq 2022). Tajikistan, too, would benefit from this: the Galaba-
Amuzang railway, which connects to Uzbekistan, has resumed
operations (Expert Communication 22; also Caravanserai 2018;
Eurasianet 2018b) after being destroyed by explosions in 2011
(Kucera 2011).

In a sign of the growing importance of following through on
these regional connectivity projects, a three-month trial period
for a China-Afghan rail corridor via Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan
was announced on the eve of the SCO Samarkand summit in
September 2022 (Afghanistan Times 2022; Burna-Asefi 2022).
If proving viable, this corridor would increase Uzbekistan’s role
as a key transit country for both China and Afghanistan and its
neighbouring Central Asian countries.

The general Uzbek approach of focusing on economic engagement
with Afghanistan, however, does not mean that the relations
between the two countries are free from security concerns.
Uzbekistan is indirectly exposed to threats from Afghanistan
through the Ferghana Valley, where it borders Tajikistan, which
is a key transit area for drug traffickers from Afghanistan into
Uzbekistan. In addition, ISIS-K has allegedly launched attacks
against Uzbekistan from Afghan territory and the group also
has a sizeable number of ethnic Uzbek members, some of whom
have prior combat experience with the group in Iraq and Syria, as
well as with the Tehrik-e Taliban Pakistan (TTP) in Afghanistan
and Pakistan (Expert Communication 33; Interviews 42, 44; also
RFE/RL Uzbek Service 2022; Siddique 2022b). This undermines
Taliban claims to the movement’s ability to provide security and
stability in Afghanistan.

From an Uzbek perspective it is also concerning that the Taliban’s
relations with their northern neighbours are not free from strain
in general. Thus, while both sides emphasise the importance of
pursuing their mutual economic interests, the Taliban continue
to be seen as a potential threat to domestic stability in Uzbekistan
(Interviews 47, 52, 55; also Pannier 2022b; 2022d).
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This continued perception, of at least some level of threat, has
meant that Uzbekistan has also engaged with its Central Asian
neighbours, Russia (Kolodyazhnyy, Marrow, and Liffey 2021;
Putz 2021a; RFE/RL 2021a), and regional organisations like
the SCO and CSTO (Baratov 2021; Collective Security Treaty
Organisation 2021a; Eurasianet 2021a; Indeo 2021), as well as
the US (RFE/RL 2021b; 2022b; RFE/RL Uzbek Service 2021), in
signalling its military preparedness to deal with any spill-over of
violence from Afghanistan.

Established and emerging
regional actors: balancing
national interests and
regional and global
aspirations in the context of
the war in Ukraine

The economic and security interests of actors like Russia, China,
Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, and India drive them to seek influence in
and over not just Afghanistan but also the OSCE'’s Central Asian
participating States. In fact, according to one of our interlocutors,
“China, Iran, the United States, Russia, countries in the EU,
Central Asia ... all have common interests in containing the spill-
over of the problem in Afghanistan in terms of illicit economy,
extremism, but also refugees and migrants” (Interview 57).

The key dynamic, however, is the evolving relationship between
Russia and China, and their respective approaches to Afghanistan
and Central Asia. As was repeatedly emphasised by most of our
interlocutors (Expert Communications 13-15, 17, 22, 25, 32, 33,
35, 40; Focus Group 1; Interviews 40, 42, 43, 51, 52, 54, 56, 61),
following the withdrawal of the US and its allies from Afghanistan
and in light of the unfolding consequences of the Russian war
against Ukraine, the shifting balance of power between Russia
and China will be among the key determinants for the future of
the region as a whole.

Three trends are particularly noteworthy in this context: Russia’s
declining influence on the region, China’s reluctance to step
decisively into this void, and the slowly but unevenly increasing
ability of the Central Asian countries themselves to provide an
alternative framework for managing regional stability. These
trends are not necessarily new, but they have been accelerated by
the Russian war in Ukraine.

Russia’s declining influence

For decades, Russia was seen as the pre-eminent guarantor of
security in Central Asia. This position was maintained through
Russia’s dominance in the CSTO which, in turn, played a leading
role in the initial response to the crisis in Afghanistan. This was
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particularly evident in a series of large-scale trainings of the
CSTO Collective Forces held near the Tajik-Afghan border in
October 2021: ‘Search-2021, ‘Echelon-2021, ‘Interaction-2021’
and ‘Cobalt-2021" (Collective Security Treaty Organisation
2021c). The CSTO Crisis Response Centre additionally carried
out a multi-stage online simulation game at the end of September
2021 which involved practising “decisions to provide military
and military-technical assistance, including the involvement of
the CSTO Collective Rapid Reaction Forces and its special forces
units” (Collective Security Treaty Organisation 2021b).

Since then, Russia and the CSTO have mostly engaged at a
rhetorical level and to little effect. The persistence of a spill-over
of risks from Afghanistan continues to be emphasised by Russian
and CSTO sources, but very little emerges by way of concrete
actions (e.g., Collective Security Treaty Organisation 2022;
Bstuanu 2022; Zas 2022). Direct engagement with the Taliban
has also continued, for example in the context of the “Central
Asia + Russia” regional format (Lavrov 2022; MuHucrepcTso
nHoctpaHHbIX AeA Poccurickoir @eaepauuu 2022) and at the St
Petersburg Economic Forum (Aprymentsr u @axtsr 2022; TACC
2022), yet again without clear results and with no official Russian
recognition of the Taliban regime.

Tellingly, in a video conference with permanent members of the
Security Council of the Russian Federation, Putin acknowledged
that “from the point of view of national security, we are focusing
on the events related to providing assistance to our people in
Donbass, on the special military operation in Ukraine” relegating
“other issues that are of great interest from the point of view of
national security, including in the southern sector...in respect
to the events in Afghanistan” to secondary concerns (President
of Russia 2022; see also ITaBaenko 2022).

Putin’s visit to Central Asia in June 2022 simultaneously signalled
Russia’s continuing interest in the region and also its declining
influence there (Expert Communication 25). Meetings with the
presidents of Tajikistan, Emomali Rahmon, and of Turkmenistan,
Serdar Berdimuhamedov, interestingly produced no agreements
or joint statements. In a press conference after his visit to
Turkmenistan where he also attended the Sixth Caspian Summit,
Putin was merely able to point out that “there were a lot of ideas
and proposals that have arisen, and I will not discuss all this now,
because all this should be reflected in the relevant multilateral
and bilateral documents” (ITpeaupent Poccunm 2022). Yet, such
agreements remain elusive despite the repeatedly stated Russian
interests in supporting the TAPI project and the construction of
the trans-Afghan railway line (Aaexcanapos 2022; Nebit-Gaz
2021a).

Thus, the impression generated of Russian-Central Asian
relations is one of “imaginary friends” (IlItoaby 2022). Russia’s
efforts to mobilise its erstwhile reliable partners in the region
to undercut Western sanctions repeatedly failed (Eurasianet
2022b), and political support for Russia’s war in Ukraine has
been even less forthcoming. This was further confirmed by a
significant set-back for Russia at the St Petersburg Economic
Forum when Kazakh president Tokayev, sharing a stage with
Putin, publicly rejected the idea of recognising the Luhansk and
Donetsk regions as independent states (Askar 2022b; Waller and



Geropoulos 2022), further adding to already strained relations
between the two countries (Askar 2022a). Putin also had to
endure an apparently unscripted, live-streamed seven-minute
challenge from Tajik president Emomali Rahmon at the CSTO
summit in Astana in October 2022 (Eurasianet 2022e; RFE/RL
Tajik Service 2020), which is further evidence of the fact that
Russia’s dominance in the region has become more perilous over
the past eight months since the beginning of the war in Ukraine
and has to be careful to avoid further antagonising the OSCE’s
Central Asian participating States.

There can, thus, be no doubt that Russia’s role in the post-
Soviet periphery is declining. Despite the presence of Russian
“peacekeepers’, deployed under a 2020 ceasefire agreement
between Armenia and Azerbaijan that was mediated by Turkey
and Russia, Azerbaijan had no qualms escalating violence again
in September 2022 (Badalian and Aslanian 2022), while at the
same time the border conflict between Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan
escalated anew, ironically coinciding with the annual summit
of the SCO (RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service and RFE/RL Tajik Service
2022).

The 2022 SCO summit is significant for another reason. For the
first time, Putin had to publicly acknowledge Chinese concerns
over the war in Ukraine—nothing short of a humiliating climb-
down and further evidence that the balance of power in the
relationship between Russia and China is shifting further and
further towards Beijing (Standish 2022b; Toleukhanova and
Lillis 2022; Wolff 2022). Less than a week later, China’s foreign
minister, Wang Yi, met with the EU High Representative for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Josep Borrell, in the margins
of the UN General Assembly and expressed both China’s
concerns about worsening spill-over effects from the war in
Ukraine and support for “the EU and major European countries
in continuing their active mediation and making every effort to
strive for peace” (Wang 2022; also Malyarenko and Wolff 2022).

China’s reluctance

Russia’s decline creates opportunities for China. Yet, the rapid
nature of the decline also poses problems for Beijing (Expert
Communications 16, 32, 40) and, so far, there is no clear evidence
that China is actively pushing Russia out of Central Asia, but
rather that Beijing is keen to continue “to work with Russia to
maintain Central Asian regional security and stability” (Expert
Communication 32). Above all, China has pursued a policy of
economic engagement with Central Asia, most evident in its Belt
and Road Initiative (Expert Communications 14, 33, 35, 40; also
van der Kley 2020; Wolff 2021), and continuing this approach
requires shielding the region from spill-over threats from
Afghanistan and from potential Russian expansionism.

Starting in the early to mid-2000s, China has gradually
established itself as the key economic player in Central Asia but
has done so on the basis of mostly bilateral relationships with the
individual countries there, in contrast to the more multilateral
structures favoured by Russia and its Eurasian Economic Union
(EAEU). While the SCO’s Samarkand Declaration continued
to pay some lip service to “efforts to align the progress of the
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Eurasian Economic Union and the BRI” (Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation 2022, 10), the main thrust of the Declaration and
of the deals agreed, for example between China and Uzbekistan
(Silk Road Briefing 2022b), point to both Chinese economic
predominance in the region and a focus on developing trade and
transport routes that enhance existing intra-regional connectivity
and further the region’s economic integration with China.

This underscores that, for China, engagement with Central Asia
remains primarily driven by its own economic interests (Expert
Communications 13, 14, 23; Interview 46). Until recently, this
also manifested itself in a relatively clear, and mutually accepted
division of labour between China and Russia, with the latter
being accepted as the pre-eminent security guarantor for the
region. While this arrangement continued to be in effect in
the immediate aftermath of the Taliban take-over in August
2021 and in the context of the unrest in Kazakhstan in January
2022—evident in the coordinated response by the Russia-led
CSTO in both cases—Moscow’s invasion of Ukraine has cast
doubt over the ability of the Kremlin to continue in this role,
given diminished capacities and increasing distrust of Russian
intentions.

In the past, China has used the SCO as one of its vehicles to
manage its security concerns in Central Asia which are primarily
related to the restive Xinjian region (Yau 2022), and only very
tentatively increased its own security footprint in the region,
such as in Tajikistan (Expert Communications 13, 14, 16, 25, 31;
Interview 45; also Putz 2021c; Standish 2021a; Tahir and Pannier
2021). In an indication of growing military cooperation between
Moscow and Beijing in general, China has also participated in
Russia’s annual Vostok military exercises in the Far East since their
inauguration in 2018 (Ferris and Nouwens 2022; Standish 2022a),
and both sides appear to have agreed at the SCO Samarkand
summit on increasing their military cooperation (RFE/RL 2022c).
In his speech at the summit, Xi Jinping, reflecting the domestic
security concerns of China, noted the “need to expand security
cooperation” among SCO members and partners and linked this
to the organisation’s established focus on the so-called three evils
of “terrorism, separatism, and extremism’, as well as on “drug
trafficking as well as cyber and transnational organized crimes”
(Xi Jinping 2022).

Yet, the SCO is unlikely an answer to China’s security concerns
in relation to Central Asia. The organisation itself appears weak
when border tensions between two of its members escalate into
serious violence just as the organisation’s annual summit takes
place (Doolotkeldieva and Reeves 2022; Toleukhanova and Lillis
2022). Its growing membership and the increase in the number
of observers and dialogue partners, including among countries
in the Middle East, speaks to a certain attractiveness of the
organisation. However, this diversity also exposes the limitations
of the organisation—for example, there were no bilateral
meetings between India and China or India and Pakistan, despite
the many unresolved issues between the countries.

While that makes it less likely that the SCO will become
an effective tool for China to manage its security concerns
(Aydintagbas et al. 2022; Nadin, Nijhar, and Mami 2022), the
organisation may remain useful to Beijing to push its own
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(national) security narrative and assemble a loose coalition of
ideologically like-minded autocratic states—especially if the
SCO were to consolidate an alliance between Russia, China,
Iran, and Turkey. However, this cannot distract from the fact that
China is still far from able, or indeed willing, to take over from
Russia as the main security guarantor in Central Asia.

This is also evident from the level of regional engagement on
Afghanistan that China seeks to promote outside the SCO,
although their effectiveness is limited, and perhaps intentionally
so, when compared to Chinese investment in bilateral
relationships, especially with the Central Asian participating
States of the OSCE (Interviews 40, 51, 52, 56, 61). This includes
regular meetings of the foreign ministers of neighbouring
countries of Afghanistan, the first of which was held online with
representatives from China, Iran, Pakistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan on 8 September 2021 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the People’s Republic of China 2021b). Since the second such
meeting on 27 October 2021, the group also includes Tajikistan
and Russia (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic
of China 2021c). A third meeting took place on 31 March 2022
and inaugurated an additional mechanism for regular meetings
of special envoys on Afghanistan (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the People’s Republic of China 2022a). Statements from
these meetings reflect the common security concerns of the
neighbouring countries, as well as increasingly their economic
interests and readiness for practical engagement: at the third,
and so far last, of these regional meetings in Tunxi, the seven
participating countries launched an initiative on supporting
Afghanistan’s economic reconstruction, which focuses, among
other things, on humanitarian assistance, trade, and various
infrastructure development projects aimed at enhanced transport
connectivity (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic
of China 2022c).

In parallel, China has also been keen to facilitate engagement on
Afghanistan at the global level, especially through the so-called
“U.S.-China-Russia+ Consultative Mechanism on Afghanistan”
which also includes Pakistan (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
the People’s Republic of China 2021d; 2022b). China has also
engaged directly with the EU, Germany, and the UK (Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China 2022d),
who, in turn have their own consultative mechanism of special
representatives and special envoys involving the EU, France,
Germany, Italy, Norway, the UK, and the US (EEAS 2022).

While there is, thus, a degree of multilateral activity on the part
of China, the overall approach of Beijing is likely to remain one of
seeking to increase its bilateral influence in Central Asia through
more economic engagement, closer relationships with ruling
elites,and penetration oflocal media, alongside a selective security
presence to protect its investments and shield itself from the risk
of spill-over threats (Expert Communications 15, 16, 25, 31, 32).
This, in turn, creates vulnerabilities for the states of Central Asia,
especially given that popular anti-Chinese sentiment is growing
across the region (Focus Group 2, Expert Communication 22)
and, occasionally, China continues to question the sanctity of
borders in Central Asia by making territorial claims to lands in
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan (Expert Communication
25; also Pannier 2016).
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The shortcomings of regional (self-)
organisation

The lack of leadership by neighbouring great powers—Russia and
China—and the near-complete disengagement by the EU and US
is further compounded by the inability of regional organisations
and the states in the region to create and maintain a stable
regional order. Given Russian decline and Chinese reluctance,
the insufficiency of the CSTO and SCO to step into the fray is
not surprising. Yet, despite acknowledging the declining role of
Russia in particular, the five Central Asian participating States
of the OSCE are only slowly overcoming their own inability to
cooperate (for example, Interviews 1, 2, 5, 6-9, 12, 15-17, 22, 23,
25, 32).

While “Central Asian countries have historically maintained
a consensus-based stance towards countries in the region,
including Afghanistan, with insignificant differences” (Expert
Communication 1; similarly, Expert Communication 6;
Interviews 5, 6, 17, 18, 23), at present, this consensus is only
partial in that “in addition to Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, also
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are oriented to promote dialogue
with Taliban, to work together to preserve regional security” At
the same time, however, “efforts by Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan
to improve Tajikistan’s relations with Taliban” appear to have

been underway for some time (Expert Communication 1).

Most progress hasbeen made in the area of economic cooperation,
particularly since 2016, when Shavkat Mirziyoyev succeeded
Islam Karimov as Uzbekistan’s leader and gradually ended the
isolation of a country that borders all of the other Central Asian
countries and Afghanistan (Expert Communication 22). This led
to the gradual restoration and upgrading of the Soviet-era Central
Asia Power System, including the construction of hydro-power
plants in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan (Kabap 2022; Papno Ozopu
2019), externally supported efforts to create a viable regional
energy market including Afghanistan (Asian Development Bank
2018; USAID 2022), and a significant increase in regional trade
(Abaturov 2022). In parallel, discussions have also progressed on
the TAPI pipeline project.

Politically and militarily, progress in enhancing cooperation has
been slower, but there is a growing sense among regional leaders
of the need for a Central Asian voice. Joint military exercises
have been conducted in the context of the CSTO (Collective
Security Treaty Organisation 2021c), as well as among the
Central Asian countries themselves (KA3VIHOOPM 2021).
This, and increasing political cooperation and coordination, is
driven by both the perception of risks related to the situation
in Afghanistan and the realisation of a weakening role of Russia
since the start of the war in Ukraine (Expert Communication 22;
also Alimova 2022; RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service and RFE/RL Kazakh
Service 2022).

The war in Ukraine and the situation in Afghanistan, however,
have also become a driving force behind increasing regional
cooperation ina different sense. Western sanctions have disrupted
traditional trade routes from China across Central Asia and
through Russia to Europe, necessitating alternative connections
and finally leading to the realisation of the China—Kyrgyzstan—



Uzbekistan railway project. The need for alternative trade routes,
in turn, has created opportunities for all Central Asian states to
become better integrated into the global economy via the yet-
to-be-completed trans-Afghan railway and the revitalisation of
the Lapis Lazuli Corridor from Turkmenistan across the Caspian
Sea to Baku and from there, across the Black Sea or over existing
land connections through Turkey to Europe, thus connecting
with Turkey’s Middle Corridor project (Rahim 2017; Shahbazov
2017).

Regional cooperation will be critical here because of challenges
that these alternatives face. Rather than ‘reinventing’ connectivity
routes on a sub-regional basis, a modular extension of the existing
green ports project of the OSCE would serve the purpose of
enhancing connectivity and economic integration much better.
This would particularly be the case if there was a concerted and
coordinated effort to provide the necessary strategic investment
for this extension of the green ports project, for example through
the EU’s Global Gateway or the Economic Resilience Initiative in
Central Asia, recently launched by the US (Putz 2022c).

Even then, the Lapis Lazuli Corridor/Middle Corridor “remains
a fragile construct where geography constitutes a major obstacle”
requiring multi-modal transport along sea and land lines,
crossing multiple international borders, and transiting through
unstable, and at times unpredictable, geopolitical environments
(Expert Communications 17, 28, 28). In Central Asia, these risks
are illustrated, for example, by the recent episodes of unrest in
Tajikistan’s Gorno-Badakhshan region (RFE/RL Tajik Service
2022a; RFE/RL 2022a) and Uzbekistan’s Karakalpakstan region
(REF/RL 2022; Solod 2022). As with the unrest in Kazakhstan
in January 2022, these issues indicate the continuing fragility of
the region and the multiple domestic challenges that individual
countries face, limiting their capacity to engage regionally
(Expert Communications 14, 20, 22, 25, 28, 29, 35; Interviews 38,
51, 52, 54, 55, 59-61).

Additional complicating factors are the disputed borders in the
highly volatile Ferghana valley with its numerous ethnic exclaves
and disputes over scarce water resources (Interview 15; also
Pannier 2021b; RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service 2021), as illustrated by
the ongoing “little war” (Interview 16) in the Kyrgyz-Tajik border
conflict (RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service and RFE/RL Tajik Service 2022).
Here, according to one of our interlocutors, “a combustible mix”
of problems has existed for a long time (Interview 31; de Haas
2017; Digol 2012).

While not causally related to the crisis in Afghanistan, the Tajik-
Kyrgyz border disputes continue to have a negative impact on
regional cooperation across Central Asia (Expert Communication
9) and indicate, “in the eyes of Taliban and in the eyes of Central
Asians living in Afghanistan, ... that there is no unity between
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, and that’s a problem” (Interview 5;
also Interviews 1, 16). Moreover, inter-ethnic violence in the
Ferghana valley is often linked to turf wars between rival gangs
of drug traffickers (Interviews 8, 35).

Regional cooperation among the Central Asian participating
States of the OSCE is also, to an extent, influenced by the
growing interest of the secondary powers in the region. Turkey,
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Iran, Pakistan, India, and the Gulf countries have, until recently,
not been very significant partners for Central Asia. However,
this has changed in the wake of the Taliban takeover in August
2021 and the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022.
The role of these secondary players also needs to be seen in the
context of their existing relationships not only with Afghanistan
but also with each other and the traditional great powers
(Russia, China, and the combined West). For example, Turkey
is a member of NATO and dialogue partner of the SCO; Iran,
Pakistan, and India are members of the SCO; and although the
Gulf countries remained unaligned, several of them have now
become SCO dialogue partners at the 2022 Samarkand summit
of the organisation.

The increased relevance of these countries is a result of the
opportunity that the regime change in Afghanistan has created
for connecting Central Asia to South Asia and beyond. As
noted earlier, connectivity through Afghanistan is high on the
agenda of Central Asian countries, China, Iran, Pakistan, and
India because of the potential for trade in goods and energy
across this part of Asia. Further, the integration with the global
economy that transit through a stable Afghanistan can facilitate
through Iranian, Pakistani, and Indian ports on the shorelines
of the Arabian Sea is seen as the increasingly attractive option
of the Middle Corridor (Expert Communications 13, 15-17, 22;
Interviews 45, 52).

Consequently, the incentives for regional cooperation and
coordination among the Central Asian participating States of
the OSCE are significant. In August 2021, the participation of
Turkmenistan, for the first time, in the third consultative meeting
ofthe heads of state of Central Asiaand the agreement then to draft
an Agreement on Friendship, Neighbourliness, and Cooperation
for Development of Central Asia in the 21st Century appeared
to signal greater pragmatism among the region’s governments
(Buranelli 2021). Yet the limits of regional cooperation became,
yet again, apparent by the failure of Turkmenistan and Tajikistan
to sign up to the agreement one year later at the leaders’ fourth
meeting in July 2022 (Expert Communications 22, 28, 34, 37, 39;
also News Central Asia 2022; RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service 2022).
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Conclusions and policy recommendations

The evolving role of the
OSCE

“The biggest risk right now with regards to any OSCE action on
Afghanistan is that Afghanistan has been completely out of the
spotlight since February. This is a general phenomenon. It’s not
only Afghanistan. Since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, this has
been the number one topic at OSCE? This statement from one of
our interlocutors (Interview 58) neatly sums up the fundamental
shift within the organisation that occurred as a result of the war
in Ukraine. As expressed by others, too, the fallout from Russia’s
war has also meant that human and financial capacity to deal
with the crisis in Afghanistan within the OSCE and its structures
and institutions, as well as among participating States—both in
the delegations and in national capitals—has severely diminished
(Interviews 38, 39, 41, 43, 50-52, 58, 61).

While Afghanistan has remained on the agenda of the Secretary
General even since the Russian aggression against Ukraine
(Interviews 28, 29, 41, 43, 50), it remains, at best, on the radar
screen of many other staff within the OSCE’s structures,
institutions, and field missions (Interviews 38, 41, 43, 50, 51,
54, 55, 58, 61, 62). The same applies to participating States’
delegations in Vienna (Interviews 38, 39, 43, 49).

This is a significant shift from the situation before 24 February
2022, when there was a significantly greater focus on Afghanistan
within the OSCE and among its participating States. This included
an Afghanistan taskforce in the Secretariat and a repository fund
to sponsor project activities to mitigate spill-over risks from
Afghanistan, both of which still operate, albeit at diminished
capacity (Interviews 2, 9, 38, 43). Yet, even before the start of
the war in Ukraine, the organisation’s capacity for responding to
the crisis during the first six months after the Taliban takeover
was constrained by the Organisation’s own rules and procedures,
by its limited unified budget and unpredictable additional extra-
budgetary commitments, and by stretched human resources
(Interviews 3, 7, 8, 12, 15, 24, 26).

Since August 2021, there has been no official engagement with
Kabul on the part of the OSCE. The Taliban have not appointed
a new representative to Vienna and the current one, while
remaining accredited, does not act as an interlocutor between
Kabul and Vienna. This means that Afghanistan at present is de-
facto no longer one of the OSCE’s Asian partners for cooperation.
The annual OSCE Asian conference, which should have been
co-organised, and potentially even been hosted, by Afghanistan,
was similarly dominated by Russia’s aggression against Ukraine
(Interview 50; OSCE 2022c).
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In a sign of at least some remaining attention to the continuing
implications of the crisis in Afghanistan, the Secretary General,
on the eve of a special OSCE Asian Partners meeting on
Afghanistan on 3 June 2022, released an update of her November
2021 thematic report on Afghanistan to the Permanent Council
(Interviews 38, 51). At the meeting itself, participants were
presented with the Framework for Response to the Implications
of Afghanistan for the OSCE Region (Interview 38; OSCE 2022a).
The Secretary General also visited Tajikistan in June 2022. In
bilateral meetings with senior Tajik officials, including President
Rahmon, Foreign Minister Muhriddin, the Commander of
the Tajik border troops, and the deputy speaker of the Tajik
Parliament, she noted that the OSCE is enhancing its “support
to Tajikistan to help mitigate the range of challenges stemming
from instability in Afghanistan [by] working together on border
management, for example, including by providing training at the
OSCE Border Management Staff College in Dushanbe” (OSCE
2022b).

Looking ahead to 2023, Bujar Osmani, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of North Macedonia and incoming CiO, noted his country’s
support for “further OSCE engagement in the region to mitigate
risks and address challenges related to the crisis in Afghanistan,
particularly in neighbouring participating States”(OSCE 2022c).

In terms of engagement on the ground, the focus has remained
heavily on the issue of border security and border management,
with large projects, funded among others by the EU, US, and
Japan in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. In contrast to the period
before the Taliban takeover, there is no longer any official Afghan
participation in any of these projects (Interviews 38, 41, 43, 51,
54, 55, 61).

To the extent that Central Asian participating States have
articulated expectations of their own, they have remained in line
with previous OSCE activities—this has not changed either in
response to the Taliban takeover in August 2021 (Interviews 2,
3,7,8,12, 15, 16, 24, 26, 28) or in relation to the war in Ukraine
since February 2022 (Interviews 38, 41, 43, 49-51, 54, 51, 55, 61).

For the time being, therefore, the OSCE continues to play a role,
primarily through bilateral programmes supporting individual
participating States in managing Afghanistan-related risks to
security and stability, including preventing and countering
violent extremism and terrorism and countering terrorist
financing (Interviews 3, 7, 8, 12, 15, 16, 26). In the assessment
of our interlocutors, such projects provide a basis for further
engagement with the Central Asian participating States, but do
not reflect the full potential that the OSCE has (Interviews 2, 7,
12, 26).



The parameters of OSCE
engagement

The OSCE has had a marginal role in the global response to the
crisis in Afghanistan after the Taliban takeover in August 2021.
However, since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, it has become
all but negligible, despite the fact that some of the organisation’s
activities in Central Asia include Afghanistan in some form.

On the one hand, this is surprising because the OSCE, the
EU, NATO, the SCO, and the CSTO as well as their various
participating and member states share similar concerns regarding
spill-over risks from Afghanistan. On the other hand, given that
the OSCE’s pre-existing limitations to engage on Afghanistan
were further exacerbated by the war in Ukraine, the inability of
the OSCE to be proactive on managing the crisis or to assume a
coordinating role among regional and international organisations
is hardly astonishing. Yet, the fact that the organisation plays
virtually no role in any of the existing multilateral formats
speaks volumes to the utility that the OSCE has in the eyes
of any potential partners in relation to Afghanistan (Expert
Communications 7, 9; Interviews 5, 7, 22, 28). However, as noted
by one of our interlocutors regarding OSCE-SCO cooperation,
“there is a consultation process, and there is coordination, but
it is very often at the level of tokenism. You can tick the box
because you have invited someone and someone came and did a
presentation, but that is all it amounts to” (Interview 24).

Partly, this is also the result of a deliberate choice. According
to one of our interlocutors, the 2022 Annual Security Review
Conference (ASRC) took place without participation of any other
regional or international organisation because “Poland, as CiO,
decided to have the ASRC in a very closed format” (Interview
50). But this is merely a symptom of much deeper problems that
have beset the organisation for some time.

Thus, we can identify six sets of constraints that delimit the
parameters of OSCE engagement.

1. The inability of key players among the participating States
to overcome their entrenched differences and enable the
OSCE to make full use of its potential. While there is clearly a
shared interest in stability in Central Asia (and by extension,
in Afghanistan), the OSCE has been experiencing a quasi-
existential crisis for several years now, culminating in the
fallout from Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.

2. The resulting dysfunctionality of the OSCE as a cooperative
security organisation is further exacerbated by the drain on
human and financial resources: the OSCE has no proper
budget for 2022 as yet, and participating States which may
have previously supported extra-budgetary measures more
generously are now struggling to make ends meet between
support for Ukraine and a growing economic, energy, and
cost-of-living crisis.

3. While participating States may generally agree on the

need to prevent a destabilisation of the OSCE region, and
particularly of Central Asia, from Afghanistan, there has

Options for engagement

never been a consensus on how to achieve this. Despite
a steadily improving, more permissive UN (and EU)
environment, this has so far prevented direct engagement
with the new rulers in Kabul, who in turn lack capacity
and expertise to engage much beyond their immediate
neighbourhood.

4. Another long-standing feature of the OSCE'’s structural-
institutional crisis, and one that has particular relevance in
the context of Central Asia, is the difficulty in balancing the
different dimensions of the OSCE’s comprehensive security
mandate. When it comes to mitigating the spill-over risks
from Afghanistan, the key challenges concern how not to
increase the capacity of security apparatuses that might
subsequently be turned against independent media, civil
society, or political opposition. This is not only a question
of the OSCE’s already weakened norm of consensus but also
one of potentially counter-productive mitigation strategies
as more repression and political exclusion will inevitably
feed into further radicalisation and polarisation in Central
Asian societies that will, in turn, exacerbate spill-over risks.

5. This then further constrains OSCE agency in Central Asia.
Pushing a comprehensive security agenda and a larger
OSCE engagement in managing the security challenges
perceived to emanate from Afghanistan and exacerbated
by decreasing Russian clout and capacity, might be seen as
potentially threatening by incumbent governments to their
long-time survival. This would be especially so in light of
alternatives, such as greater reliance on SCO support, on an
increasing Chinese security presence, or on unconditional
engagement with the Taliban.

6. The multi-vector foreign policy of the OSCE’s Central
Asian participating States, in turn, adds an additional set of
constraints in that OSCE agency then becomes dependent
on the willingness and ability of the OSCE’s actual and
potential partners to give the organisation the space and
time to engage on and with Afghanistan. Despite generally
shared interests, there is little indication that other relevant
organisations like the SCO and the CSTO, as well as
potentially CICA, and third-party states like China, Iran,
Pakistan, and India, take the OSCE serious in this regard.
Nor does the OSCE have the capacity to devise an approach
on how engagement with any of these potential partners
could be structured.

Options for future OSCE
engagement

The parameters for OSCE engagement on the crisis in Afghanistan
are highly constraining. However, this does not mean that there
are no opportunities for the organisation to take action within its
broad mandate for cooperative and comprehensive security, as it
applies to the Central Asian participating States.

Therefore, we finally identify options for future engagement

within the OSCE’s institutions and among its participating States;
with, and in, Central Asia; with potential regional partners; as
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well as with Afghanistan. These policy recommendations are
based on suggestions we received from our interlocutors and
our own analysis. There is some inevitable overlap among our
recommendations as several of them cut across the distinctions
we make between the different sets of options. Additionally, they
should not be seen as a list of ordered priorities or preferences,
although it will become clear from the following that some
recommendations will need to be implemented before others.

Critically, from our perspective, the OSCE needs to understand
and embrace its significance for its Central Asian participating
States where it remains “the current reference point for
possibilities to engage on a multilateral level and not only as
Central Asian states but in cooperation with other countries as
well—something that is attractive and strategically important to
these participating States” (Interview 51). This is not only relevant
in relation to the crisis in Afghanistan but also as a consequence
of the war in Ukraine, both of which have put Central Asia in
the spotlight of geopolitical rivalries again. These developments
over the past twelve months may have slightly increased the
situational autonomy of the Central Asian participating States,
while also highlighting the precarity of their fragile political,
economic, and social orders.

Options for engagement within institutions
and among participating States

1. Maintain a strategic narrative for the OSCE as a whole that
defines the added value of the role that the organisation plays
in contributing to managing the situation in Afghanistan
and then turn this narrative into clear political guidance
for the Secretary General and other relevant structures and
institutions of the OSCE for a meaningful course of action.
The narrative should focus on:

e The value that the OSCE has for its Central Asian
participating States in managing the crisis in Afghanistan.
* The mobilisation of resources, including additional
contracted or seconded personnel, for field operations in
Central Asia.
* Enhance existing analytical capabilities to increase
situational awareness and early warning capacity
regarding terrorism, drug trafficking, and displacement,
while systematically factoring in issues linked to
organised crime and corruption, including trafficking in
small arms and light weapons.

2. Work with the incoming CiO to ensure that Afghanistan-
related issues remain on the agenda in relevant OSCE fora.
The Chair should serve in a coordinating role to enable
discussions among key participating States that provide
the Secretary General with credible political clout in
her management of the OSCE’s approach to the crisis in
Afghanistan.

3. Conduct a strategic review of OSCE engagement in and on
Central Asia, involving Central Asian participating States,
field operations, OSCE structures and institutions, and key
participating States. This should include:
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* A regional and country-specific needs assessment
conducted in relation to the impact of the situation in
Afghanistanand thewarin Ukraine onall three dimensions
of security as defined by the OSCE’s comprehensive
security agenda, including the geopolitical and geo-
economic position of Central Asia as a key OSCE region.
On this basis, programming priorities and budgetary
needs should be identified, as well as opportunities
for regional cooperation and coordination (within the
confines of the field operations’ mandates).

e Further consideration of strengthening the second
dimension in the mandates of field operations in Central
Asia and supporting projects in this regard, including
through extra-budgetary contributions. This would also
reaffirm the OSCE’s overall commitment to Central Asia
and the organisation’s sincerity in responding to the stated
needs and interests of its Central Asian participating
States.

* A reconsideration of the renewal model of existing field
operations in Central Asia, in particular the possibility
of establishing open-ended mandates similar to the one
that exists for the OSCE Centre in Ashgabat. This would
not eliminate the need for host-government consent
but would remove the uncertainty stemming from the
currently annual mandate renewal cycle that requires the
application of the organisation-wide consent principle.
Rather, the guiding principle should be that field missions
should not be discontinued without host-state consent.

the

consolidation of existing expertise on Afghanistan, such

* Smaller-scale projects could also focus on
as the creation of a research centre at the OSCE Academy
in Bishkek, which would recognise the importance of
the issue for the region, for Central Asia, and for the
OSCE as a whole when it comes to Afghanistan. Such
an initiative could also benefit from existing networks
of past and current students from Afghanistan at the
Academy, as well as past and present Kyrgyz engagement
on Afghanistan through the UN.

Options for engagement with the Central
Asian participating States

1. Contribute to the gradually increasing intra-Central Asian
dialogue between the governments of the participating States
in the region. This could include providing the good offices
and expertise of the Secretary General and CiO, special
representatives or personal envoys, and facilitating bilateral
and multilateral engagements on uncontroversial issues of
regional relevance, identified by the governments themselves.
Given that economic interests have emerged as key drivers of
engagement with Afghanistan, particular attention should be
paid to assisting Central Asian participating States with the
OSCE'’s existing expertise in the second dimension, especially
when it comes to:

e The growing importance of the connectivity agenda in
relation to alternative trade routes from China to Europe,
such as the OSCE’s green ports initiative, which could
be extended further east into Central Asia and further



west across the Black Sea and through Turkey into the
Western Balkans and beyond. In this context, the OSCE
also has significant knowledge and understanding of
global standards and practices of customs regulations to
facilitate connectivity. Further cooperation with the EU
and multilateral donors, like the World Wank or EBRD,
would add the necessary financial muscle for the effective
delivery of relevant projects and provide welcome
alternatives to Chinese financing in Central Asia.

* The ongoing efforts for the creation of a regionally better
integrated energy market, including Afghanistan.

e The development of trans-Afghan road and rail
connections that could enable improved regional
integration into the global economy, including by
connecting to the existing green ports route.

e The significance of the climate change agenda and the
management of climate-related impacts on Central
Asia, including Afghanistan, such as the cooperative
management of regional water resources.

Maintain support for border security and management as a

critical area of response to the crisis in Afghanistan for the

country’s immediate neighbours in Central Asia, as well
as for OSCE participating States with secondary borders

(Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan; Armenia, Azerbaijan, and

Turkey) and those along routes of trafficking. This could

include programmes and projects that:

* Increase the physical security of borders.

* Enhance the effectiveness of border-crossing procedures,
including the documentation and processing of people
crossing borders.

* Raise situational awareness of developments near and
across borders.

* Establish and strengthen mechanisms of cross-border
communication and dialogue to boost transparency and
build confidence across borders. This could also include
efforts to connect local communities on both sides of
relevant borders to discuss issues of immediate relevance,
such as access to water, pollution, or flood management,
as well as border demarcation. Such efforts could also
include incident prevention mechanisms like those that
have been in place in Georgia for more than a decade.

3. Maintain support for programmes and projects that
contribute to the prevention of violent extremism and
radicalisation that leads to terrorism (VERLT). Further
efforts could be made in relation to:

e Strengthening local capabilities to monitor cyber
activities and develop capacity to prevent online
radicalisation, especially of children and young people.

* Ensuring that efforts aimed at preventing VERLT do
not unduly infringe fundamental civil and political
liberties, including the freedom of expression. In this
context, programmes and projects following up on the
Conclusions of the Second Expert Meeting of the Central
Asia Judicial Dialogue in 2020 could be considered.

Maintain a balance between the three dimensions of the
comprehensive security concept and continue efforts
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to strengthen the human dimension in all programming

activities in Central Asia, including any responses to the

crisis in Afghanistan. This could involve activities aimed

at:

¢ Securing fundamental civil and political liberties,
including freedom of religion and media and equal rights
for women.

¢ Protecting the rights of national minorities in Central
Asian participating States and increasing their awareness,
among others, of the Bolzano/Bozen Recommendations
on National Minorities in Inter-State Relations to inform
their own approaches on addressing challenges related to
kin-minorities in Afghanistan.

¢ Continuing and increasing training programmes for
government officials and professionals in, for example,
security services and prison administrations on human
rights issues. This could, for example, also include joint
programmes and projects with local human rights
organisations on issues like community policing.

Options for engagement with (potential)
regional partners

1.

Proactively seek out opportunities to develop further
cooperation with partner organisations and third states. This
will require:

* Developing a ‘big-picture’ understanding of the dynamics
and implications of the crisis in Afghanistan and the
war in Ukraine within the OSCE (e.g., connectivity
implications for the South Caucasus and Turkey) and
beyond, including how they affect partner organisations
(e.g., EU, SCO) and third states (e.g., China, India, Iran,
Pakistan). This should be done in order to understand
their respective agendas and to identify synergies and
areas of potential disagreement and conflict.

e Exploring different formats of engagement, from

exchanges of information, to sharing of best practices,

and cross-participation in events, with the aim of
avoiding duplication or competition in efforts and
potentially making the most of complimentary capacities

and pooling resources.

Once more, consider the development of a more strategic

approach to relations with China, in light of China’s role in

and on Afghanistan, and the ongoing recalibration of Chinese

investments in connectivity as a result of the war in Ukraine.

This could take different forms, including:

¢ Bilateral engagement with China at the level of the
Secretary General, CiO, and/or the parliamentary
assembly.

¢ Engagement in the context of existing, currently under-
explored, formats such as inter-organisational dialogue
between OSCE and SCO or OSCE and CICA. Such
contacts can but need not be high-level but can also
occur productively at the operational level, for example
between SCO-RATS and the different OSCE executive
structures which implement counter-terrorism activities
through their mandates, including the Secretariat,
ODIHR, RFoM, and various OSCE field operations.
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Engagement through Track-2 initiatives either directly
by organising workshops with Chinese academics and
analysts or indirectly through cooperation between
organisations like the OSCE Network of Think Tanks and
Academic Institutions, the CICA Institute (formerly the
CICA Think Tank Forum), the OSCE Academy, ADB’s
CAREC institute, and the SCO University.

Closer cooperation with China on border security and
management, for example, by considering how China,
given its increasing security presence and long joint
borders with participating States (as well as a shorter
one with Afghanistan), could be involved in training
activities at the OSCE Border Management Staff College
in Dushanbe.

Options for engagement with Afghanistan

Apart from election support, the OSCE has never fully operated

in Afghanistan, even before the Taliban takeover in August 2021.

Yet, until then, one particularly valuable aspect of the various

programmes and projects run, especially by the field operations

in Central Asia, has been the inclusion of Afghan participants.

Regardless of the exact nature of the OSCE'’s future relationship

with Afghanistan, it would be worthwhile exploring ways in

which such efforts could be reinvigorated. This could include:
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e The continued provision and facilitation of scholarships

and visas to Afghan students to enrol in degree
programmes in Central Asian Higher Education
Institutions, including, the OSCE Academy in Bishkek.
Providing training and exchange opportunities for Afghan
citizens (at least initially in a purely private capacity) in
the context of programmes and projects in the OSCE’s
second dimension. This could also include consideration
of future opportunities for Central Asian participating
States to enhance regional economic connectivity and
could also involve citizens of further third states, such as
China, India, Iran, and Pakistan.

Contemplating a role for the Afghan diaspora, including
more recently displaced persons, in such efforts with
the aim of identifying and building relationships with
suitable partners in Afghanistan and giving a meaningful
perspective to regionally displaced professionals and thus
avoiding a damaging permanent skills and brain drain
from Afghanistan.

Finding ways to continue to contribute to the
international humanitarian relief effort for Afghanistan.
While the OSCE is not a humanitarian organisation,
humanitarian crises have clear security and stability
implications that are core to the OSCE’s mandate. Hence,
efforts in this regard could include: preparatory fund-
raising and the setting up of necessary logistics to provide
support at or near the border, including acquisition of
necessary resources for humanitarian relief (medicines,
food, shelter, fuel, etc.) and transport capacity; further
coordination with key partners, especially UNHCR, but
also local governmental and non-governmental actors,

including at a regional level, who can act as potential
service providers; cooperation and coordination with
IOM and UNHCR to facilitate alternatives to the
deportation of Afghan refugees back to Afghanistan;
and integrating any humanitarian response with border
management activities in order to enable vulnerable
populations to seek safety and have their rights protected.



References

Abaturov, Ruslan. 2022. “Uzbekistan in Trade with Central Asia”.
EU Reporter. 20 June 2022. https://www.eureporter.co/world/
uzbekistan/2022/06/20/uzbekistan-in-trade-with-central-asia/.

Abdullah, Hasan, and Shereena Qazi. 2021. “Taliban Fragmentation:
How Real Is the Divide?” TRT World. 1 October 2021. https://

www.trtworld.com/asia/taliban-fragmentation-how-real-is-the-
divide-50354.

Afghan Witness. 2022. “Explosion near Russian Embassy in Kabul”
Afghan Witness. 6 September 2022. https://www.afghanwitness.

org/reports/explosion-near-russian-embassy-in-kabul.

Afghanistan Times. 2022. “Afghanistan-China Corridor Opening: First

Train from China Arrived in Hairatan Port”. Afghanistan Times,

22 September 2022. https://www.afghanistantimes.af/afghanistan-
china-corridor-opening-first-train-from-china-arrived-in-hairatan-

port/.

Alimova, Elnur. 2022. “Central Asian Leaders Meet Amid Russia’s
‘Declining Role’ In Region”. RFE/RL, 20 July 2022. https://www.rferl.

org/a/central-asia-russia-decline-brick-interview/31952425.html.

Anghelescu, Ana-Maria. 2021. “Tajik President Emomali Rahmon’s
European Tour” The Diplomat, October. https://www.proquest.

com/magazines/tajik-president-emomali-rahmon-s-european-tour/
docview/2644848520/se-2?accountid=8630.

Arsala, Mursaleen, and Abubakar Siddique. 2022. “Taliban Turns
Blind Eye To Opium Production, Despite Official Ban”. RFE/RL.

18 October 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-opium-
production-taliban-farmers-drugs-trade/32089780.html.

Asian Development Bank. 2018. “Regional Cooperation on Increasing
Cross-Border Energy Trading within the Central Asian Power
System”. Asian Development Bank. November 2018. https://www.
adb.org/projects/52112-001/main.

Askar, Aliya. 2022a. “Kazakh-Russian Relations in the Context of the
War in Ukraine”. The Diplomat, 7 March 2022. https://thediplomat.
com/2022/03/kazakh-russian-relations-in-the-context-of-the-war-

in-ukraine/.

———.2022b. “The Complexity of Kazakhstan-Russia Relations
on Display”. The Diplomat, 30 June 2022. https://thediplomat.

com/2022/06/the-complexity-of-kazakhstan-russia-relations-on-

display/.

Aydintasbas, Asli, Marie Dumoulin, Ellie Geranmayeh, and Janka
Oertel. 2022. “Rogue NATO: The New Face of the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation”. European Council on Foreign Relations.

16 September 2022. https://ecfr.eu/article/rogue-nato-the-new-
face-of-the-shanghai-cooperation-organisation/.

Options for engagement

Badalian, Susan, and Karlen Aslanian. 2022. “Thousands Of Armenian
Civilians Flee Fighting Close To Border With Azerbaijan” RFE/RL.
15 September 2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/armenian-civilians-
flee-fighting-border-azerbaijan-karabakh/32035072.html.

Baratov, Shuhrat. 2021. “A Fateful Moment for the CSTO on the
Afghan Border”. The Diplomat, July. https://www.proquest.

com/magazines/fateful-moment-csto-on-afghan-border/
docview/2644829629/se-2?accountid=8630.

Bayok, Anastasiya, Frank Evers, and Stefan Wolff. 2021. “The OSCE’s
Afghanistan Challenge”. The Foreign Policy Centre. 8 September

2021. https://fpc.org.uk/the-osces-afghanistan-challenge/.

Botobekov, Uran. 2016. “Al-Qaeda, the Turkestan Islamic Party, and the
Bishkek Chinese Embassy Bombing”. The Diplomat, 29 September
2016. https://thediplomat.com/2016/09/al-qaeda-the-turkestan-

islamic-party-and-the-bishkek-chinese-embassy-bombing/.

Buranelli, Filippo Costa. 2021. “3rd Meeting of Central Asian Leaders:
A Small Step Toward the Formation of a Regional Order?” The
Diplomat, August. https://www.proquest.com/magazines/3rd-
meeting-central-asian-leaders-small-step/docview/2644848489/
se-2?accountid=8630.

Burna-Asefi, Sophia Nina. 2022. “Trial Run for China-Afghan Rail
Corridor as SCO Summit Kicks Off”. The Diplomat, 15 September
2022. https://www.proquest.com/docview/2714266601/
FA58F6B3ES8E94CE1PQ?accountid=8630.

Caravanserai. 2018. “Uzbekistan, Tajikistan to Re-Open Galaba-
Amuzang Railway”. Central Asia News. 28 February 2018.
https://central.asia-news.com/en GB/articles/cnmi ca/
newsbriefs/2018/02/28/newsbrief-01.

Collective Security Treaty Organisation. 2021a. “On the Results of the
Extraordinary Session of the CSTO Collective Security Council on
the Situation in Afghanistan and Its Impact on the Security of the
CSTO Member States”. Collective Security Treaty Organisation.
23 August 2021. https://en.odkb-csto.org/news/news _odkb/ob-

itogakh-vneocherednoy-sessii-soveta-kollektivnoy-bezopasnosti-

odkb-posvyashchennoy-situatsii-v-af/.

———.2021b. “At the Second Stage of the Joint Business Game
Proposals Are Developed on the Use of the Assets of the CSTO
Collective Security System for the Normalization of the Situation in
the Central Asian Region”. Collective Security Treaty Organisation.
1 October 2021. https://en.odkb-csto.org/news/news odkb/

na-vtorom-etape-sovmestnoy-delovoy-igry-vyrabatyvayutsya-

predlozheniya-po-primeneniyu-sil-i-sredstv-/.

———.2021c. “B Tapxukucrane COCTOSIACS 3aKAIOYUTEAbHbIN DTall
CosmecTtHOro Yuenus «Bsaumopencreue-2021» u CrierimaAbHbIX
Yuennit «ITouck-2021», «meaon-2021»" Collective Security

Treaty Organisation. 23 October 2021. https://odkb-csto.org/news/

news_odkb/v-tadzhikistane-sostoyalsya-zaklyuchitelnyy-etap-

sovmestnogo-ucheniya-vzaimodeystvie-2021-i-spetsial/#loaded.

23



The OSCE and Central Asia

———.2022. “The CSTO Secretariat Held the 35th Meeting of the
Working Group on Afghanistan at the CSTO Ministerial Council”.
Collective Security Treaty Organisation. 1 April 2022. https://
en.odkb-csto.org/news/news _odkb/v-sekretariate-odkb-sostoyalos-

35-e-zasedanie-rabochey-gruppy-po-afganistanu-pri-smid-
odkb/?sphrase id=92279#loaded.

Conference on Afghanistan and the International Community.
2011. “The International Afghanistan Conference in Bonn
Afghanistan and the International Community: From Transition
to the Transformation Decade” UN Peacemaker. 5 December
2011. https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/
AF 111205 BonnConference.pdf.

Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Kazakhstan.
2022. “Joint Press Statement by EU and Central Asia Special
Representatives and Special Envoys for Afghanistan” European

External Action Service. 1 June 2022. https://www.eeas.europa.eu/

delegations/kazakhstan/joint-press-statement-eu-and-central-asia-

special-representatives-and en?s=222.

Digol, Diana. 2012. “Mind the Neighbours! Central Asian Interests
and Visions of Afghanistan”. In Afghanistan in the Balance:
Counterinsurgency, Comprehensive Approach, and Political Order,
edited by Hans-Georg Ehrhart, Sven Gareis, and Charles Pentland,
171-85. Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Doolotkeldieva, Asel, and Madeleine Reeves. 2022. “Escalating Conflict
on the Kyrgyz-Tajik Border: Whither the Regional Security Order?”
The Diplomat, 22 September 2022. https://www.proquest.com/
docview/2716489533/9A1FC851CCAB4D7EPQ?accountid=8630.

Doxsee, Catrina, Jared Thompson, and Grace Hwang. 2021.

»

“Examining Extremism: Islamic State Khorasan Province (ISKP)
Washington, D.C. https://www.csis.org/blogs/examining-
extremism/examining-extremism-islamic-state-khorasan-province-
iskp.

EEAS. 2022. “Communiqué of the Special Representatives and Envoys
for Afghanistan” European Union. 5 April 2022. https://www.eeas.

europa.eu/eeas/communiqu%C3%A9-special-representatives-and-

envoys-afghanistan _en.

Ekberova, Elmira. “Kasaxcran u Apranncran 3auHTepecoBaHbl
B BoccranoBaenun Toprosan”. Anadolou Agency. 17 October

2021. https://www.aa.com.tr/ru/mMup/kasaxcTan-m-apraHucTaH-

3aMHTEePEeCOBAHbI-B-BOCCTAHOBACHUM-TOProBAn/2394900.

———.2022. “)Kanapos I'lpusBaa k Bkaaay B Ykpenaexne Mupa B
Adranucrane” Anadolou Agency. 25 January 2022. https://www.

aa.com.tr/ru/mMup/>kanapoB-rpusBaA-K-BKAAAY-B-YKPEIAeHMe-

mupa-B-adraducrase/2484971.

Eurasianet. 2018a. “TAPI Enters Afghan Phase with Little Cash and
Many Problems”. Eurasianet. 8 February 2018. https://eurasianet.

org/tapi-enters-afghan-phase-with-little-cash-and-many-problems.

———.2018b. “Uzbekistan, Tajikistan Railroad Set for Imminent

Reactivation”. Eurasianet. 28 February 2018. https://eurasianet.org/

uzbekistan-tajikistan-railroad-set-for-imminent-reactivation.

24

———.2020. “Tajikistan: Secret Chinese Base Becomes Slightly Less
Secret”. Eurasianet.Org. 23 September 2020. https://eurasianet.org/

tajikistan-secret-chinese-base-becomes-slightly-less-secret.

———.2021a. “CSTO, SCO Summits Presage Policy of Wary Tolerance
of Taliban Regime in Afghanistan” Eurasianet. 17 September 2021.

https://eurasianet.org/csto-sco-summits-presage-policy-of-wary-
tolerance-of-taliban-regime-in-afghanistan.

———.2021b. “Turkmenistan: Time for a Change?” Akhal-Teke: A
Turkmenistan Bulletin. 21 September 2021. https://eurasianet.org/

turkmenistan-time-for-a-change.

———.2021c. “Uzbek Border City Becomes Hub for Afghan Aid”.
Eurasianet. 14 October 2021. https://eurasianet.org/uzbek-border-

city-becomes-hub-for-afghan-aid.

———.2021d. “Tajikistan: Authorities Go Back on Their Word in Deal
with GBAO Residents” Eurasianet. 10 December 2021. https://

eurasianet.org/tajikistan-authorities-go-back-on-their-word-in-

deal-with-gbao-residents.

———.2021e. “Turkmenistan: Money, Money, Money “. Eurasianet.

21 December 2021. https://eurasianet.org/turkmenistan-money-

money-money.

———.2022a. “Turkmenistan: TAPI Talk Turns to Pragmatic Matters
“. Akhal-Teke: A Turkmenistan Bulletin. 18 January 2022. https://

eurasianet.org/turkmenistan-tapi-talk-turns-to-pragmatic-matters.

———.2022b. “Russia Seeks Solidarity against Sanctions from Eurasian

Trading Bloc” Eurasianet. 25 February 2022. https://eurasianet.org/

russia-seeks-solidarity-against-sanctions-from-eurasian-trading-
bloc.

———.2022c. “Turkmenistan: The Beijing Conundrum”. Akhal-Teke:
A Turkmenistan Bulletin. 21 June 2022. https://eurasianet.org/

turkmenistan-the-beijing-conundrum.

———.2022d. ‘Tajikistan Expelling Afghan Refugees in Their
Hundreds’ Eurasianet. 7 September 2022. https://eurasianet.org/

tajikistan-expelling-afghan-refugees-in-their-hundreds.

———.2022e. “Was Tajik Leader’s Rant at Putin Defiance or a Plea
for Greater Dependence?” Eurasianet. 17 October 2022. https://

eurasianet.org/was-tajik-leaders-rant-at-putin-defiance-or-a-plea-

for-greater-dependence.

Farangis Najibullah, and Mustafa Sarwar. 2022. “Taliban Says New
Troops Near Central Asian Borders Will Bring Stability. The
Neighbors Are Not So Sure” RFE/RL. 16 February 2022. https://
gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-troops-central-asia-borders-
stability/31706961.html.

Ferris, Emily, and Veerle Nouwens. 2022. “Russia’s Vostok 2022
Military Drills: Not Size or Tanks, but Context”. Royal United
Services Institute. 15 September 2022. https://rusi.org/explore-our-

research/publications/commentary/russias-vostok-2022-military-

drills-not-size-or-tanks-context.




Forum for Security Co-operation. 2008. “OSCE Could Have
Tremendous Impact in Afghanistan by Training Police, Top NATO
Commander Says”. Organization for Security and Co-Operation in
Europe. 2 July 2008. https://www.osce.org/fsc/49871.

———.2009. “Deputy NATO Commander Discusses Afghanistan,
Strategic Priorities at OSCE”. Organization for Security and Co-

Operation in Europe. 16 September 2009. https://www.osce.org/
fsc/51314.

Freedom House. 2022. “Freedom in the World” Freedom House.

https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-world/scores.

George, Susannah, and Joby Warrick. 2022. “Inside Afghanistan’s
Booming Meth Industry” Washington Post. 2 May 2022. https://
www.washingtonpost.com/world/interactive/2022/afghanistan-

meth-opium-drug-industry/.

Greenfield, Charlotte, and Jibran Ahmad. 2022. “Taliban Bans Drug
Cultivation, Including Lucrative Opium”. Reuters, 3 April 2022.

https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/taliban-bans-drug-

cultivation-including-lucrative-opium-2022-04-03/.

Haas, Marcel de. 2017. “Relations of Central Asia with the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization and the Collective Security Treaty
Organization”. The Journal of Slavic Military Studies 30 (1): 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2017.1271642.

Hamidzada, Humayun, and Richard Ponzio. 2019. “Central Asia’s

Growing Role in Building Peace and Regional Connectivity with

Afghanistan” Washington, D.C. August 2019. https://www.usip.org/
sites/default/files/2019-09/sr_454-central asias growing role in

building peace and regional connectivity with afghanistan-sr.
pdf.

Hashimova, Umida. 2021a. ‘Tajikistan and Uzbekistan Take Different
Approaches to Afghanistan’ The Diplomat, September. https://

www.proquest.com/magazines/tajikistan-uzbekistan-take-different-
approaches/docview/2644847748/se-2?accountid=8630.

———.2021b. “What Explains Tajikistan’s Evolving Position on Afghan
Refugees?” The Diplomat, 22 September 2021. https://thediplomat.
com/2021/09/what-explains-tajikistans-evolving-position-on-

afghan-refugees/.

Human Rights Watch. 2022. “Afghanistan: ISIS Group Targets Religious
Minorities” Human Rights Watch. 6 September 2022. https://www.

hrw.org/news/2022/09/06/afghanistan-isis-group-targets-religious-

minorities.

Ibragimova, Kamila. 2021. “Tajikistan Hopes Taliban Foes Pay for
Power”. Eurasianet. 6 October 2021. https://eurasianet.org/

tajikistan-hopes-taliban-foes-pay-for-power.

Imanaliyeva, Ayzirek, and Kamila Ibragimova. 2021. “Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan Diverge on Approaches to Afghanistan” Eurasianet. 24

September 2021. https://eurasianet.org/kyrgyzstan-tajikistan-
diverge-on-approaches-to-afghanistan.

Options for engagement

Indeo, Fabio. 2021. “CSTO and SCO Meetings: Security (and

Economic) Focus on Afghanistan” Nato Defense College

Foundation. 24 September 2021. https://www.natofoundation.org/

central-asia/csto-and-sco-meetings-security-and-economic-focus-

on-afghanistan/.

International Crisis Group. 2000. “Recent Violence in Central Asia:

Causes and Consequences”. Brussels. https://d2071andvipOwj.

cloudfront.net/recent-violence-in-central-asia-causes-and-

consequences.pdf.

———.2002. “The IMU and Hizb-Ut-Tahrir: Implications of the
Afghanistan Campaign” Osh and Brussels. https://d2071andvipOwj.

cloudfront.net/the-imu-and-the-hizb-ut-tahrir-implications-of-the-

afghanistan-campaign.pdf.

ISIL (Da’esh) and Al-Qaida Sanctions Committee. 2010. “Islamic Jihad
Group”. United Nations. 7 September 2010. https://www.un.org/
securitycouncil/sanctions/1267/aq_sanctions list/summaries/
entity/islamic-jihad-group.

———.2011a. “Eastern Turkistan Islamic Movement”. United Nations.
7 April 2011. https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/sanctions/1267/

aq_sanctions list/summaries/entity/eastern-turkistan-islamic-
movement.

———.2011b. “Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan” United Nations. 7
April 2011. https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/sanctions/1267/aq

sanctions_list/summaries/entity/Islamic-Movement-of-Uzbekistan.

“Istanbul Process on Regional Security and Cooperation for a Secure
and Stable Afghanistan” 2011. Permanent Mission of the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan to the United Nations. 3 November 2011.

https://afghanistan-un.org/2011/11/istanbul-process-on-regional-
security-and-cooperation-for-a-secure-and-stable-afghanistan/.

Jamal, Umair. 2022. “Pakistan Takes Fight Against TTP Into
Afghanistan”. The Diplomat. 20 April 2022. https://thediplomat.

com/2022/04/pakistan-takes-fight-against-ttp-into-afghanistan/.

KABAR. 2021. “B Keipraizcrate 3apepskan Uaexn PO «Xusb
Yr-Taxpup», Koropsiit O6yuyaa Ha Aomy IToppoctkos CBoeit
Viaeonornn”. Kabar.Kg. 7 December 2021. https://kabar.kg/

news/v-kyrgyzstane-zaderzhan-chlen-reo-khizb-ut-takhrir-kotoryi-

obuchal-na-domu-podrostkov-svoei-ideologii/.

———.2022a. “Vnpns u TocypapcrBa LJA Hamepenst Cospatb
Cosmecrnyto Ipynmny ITo Bonnpocam Adranucrana’. Kabar.Kg. 28
January 2022. https://kabar.kg/news/indiia-i-gosudarstva-tca-

namereny —sozdat—sovmestnuiu—g ruppu-po-vo prosam—afganistana/.

———.2022b. “B Omckoit Obaactu 3aaepxkarnt CTOpOHHUKA
Teppopucruueckoit Opranusauyu’. Kabar.Kg. 1 February 2022.
https://kabar.kg/news/v-oshskoi-oblasti-zaderzhali-storonnika-
terroristicheskoi-organizatcii/.

25



The OSCE and Central Asia

———.2022c. “ITocoabctBo CIIIA CoTpyaHnyaer ¢
IMpaBooxpauuteabHbiMu Opranamu Keipreiacrana B Aeae
O6yuenns Bopbbe ¢ Teppopusmom”. Kabar.Kg. 24 February
2022. https://kabar.kg/news/posol-stvo-ssha-sotrudnichaet-s-

pravookhranitel-nymi-organami-kyrgyzstana-v-dele-obucheniia-
bor-be-s-terrorizmom/.

———.2022d. “3amraaset MUA KP Berpernacs ¢ TaaBoit
Konrpreppopuctuueckoro Ynpasaennss OOH Baapumupom
Bopoukoseim”. Kabar.Kg. 4 March 2022. https://kabar.kg/news/
zamglavy-mid-kr-vstretilsia-s-zamgensekom-oon-vladimirom-
voronkovym/.

———.2022e. “TToctnpep KP TIpu OOH u I'naBa
Konrpreppopuctuueckoro Ynpasaenus OOH O6cyauan Bompocst
Corpypnnuectsa’. Kabar.Kg. 14 March 2022. https://kabar.kg/news/

Karacalti, Asena, Elliott Bynum, Ashik KC, Habib Khan, Sayed Niyam
Alami, and Khushal Wakily. 2022. “Tracking Disorder During
Taliban Rule in Afghanistan” Armed Conflict Location & Event
Data Project and Afghan Peace Watch. 2022. https://acleddata.
com/2022/04/14/tracking-disorder-during-taliban-rule-in-

afghanistan-a-joint-acled-and-apw-report/.

Kiselyova, Maria, and Alexander Marrow. 2021. “Russia-Led Bloc
Concludes Drills near Afghan Border to Boost Tajik Security”.
Reuters. 23 October 2021. https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-

pacific/russia-led-bloc-concludes-drills-near-afghan-border-boost-
tajik-security-2021-10-23/.

Kley, Dirk van der. 2020. “China Diversifies in Central Asia” Eurasianet.
23 November 2020. https://eurasianet.org/china-diversifies-in-

central-asia.

postpred-kr-pri-oon-i-glava-kontrterroristicheskogo-upravleniia-

oon-obsudili-voprosy-sotrudnichestva/.

———. 2022f. “MBA Keiproizcrana ITpepaoxxuao Koasaeram Vs
Typumu OtkpeiTh Yuebusiit Llentp Typewkoit IToanuumu B KP”.
Kabar.Kg. 19 April 2022. https://kabar.kg/news/glavy-mvd-

kyrgyzstana-i-turtcii-vyrazili-gotovnost-uglubliat-sotrudnichestvo/.

———.2022g. “3amnpepcepareas CoBbeza KP Cosepuma Paboune
Busutsl B Y36ekucraH, [Takucran, Apranucras, Vpan u OAD”
Kabar.Kg. 22 April 2022. https://kabar.kg/news/zampredsedatelia-

sovbeza-kr-sovershil-rabochie-vizity-v-uzbekistan-pakistan-

afganistan-iran-i-oae/.

———.2022h. “Aast 200 CryaenTos JKaitbiackoro PaitoHa ITposean
Aexumio Ha Temy Sxcrpemnsma’. Kabar.Kg. 26 April 2022. https://

kabar.kg/news/dlia-200-studentov-zhaiylskogo-raiona-proveli-

lektciiu-na-temu-ekstremizma/.

Kalmurat, Ayan. 2021. “K Yemy ToroBurbcs Kasaxcrany ITocae
3axsara Taan6amu Kabyaa? VnTepBbio ¢ Aocbimom CaTraeBbim’.
Radio Azattyq. 16 August 2021. https://rus.azattyq.org/a/

afghanistan-under-taliban-rule-the-future-of-kazakhstan-central-
asia/31413433.html.

Kamat, Dnyanesh. 2022. “Taliban’s Foreign Policy Poses Risks at
Home and Abroad” Asia Times. 14 January 2022. https://asiatimes.
com/2022/01/talibans-foreign-policy-poses-risks-at-home-and-
abroad/.

Kamilov, Abdulaziz. 2021. “Address at the Antalya Diplomacy Forum”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Uzbekistan. 19 June
2021. https://mfa.uz/en/press/news/2021/address-by-the-foreign-

minister-of-uzbekistan-he-mr-abdulaziz-kamilov-at-the-antalya-
diplomacy-forum---29875.

Karacalti, Asena. 2022. “High Risk of Violence Targeting Civilians
Under Taliban Rule” Armed Conflict Location & Event Data
Project. August 2022. https://acleddata.com/10-conflicts-to-worry-

about-in-2022/afghanistan/mid-year-update/.

26

Kohzad, Nilly. 2021. “What Does the National Resistance Front of
Afghanistan Have to Offer?” The Diplomat, December. https://www.
proquest.com/magazines/what-does-national-resistance-front-
afghanistan/docview/2644849377/se-2?accountid=8630.

———.2022. “It Doesn’t Matter If We Get Killed,” Afghanistan’s

”

Hazaras Speak Out”. The Diplomat, May. https://www.proquest.

com/magazines/doesn-t-matter-if-we-get-killed-afghanistan-s/
docview/2669800888/se-2?accountid=8630.

Kolodyazhnyy, Anton, Alexander Marrow, and Kevin Liffey. 2021.
“Russian and Uzbek Forces Complete Active Phase of Drills near

Afghan Border “ Reuters. 6 August 2021. https://www.reuters.com/

world/asia-pacific/russian-uzbek-forces-complete-active-phase-

drills-near-afghan-border-interfax-2021-08-06/.

Kucera, Joshua. 2011. “Railroad Explosion On Uzbekistan-Afghanistan
Border ‘Terrorist Act”. Eurasianet. 19 November 2011. https://

eurasianet.org/railroad-explosion-on-uzbekistan-afghanistan-
border-terrorist-act.

Lamothe, Dan. 2018. “Bombing of Chinese Separatists in Afghanistan
Is a Sign of How Trump’s War There Has Changed - The
Washington Post”. The Washington Post. 10 February 2018. https://
www.washingtonpost.com/news/checkpoint/wp/2018/02/10/
bombing-of-chinese-separatists-in-afghanistan-is-a-sign-of-how-
trumps-war-there-has-changed/.

Lavrov, Sergey. 2022. “Update on the Events around Afghanistan”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. 29 April 2022.
https://mid.ru/en/foreign policy/news/1811428/.

Mackenzie, James. 2021. “Islamic State Violence Dents Taliban Claims
of Safer Afghanistan “. Reuters. 9 November 2021. https://www.
reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/islamic-state-violence-dents-
taliban-claims-safer-afghanistan-2021-11-09/.

Malyarenko, Tatyana, and Stefan Wolff. 2022. “Ukraine War: China’s
Lukewarm Support for Russia Is Likely to Benefit Kyiv — Here’s
Why”. The Conversation. 4 October 2022. https://theconversation.

com/ukraine-war-chinas-lukewarm-support-for-russia-is-likely-to-
benefit-kyiv-heres-why-191790.




Marty, Franz J. 2022. “Is the Taliban’s Campaign Against the Islamic
State Working?” The Diplomat, February. https://www.proquest.

com/magazines/is-taliban-s-campaign-against-islamic-state/
docview/2644849478/se-2?accountid=8630.

Mikovic, Nikola. 2021. “Russia’s Ally Tajikistan Emerges as Taliban’s
New Nemesis”. Asia Times. 4 October 2021. https://asiatimes.

com/2021/10/russias-ally-tajikistan-emerges-as-talibans-new-

nemesis/.

Ministerial Council of the OSCE. 2007. “Decision No. 4/07 OSCE
Engagement with Afghanistan”. Organization for Security and Co-
Operation in Europe OSCE. Madrid. 30 November 2007. https://
www.osce.org/files/f/documents/1/4/29470.pdf.

———.2009. “Decision No. 2/09 Further OSCE Efforts to Address
Transnational Threats and Challenges to Security and Stability”.
Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe. 2 December
2009. https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/d/5/40713.pdf.

———.2010. “Afghanistan and the OSCE". Organization for Security
and Co-Operation in Europe. 1 December 2010. https://www.osce.

org/mc/87191.

———.2011. “Decision No. 4/11 Strengthening OSCE Engagement
with Afghanistan” Organization for Security and Co-Operation
in Europe. 7 December 2011. https://www.osce.org/files/f/
documents/3/0/86080.pdf.

Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 2021. “B
Boopyxennbix Cuaax Ipunsarsr Mepsi [To Yenaennzo

BaureapHocTi”. 16 August 2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/

entities/mod/press/news/details/242645?lang=ru.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China. 2021a.
“Wang Yi Meets with Head of the Afghan Taliban Political
Commission Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar”. 28 July 2021. https://
www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx 662805/t1895950.shtml.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China. 2021b.
“Wang Yi Attended the First Meeting of Foreign Ministers of
Afghanistan’s Neighboring Countries” Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the People’s Republic of China. 8 September 2021. https://www.
fmprc.gov.cn/wjbzhd/202109/t20210908 9604939.shtml.

———.2021c. “Joint Statement of the Second Meeting of
Foreign Ministers of Afghanistan’s Neighboring Countries”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of
China. 27 October 2021. https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/
ziliao 674904/1179 674909/202110/t20211028 10348763.shtml.

———.2021d. “Joint Statement on the Expanded Meeting of the
“U.S.-China-Russia+” Consultative Mechanism on Afghanistan”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of
China. 12 November 2021. https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/
ziliao 674904/1179 674909/202111/t20211112 10447445.shtml.

———.2022a. “Joint Statement of the Third Meeting of

Foreign Ministers of Afghanistan’s Neighboring Countries’”.

Options for engagement

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of
China. 31 March 2022. https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/
ziliao 674904/1179 674909/202203/t20220331 10658211.shtml.

———.2022b. “Wang Yi Met with the Delegates of the “U.S.-China-
Russia+” Consultative Mechanism on Afghanistan”. Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China. 31 March 2022.
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/wjbzhd/202203/t20220331 10658081.
shtml.

———.2022c. “Tunxi Initiative of Afghanistan’s Neighboring Countries
on Supporting Afghanistan’s Economic Reconstruction and
Practical Cooperation”. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s
Republic of China. 1 April 2022. https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/
ziliao 674904/1179 674909/202204/t20220401 10661820.shtml.

———.2022d. “Yue Xiaoyong, Special Envoy of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs for Afghanistan, Briefed Relevant Parties on the Third Series
of Meetings of the Foreign Ministers’ Meeting of Afghanistan’s
Neighboring Countries”. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s
Republic of China. 20 April 2022. https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/web/
wjdt 674879/sjxw_674887/202204/t20220420 10670498.shtml.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 2021a.
“Regular Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the Central Asian
States and Russia within the Framework of the C5+1 Format”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 16 July
2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/mfa/press/news/
details/230955%lang=en.

———.2021b. “Telephone Conversation between the Ministers
of Foreign Affairs of Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan” Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 12 August
2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/mfa/press/news/
details/241276%lang=en.

———.2021c. “On the Telephone Conversation between the
Foreign Ministers of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan” 18 August
2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/mfa/press/news/
details/243563%lang=en.

———.2021d. “On the Telephone Conversation between the
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Kazakhstan and Russia” 18 August
2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/mfa/press/news/
details/243756%lang=en.

———.2021e. “Statement on the Situation in Afghanistan” 19 August
2021. https://www.gov.kz/memleket/entities/mfa/press/news/
details/243962%lang=en.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tajikistan. 2022a.
“Cooperation with International Organizations in Border Related
Issues” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tajikistan. 18
April 2022. https://mfa.tj/en/main/view/10126/cooperation-with-

international-organizations-in-border-related-issues.

27



The OSCE and Central Asia

———.2022b. “Telephone Conversation with the President of the
Russian Federation Vladimir Putin”. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
the Republic of Tajikistan. 14 May 2022. https://mfa.tj/en/main/

view/10291/telephone-conversation-with-the-president-of-the-

russian-federation-vladimir-putin.

———.2022c. “Meeting with the Chief of the General Staff of the
Armed Forces of the Islamic Republic of Iran Muhammad Bogqiri”.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Tajikistan. 18 May
2022. https://mfa.tj/en/main/view/10326/meeting-with-the-chief-
of-the-general-staff-of-the-armed-forces-of-the-islamic-republic-
of-iran-muhammad-bogiri.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Uzbekistan. 2021. “About
the Humanitarian Aid Delivery Ceremony”. Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Uzbekistan. 14 September 2021. https://

mfa.uz/en/press/news/2021/about-the-humanitarian-aid-delivery-
ceremony---30310.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. 2021. “Joint
Statement Following the Fourth Meeting of Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan
Foreign Ministers on the Developments in Afghanistan”. Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. 16 July 2021. https://
www.mid.ru/en GB/foreign policy/news/-/asset_publisher/
cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/4815145.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkmenistan. 2021. “The Grand
Commissioning of the Power Transmission Line along Kerki
(Turkmenistan) — Sheberghan (Afghanistan) Route”. Press Service

of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkmenistan,. 14 January

2021. https://www.mfa.gov.tm/en/news/2439.

Mirziyoyev, Shavkat. 2021. “Speech at the 76th Session of the United
Nations General Assembly”. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Republic of Uzbekistan. 22 September 2021. https://mfa.uz/en/
press/news/2021/speech-by-president-shavkat-mirziyoyev-at-the-

76th-session-of-the-united-nations-general-assembly---30362.

Mukhopadhyay, Dipali. 2022. “The Taliban Have Not Moderated”.
Foreign Affairs. 28 March 2022. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/

afghanistan/taliban-have-not-moderated.

Nadin, Rebecca, Ilayda Nijhar, and Elvira Mami. 2022. “Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation Summit 2022: Key Takeaways”.
ODI. 2022. https://odi.org/en/insights/shanghai-cooperation-
organisation-summit-2022-key-takeaways/.

Najibullah, Farangis. 2022. “Is Real Change Coming? Kazakhs Skeptical
About Vote To Remove “Nazarbaev” Benefits From Constitution”
RFE/RL. 3 June 2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/kazakhs-skeptical-of-
vote-nazarbaev-benefits-constitution/31882497.html.

Nebit-Gaz. 2021a. “Poccust 3auHTepecoBaHa Y4acTBOBaTh B
Crpoureabctse lasonposopa TATIN”. OilGas.Gov.Tm. 19 July
2021. https://www.oilgas.gov.tm/ru/posts/news/2588/rossiya-

zainteresovana-uchastvovat-v-stroitelstve-gazoprovoda-tapi-glava-

mid-rf.

28

———.2021b. “Typkmenucran u OAD IMToamucaan CoraauieHus B
O6aactu VinBectuumit, ITopros u DHepretvku’”. OilGas.Gov.Tm.

11 October 2021. https://www.oilgas.gov.tm/ru/posts/news/3070/

turkmenistan-i-oae-podpisali-soglasheniya-v-oblasti-investitsiy-

portov-i-energetiki.

News Central Asia. 2022. “Fourth Consultative Summit of the Leaders
of Central Asian States in Kyrgyzstan Laid out a Joint Vision
and Multiple Initiatives on Better Regional Aligning against
External Shocks” News Central Asia . 22 July 2022. http://www.
newscentralasia.net/2022/07/22/fourth-consultative-summit-of-
the-leaders-of-central-asian-states-in-kyrgyzstan-laid-out-a-joint-
vision-and-multiple-initiatives-on-better-regional-aligning-against-
external-shocks/.

OCHA. 2022a. “Internal Displacement Due to Conflict”.

HumanitarianResponse. 2022. https://www.humanitarianresponse.
info/en/operations/afghanistan/idps.

———.2022b. “Afghanistan Flash Flooding Response”. United Nations.
24 August 2022. https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/
www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/flash
update 5 - flash floods in afghanistan 24 august 2022.pdf.

———.2022c. “Afghanistan Earthquake Response”. United Nations.
26 August 2022. https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/
www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/ocha
afghanistan sitrep no.3 earthquake response 26august2022 final.
pdf.

O’Grady, Siobhan. 2016. “Questions of Responsibility Loom After
Attack on Chinese Embassy in Kyrgyzstan”. Foreign Policy. 30
August 2016. https://foreignpolicy.com/2016/08/30/questions-

of-responsibility-loom-after-attack-on-chinese-embassy-in-

kyrgyzstan/.

OHCHR. 2022. “Tajikistan: UN Expert Fears Crackdown against Pamiri
Minority Could Spiral out of Control” United Nations. 20 May
2022. https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2022/05/tajikistan-
un-expert-fears-crackdown-against-pamiri-minority-could-spiral.

ORDA. 2021. “3auem Kasaxcrany Coros ¢ Ya6exucranom”. Orda.Kz.

7 December 2021. https://orda.kz/zachem-kazahstanu-sojuz-s-
uzbekistanom/.

OSCE. 2022a. “Special OSCE Asian Partners Meeting Discusses
Regional Consequences of Developments in Afghanistan”.
Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe. 3 June

2022. https://www.osce.org/partners-for-cooperation/asian/519549.

———.2022b. “OSCE Secretary General Helga Maria Schmid
Concludes Visit to Tajikistan” Organization for Security and Co-

Operation in Europe. 8 June 2022. https://www.osce.org/secretary-

general/519936.

———.2022c. “2022 OSCE Asian Conference Participants Discuss
Opportunities to Strengthen Security and Co-Operation between

Europe and Asia”. Organization of Securoty and Co-Operation

in Europe. 15 June 2022. https://www.osce.org/partners-for-

cooperation/asian/520214.




OSCE Secretariat. 2018. “Law Enforcement Trainers from Afghanistan
Increase Their Expertise in Combating Illicit Drugs in OSCE-
Organized Course”. Organization for Security and Co-Operation in

Europe. 5 February 2018. https://www.osce.org/secretariat/370326.

———.2019. “OSCE Supports Law Enforcement Officers from
Afghanistan in Advancing Their Knowledge and Skills in
Combating Illicit Drugs”. Organization for Security and Co-
Operation in Europe. 8 April 2019. https://www.osce.org/
secretariat/416522.

Pannier, Bruce. 2014. “The Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan: An

Evolving Threat” RFE/RL Central Asia. 31 May 2014. https://www.

rferl.org/a/islamic-movement-uzbekistan-roundtable/25405614.
html.

———.2016. “Central Asian Land And China” RFE/RL. 2 May 2016.

https://www.rferl.org/a/central-asian-land-and-china/27711366.
html.

———.2021a. “Then and Now: Concerns about a Taliban-Led Afghan
Spillover into Central Asia” RFE/RL Central Asia. 12 July 2021.

https://www.rferl.org/a/taliban-central-asia/31354914.html.

———. 2021b. “Tajikistan Misses Big Opportunity To Mend Ties With
Kyrgyzstan” Qishloq Ovozi. 21 July 2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/

tajikistan-kyrgyzstan-taliban-surge/31370583.html.

———.2021c. “Tajikistan: The Taliban’s Toughest Critic”. Qishloq
Ovozi. 13 September 2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-
taliban-relations/31458393.html.

———.2021d. “Uzbekistan Has Good Reasons To Be On Good Terms
With The Taliban”. RFE/RL. 23 September 2021. https://gandhara.
rferl.org/a/uzbekistan-taliban-business-relations/31474708.html.

———. 2021e. “Uzbekistan Has Good Reasons To Be On Good Terms
With The Taliban”. Qishloq Ovozi. 23 September 2021. https://www.
rferl.org/a/uzbekistan-taliban-business-relations/31474600.html.

———. 2021f. “Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan Open Channels With The
Taliban” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. 1 October 2021. https://
www.rferl.org/a/kazakhstan-kyrgyzstan-taliban/31487684.html.

———. 2022a. “First Firefight: Turkmen, Taliban Engage In Border
Shoot-Out” RFE/RL. 5 January 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/
turkmen-taliban-border-shoot-out/31640965.html.

———.2022b. “Taliban Threats To Uzbekistan, Tajikistan Underline
Tension Between Militant Group And Central Asian Neighbors”.
REF/RL. 14 January 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-

threats-uzbekistan-tajikistan-tension/31654035.html.

———.2022c. “Taliban Threats To Uzbekistan, Tajikistan Underline
Tension Between Militant Group And Central Asian Neighbors”.
RFE/RL. 14 January 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-
threats-uzbekistan-tajikistan-tension/31654035.html.

Options for engagement

———.2022d. “Northern Afghanistan and the New Threat to Central
Asia” Philadelphia, PA. https://www.fpri.org/article/2022/05/

northern-afghanistan-and-the-new-threat-to-central-asia/.

Pantucci, Raffaello. 2010. “Uyghurs Convicted in East Turkestan Islamic
Movement Plot in Dubai”. Jamestown Foundation Terrorism

Monitor. 22 July 2010. https://jamestown.org/program/uyghurs-
convicted-in-east-turkestan-islamic-movement-plot-in-dubai/.

Permanent Council of the OSCE. 2003. “Decision No. 537 Granting
of the Status of Partner for Co-Operation to Afghanistan”.
Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe. 3 April
2003. https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/7/5/42938.pdf.

President of Russia. 2022. “Meeting with Permanent Members
of the Security Council” Kremlin.Ru. 29 April 2022. http://

en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/68308.

Putz, Catherine. 2021a. “Russia to Hold Military Drills Near Afghan
Border in Tajikistan, Uzbekistan " The Diplomat. 21 July 2021.
https://thediplomat.com/2021/07/russia-to-hold-military-drills-
near-afghan-border-in-tajikistan-uzbekistan/.

———.2021b. “Emomali in Paris: Tajikistan, Europe, and the
Afghanistan Problem”. The Diplomat, October. https://www.
proquest.com/magazines/emomali-paris-tajikistan-europe-
afghanistan/docview/2644848453/se-2?accountid=8630.

———.2021c. “China’s Security Infrastructure Continues to Grow
in Tajikistan” The Diplomat, October. https://www.proquest.

com/magazines/china-s-security-infrastructure-continues-grow/
docview/2644851257/se-2?accountid=8630.

———.2021d. “TAP], Turkmenistan, and the Taliban”. The Diplomat,

November. https://www.proquest.com/magazines/tapi-
turkmenistan-taliban/docview/2644849908/se-2?accountid=8630.

———.2022a. “In Karakalpakstan, Mirziyoyev Oversees Selection
of New Regional Leader” The Diplomat. 29 August 2022. https://

thediplomat.com/2022/08/in-karakalpakstan-mirziyoyev-oversees-

selection-of-new-regional-leader/.

———.2022b. “Afghan Refugees Face Uncertainty in Central Asia” The
Diplomat. 8 September 2022. https://thediplomat.com/2022/09/

afghan-refugees-face-uncertainty-in-central-asia/.

———.2022c. “US Focuses Attention on Central Asia With New
Economic Initiative”. The Diplomat. 9 November 2022. https://
www.proquest.com/docview/2734105852/1C9E625A359C4647
PQ?accountid=8630&parentSessionld=81 KThKQTjgdtCbUM-
mrv%2FM2savm89bKGwqk1ykizBtbA%3D.

Rafiq, Muhammad. 2022. “China-Kyrgyzstan-Uzbekistan Railway Cor-
ridor to Boost Regional Cooperation” Astana Times. 9 September

2022. https://astanatimes.com/2022/09/china-kyrgyzstan-uzbeki-
stan-railway-corridor-to-boost-regional-cooperation/.

29



The OSCE and Central Asia

Rahim, Shoaib Ahmad. 2017. “The Geopolitics of the Lapis Lazuli
Corridor”. The Diplomat. 22 December 2017. https://thediplomat.
com/2017/12/the-geopolitics-of-the-lapis-lazuli-corridor/.

Rahmon, Emomali. 2022. “O6 OcnoBubix HanpaBaenusix BuyTpenHeit
u Bueuneit IToantuku Pecriybankn”. MunucrepcTBo BHyTpeHHNX
Aen Pecriybanku TapaxukucTan. 21 January 2022. https://mvd.tj/in-
dex.php/ru/component/content/article/39-pajomkhoi-prezidenti-

t/33387-address-on-major-aspects-of-tajikistan-s-foreign-and-do-

mestic-policies-by-the-president-of-the-republic-of-tajikistan-lead-

er-of-the-nation-h-e-emomali-rahmon.

REF/RL. 2022. “Uzbekistan Says 18 Killed In Karakalpakstan Unrest”.
REF/RL. 4 July 2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/uzbek-president-fatal-
ities-karakalpakstan-protests/31926986.html.

RFE/RL. 2018. “U.S. Forces Target Taliban, Chinese Militants In Af-
ghanistan” RFE/RL. 8 February 2018. https://www.rferl.org/a/

afghanistan-militants-chinese-taliban-targeted-us-forces/29028183.
html.

———.2021a. “Russia Wraps Up Drills With Uzbek And Tajik Troops
Near Afghan Border”. Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. 11 August

2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/russia-tajikistan-uzbekistan-mili-
tary-drills-afghanistan-/31403841.html.

———.2021b. “U.S. Embassy Announces Project On Tajik-Afghan-Uz-
bek Border” RFE/RL. 1 September 2021. https://gandhara.rferl.

org/a/afghanistan-tajikistan-uzbekistan-border-facility/31439198.
html.

———.2021c. “Russian-Led CSTO Stages More Counterterrorism
Drills On Tajik-Afghan Border” RFE/RL. 23 October 2021. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/russia-csto-afghan-tajik-border/31525704.
html.

———.2022a. “Fear And Outrage In Pamir: Tajikistan’s Gorno-Bada-
khshan Reeling From Brutal State Crackdown” RFE/RL. 22 June
2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-gorno-badakhshan-bru-
tal-crackdown/31910506.html.

———.2022b. “U.S.-Sponsored Regional Military Drills Kick Off In
Tajikistan” RFE/RL. 10 August 2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/tajik-

istan-us-cooperation-exercises/31982274.html.

———.2022c. “Russian Security Council Touts “Further Military
Cooperation” With China” RFE/RL. 19 September 2022. https://
www.rferl.org/a/russia-security-council-military-cooperation-chi-
na/32040797.html.

———.2022d. “Despite Ban, Afghanistan’s Opium Harvest Jumps
Under Taliban” RFE/RL. 1 November 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.

org/a/afghanistan-taliban-opium-harvest/32110610.html.

RFE/RL Kazakh Service. 2022. “Kazakhstan’s President Togaev To Seek
Second Term In Snap Election” RFE/RL. 1 September 2022. https://

www.rferl.org/a/kazakhstan-togaev-seeks-second-term-snap-elec-
tion/32013771.html.

30

RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service. 2021. “Work On Water Facility Stops As Kyr-
gyz-Tajik Border Tensions Rise”. Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty.

23 August 2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/kyrgyzstan-tajikistan-bor-
der-tensions/31423772.html.

———.2022. “Central Asian Leaders Pledge Further Cooperation As
Russian Influence Wanes”. RFE/RL. 21 July 2022. https://www.rferl.
org/a/central-asian-leaders-pledge-cooperation-russia-waning-inf-
luence/31953762.html.

RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service, and RFE/RL Kazakh Service. 2022. “Central
Asian Leaders Meet In Kyrgyzstan Amid Concerns Over War In
Ukraine, Economic Issues” RFE/RL. 22 July 2022. https://www.rferl.
org/a/central-asia-leaders-meet-kyrgyzstan-ukraine-war/31951867.
html.

RFE/RL Kyrgyz Service, and RFE/RL Tajik Service. 2022. “Kyrgyz Offi-
cials Say Death Toll In Border Violence With Tajikistan Rises To 36".
RFE/RL. 18 September 2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/kyrgyzstan-ta-
jikistan-border-clashes-death-toll/32039417.html.

RFE/RL Tajik Service. 2020. “Afghanistan’s Abdullah Pushes Regional
Support For Peace Talks In Tajikistan” Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty. 22 December 2020. https://www.rferl.org/a/abdullah-rah-

mon-afghan-peace-tajikistan/31013827.html.

———.2021. “Tajikistan Holds Massive Combat-Readiness Check
Amid Rising Instability In Neighboring Afghanistan” Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty. 22 July 2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/tajik-

istan-readiness-drill-afghanistan/31371522.html.

———.2022a. “Tajik Authorities Say More Killed In Restive Gor-
no-Badakhshan Region” RFE/RL. 31 May 2022. https://www.rferl.
org/a/tajikistan-gorno-badakhshan-deaths/31876870.html.

———.2022b. “Religious Cleric In Restive Tajik Region Gets Five Years
On Extremism Charges” RFE/RL. 5 August 2022. https://www.rferl.

org/a/tajikistan-badakshan-cleric-five-years/31975340.html.

———.2022c. “Tajik Prosecutors Seek Life In Prison For Alleged
Organizer Of Protests In Gorno-Badakhshan” RFE/RL. 16 August
2022. https://www.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-badakshan-kholbash-
ov-mamadshoeva-prison-prosecution/31990868.html.

———.2022d. “Another Tajik Activist Detained In Moscow; Relatives
Fear His Extradition To Dushanbe” RFE/RL. 2 September 2022.

https://www.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-russia-activist-gorno-bada-
khshan-arrested/32016030.html.

RFE/RL Uzbek Service. 2021. “Afghanistan On Agenda As Senior U.S.
Diplomat Discusses Cooperation With Uzbek President In Tash-
kent” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. 4 October 2021. https://
www.rferl.org/a/uzbekistan-sherman-meets-mirzioyev/31492341.
html.

———.2022. “Uzbekistan Rejects Claim By Islamic State Affiliate In
Afghanistan Over Rocket Assault” RFE/RL. 19 April 2022. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/uzbekistan-islamic-state-afghanistan--rock-
et-assault/31810953.html.




RFE/RL Uzbek Service and RFE/RL Radio Azadi. 2021. “Uzbek Foreign
Minister Discusses Cooperation With Taliban Leaders” Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty. 8 October 2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/
uzbek-foreign-minister-taliban/31499921.html.

RFE/RL’s Radio Azadi. 2022a. “Two Killed In Border Clash Between
Afghan Taliban And Pakistani Guards; Border Crossing Closed”.
RFE/RL. 24 February 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghan-tali-
ban-pakistan-border-clash/31721662.html.

———.2022b. “Taliban, Iranian Border Guards Exchange Fire” RFE/
RL. 8 March 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-iranian-bor-
der-guards/31742788.html.

———.2022c. “IS Claims Deadly Shi'ite Mosque Bombing In Northern
Afghanistan; Several Dead In Other Attacks” RFE/RL. 21 April
2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/mazar-e-sharif-blast-mosque-af-

ghanistan/31814566.html.

———.2022d. “Afghan Taliban Orders Women To Wear Burqa Cover-
ings In Public” RFE/RL. 7 May 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/

afghanistan-taliban-women-burga-hijab/31838898.html.

———.2022e. “New Reports Of Fighting In Afghanistan’s Panjshir
Trigger Fresh Claims Of Taliban War Crimes”. RFE/RL. 13 May

2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-panjshir-talib-
an-atrocities/31848654.html.

———.2022f. “IS Affiliate Claims Sikh Temple Attack, Protections
Urged For Afghan Minorities” RFE/RL. 18 June 2022. https://gand-
hara.rferl.org/a/explosions-gunfire-sikh-temple-kabul/31903863.
html.

———.2022g. “Taliban’s New Chaperone Rule Deprives Afghan
Women Of Foreign Scholarships” RFE/RL. 8 July 2022. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-taliban-women-universities-chap-
erones-/31935115.html.

RFE/RLs Radio Mashaal. 2022. “Witnesses Say Dozens Killed In
Pakistani Air Strikes On Eastern Afghanistan Region”. RFE/RL.
16 April 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-paki-
stan-air-strikes/31806250.html.

RFE/RLs Tajik Service. 2021. “Tajikistan’s Rahmon Warns UN Of “Se-
rious Threats” Emanating From Neighboring Afghanistan” RFE/
RL. 24 September 2021. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/rahmon-tajik-
istan-taliban/31476036.html.

RFE/RLs Uzbek Service. 2022. “Uzbekistan Rejects Claim By Islamic
State Affiliate In Afghanistan Over Rocket Assault” RFE/RL. 19
April 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/uzbekistan-islamic-state-af-
ghanistan--rocket-assault/31810953.html.

Sarkar, Saurav. 2021. “ISKP and Afghanistan’s Future Security”. Wash-

ington, D.C. https://www.stimson.org/2021/https-www-stimson-

org-2021-iskp-and-afghanistans-future-security/.

Sarwar, Mustafa. 2022. “Taliban Accused Of Forced Evictions As
Fighting Intensifies In Northern Afghanistan” RFE/RL. 7 June 2022.

https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-forced-evictions-northern-af-

ghanistan/31887719.html.

Options for engagement

Scollon, Michael. 2022a. “Iran Drone Deal Aims For Afghan Securi-
ty, Complicates Tajik-Kyrgyz Arms Race” RFE/RL. 24 May 2022.
https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/iran-drones-tajikistan-afghanistan-kyr-
gyzstan/3186584.8.html.

———.2022b. “Taliban’s Handpicked “Grand Gathering” No Place For
Diverse Opinions -- Or Women”. RFE/RL. 30 June 2022. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-taliban-grand-gathering-wom-
en/31923501.html.

Secretary General of the United Nations. 2022. “The Situation in
Afghanistan and Its Implications for International Peace and Se-

curity”. United Nations. New York. 15 June 2022. https://unama.

unmissions.org/sites/default/files/220615 sg report on afghani-
stan s.2022.485.pdf.

Shahbazov, Fuad. 2017. “Lapis Lazuli: A New Transit Corridor to Link
Asia and Europe via the South Caucasus” Eurasia Daily Monitor. 30

November 2017. https://jamestown.org/program/lapis-lazuli-new-

transit-corridor-link-asia-europe-via-south-caucasus/.

Shanghai Cooperation Organisation. 2022. “The Samarkand Decla-
ration of the Heads of State Council of the Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation”. Shanghai Cooperation Organisation. 16 September
2022. http://eng.sectsco.org/load/914622/

Siddique, Abubakar. 2022a. “Taliban Faces Rising Armed Resistance
From Former Government Factions” RFE/RL. 27 April 2022.
https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-resistance-former-govern-
ment-factions/31823881.html.

———.2022b. “IS-K Ramps Up War Against The Taliban By Attacking
Central Asian Neighbors” RFE/RL. 11 May 2022. https://gand-

hara.rferl.org/a/islamic-state-khorasan-taliban-central-asia-at-
tacks/31844898.html.

———.2022c. “Hostilities Grow Between Taliban And Tajikistan
Amid Border Closure, Truck Seizures” RFE/RL. 19 May 2022.

https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-taliban-tajikistan-bor-
der-truck-seizures/31858508.html.

———.2022d. “Taliban’s Burqa Decree Exposes Afghan Women
To Increasing Domestic Abuse”. RFE/RL. 26 May 2022. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/taliban-burqa-decree-afghan-women-domes-
tic-abuse/31869788.html.

———.2022e. “’Unprecedented Differences”: Rifts Within The Taliban
Come Out In The Open”. RFE/RL. 2 June 2022. https://gandhara.

rferl.org/a/taliban-rifts-exposed-afghanistan/31880018.html.

———.2022f. “Taliban Atrocities Reported In Crackdown On Rebel
Hazara Commander” RFE/RL. 1 July 2022. https://gandhara.rferl.

org/a/afghanistan-taliban-crackdown-atrocities-mujahid/31923580.
html.

———.2022g. “Senior Clerics Caught In The Crossfire Of The Talib-
an’s Intensifying War With IS-K”. RFE/RL. 24 August 2022. https://

gandhara.rferl.org/a/afghanistan-taliban-islamic-state-khoras-
an-clerics/32003122.html.

31



The OSCE and Central Asia

Silk Road Briefing. 2022a. “Uzbekistan-Turkmenistan Rail Cargo
Volumes Up” Silk Road Briefing. 31 August 2022. https://www.
silkroadbriefing.com/news/2022/08/31/uzbekistan-turkmeni-

stan-rail-cargo-volumes-up/.

———.2022b. “Uzbekistan Signs US$15 Billion Worth Of Agreements
With China At SCO Summit”. Silk Road Briefing. 18 September
2022. https://www.silkroadbriefing.com/news/2022/09/18/uzbek-

istan-signs-us15-billion-worth-of-agreements-with-china-at-sco-

summit/.

Solod, Darina. 2022. “Violent Unrest in Uzbekistan’s Karakalpakstan
Region: What Happened?” Open Democracy. 4 August 2022.

https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/odr/protests-karakalpak-

stan-uzbekistan-former-soviet/.

Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction. 2021. “53rd
Quarterly Report on the Status of Reconstruction in Afghanistan”.

Pub. L. Arlington, VA. https://www.sigar.mil/pdf/quarterlyre-
ports/2021-10-30qr.pdf.

Standish, Reid. 2021a. “From A Secret Base in Tajikistan, China’s War
On Terror Adjusts To A New Reality”. RFE/RL. 4 October 2021.
https://gandhara.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-china-war-on-terror-af-
ghan/31509370.html.

———.2021b. “Tajikistan Approves Construction Of New Chi-
nese-Funded Base As Beijing’s Security Presence In Central Asia

Grows”. Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. 28 October 2021. https://
www.rferl.org/a/tajikistan-approves-chinese-base/31532078.html.

———.2022a. “Russia To Launch Military Exercises With China, India
Amid Heightened Tensions”. RFE/RL. 30 August 2022. https://www.

rferl.org/a/russia-military-execises-china-india/32011191.html.

———.2022b. “What We Know About The Russia-China Partnership
After The Xi-Putin Meeting” RFE/RL. 15 September 2022. https://

www.rferl.org/a/what-we-know-about-the-russia-china-partner-

ship/32035626.html.

State news agency of Turkmenistan. 2022. “The President of Turkmen-
istan Arrived in Samarkand to Participate in the SCO Summit as an
Honored Guest” Golden Age. 15 September 2022. https://turkmen-

istan.gov.tm/en/post/66223/president-turkmenistan-arrived-samar-

kand-participate-sco-summit-honored-guest.

Stone, Rupert. 2022. “Afghanistan’s Drug Trade Is Booming un-
der Taliban Rule” Atlantic Council. 24 August 2022. https://

www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/southasiasource/afghani-

stans-drug-trade-is-booming-under-taliban-rule/.

Tahir, Muhammad, and Bruce Pannier. 2021. “Is China’s Base In Tajik-
istan A Sign Of Creeping Penetration?” Majlis Podcast. 24 October
2021. https://www.rferl.org/a/majlis-tajikistan-base-china-qish-
loq/31527078.html.

———. 2022. “Majlis Podcast: Making Sense Of The Worst Un-
rest In Kazakhstan’s History”. Majlis Podcast. 16 January 2022.

https://www.rferl.org/a/majlis-podcast-kazakhstan-unrest-analy-
sis/31656576.html.

32

Toleukhanova, Aigerim, and Joanna Lillis. 2022. “The Week China
Displaced Russia in Central Asia”. Eurasianet. 19 September 2022.

https://eurasianet.org/eurasiachat-the-week-china-displaced-rus-

sia-in-central-asia.

Turkmenportal. 2022. “Turkmenistan and Afghanistan Signed an
Agreement on the Construction of Power Line” Turkmenportal.
Com. 28 January 2022. https://turkmenportal.com/en/blog/43782/

turkmenistan-and-afghanistan-signed-an-agreement-on-the-con-
struction-of-power-line.

UNHCR. 2022a. “2021 Multisectorial Rapid Assessments Analysis”.
United Nations. 2022. https://reporting.unhcr.org/document/2680.

———.2022b. “Afghanistan Situation Update #17”. United Nations. 1
June 2022. https://reporting.unhcr.org/document/2575.

United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs.
2022a. “Afghanistan Humanitarian Response Plan 2022”. United
Nations. 11 January 2022. https://reliefweb.int/report/afghanistan/
afghanistan-humanitarian-response-plan-2022-january-2022.

———.2022b. “Afghanistan: ICCT Winter Prioritisation”. United Na-

tions. 29 August 2022. https://reliefweb.int/report/afghanistan/
afghanistan-icct-spring-prioritisation-august-2022-issued-29-au-
gust-2022.

UNODC. 2021. “Afghanistan Opium Survey 2020”. United Nations. Vi-

enna. 2021. https://www.unodc.org/documents/crop-monitoring/

Afghanistan/20210503 Executive summary Opium Survey 2020
SMALL.pdf.

———.2022. “World Drug Report 2022”. United Nations. Vienna.

2022. www.unodc.org/unodc/en/data-and-analysis/world-drug-re-

port-2022.html.

U.S. Central Command. 2018. “U.S. Airstrikes Target Terrorist Net-
works in Northern Afghanistan” 8 February 2018. https://www.
centcom.mil/MEDIA/PRESS-RELEASES/Press-Release-View/

Article/1436093/us-airstrikes-target-terrorist-networks-in-north-

ern-afghanistan/.

USAID. 2022. “Central Asia Energy Utility Partnership “ U.S. Agency
for International Development. 19 November 2022. https://www.

usaid.gov/central-asia-regional/fact-sheets/central-asia-energy-

utility-partnership.

Waller, Nicholas, and Kostis Geropoulos. 2022. “Kazakhstan’s Tokayev
Defends Countries’ Territorial Integrity at St. Petersburg Forum”.

New Europe. 22 June 2022. https://www.neweurope.eu/article/ka-

zakhstans-tokayev-defends-countries-territorial-integrity-at-st-pe-
tersburg-forum/.

Wang, Yi. 2022. “Wang Yi Meets with High Representative of the EU
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Josep Borrell Fontelles”
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the People’s Republic of China. 22 Sep-

tember 2022. https://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/zxxx_662805/202209/
120220923 10770474.html.




WION. 2021. “Afghanistan Signs Electricity Supply Contract with
Tajikistan amid Power Crisis” Wionnews.Com. 28 December 2021.

https://www.wionews.com/south-asia/afghanistan-signs-electrici-
ty-supply-contract-with-tajikistan-amid-power-crisis-440678.

Wolff, Stefan. 2021. “China’ s Belt and Road Initiative: Implications for
the OSCE” Hamburg. https://osce-network.net/fileadmin/user up-

load/publications/China-BRI-Report-2021-fin.pdf.

———.2022. “Ukraine War: Putin’s Failure Will Pave the Way for
China’s Rise to Pre-Eminence in Eurasia” The Conversation. 16

September 2022. https://theconversation.com/ukraine-war-putins-

failure-will-pave-the-way-for-chinas-rise-to-pre-eminence-in-eur-
asia-190038.

Xi Jinping. 2022. “Ride on the Trend of the Times and Enhance Soli-
darity and Cooperation to Embrace a Better Future” China Daily. 17
September 2022. https://www.chinadailyhk.com/article/290718#-

Full-text:-Xi’s-speech-at-SCO-Samarkand-summit.

Yau, Niva. 2022. “China’s Security Management Towards Central Asia”.
Foreign Policy Research Institute. 1 April 2022. https://www.fpri.

org/article/2022/04/chinas-security-management-towards-cen-
tral-asia/.

Zas, Stansilav. 2022. “Statement at the UN Security Council Meet-
ing”. Collective Security Treaty Organisation. 16 February 2022.

https://en.odkb-csto.org/documents/statements/generalnyy-se-

kretar-odkb-prinyal-uchastie-v-zasedanii-soveta-bezopasnos-
ti-oon/#loaded.

Zenn, Jacob. 2018. “The Turkistan Islamic Party in Double-Exile: Ge-
ographic and Organizational Divisions in Uighur Jihadism”. James-
town Foundation Terrorism Monitor. 7 September 2018. https://

jamestown.org/program/the-turkistan-islamic-party-in-double-ex-
ile-geographic-and-organizational-divisions-in-uighur-jihadism/.

AnexcaHppos, VBan. 2022. “B Yém CocTosiT DKOHOMUYECKIEe
Vurepecs Poccun B Adranncrane”. Eurasianet. 18 February 2022.

https://russian.eurasianet.org/B-4émM-CcOCTOSIT-9KOHOMUYECKME-

]/IHTeDeCbI—DOCC]/I]/I—B—ad)FaH]/ICTaHe.

Aprymentsl u @akrsl. 2022. “B MUA Poccun 3assuau o
BosmoxxHoctu ITpusHaunus IpaBureabctBa Taan6os” Aif.Ru. 14

June 2022. https://aif.ru/society/army/kiev_mobilizuet grazhdan

ugrozhaya ih semyam voennosluzhashchiy rf.

Adranucran.Py. 2022a. “Taan6sr Haznaunau Coero ITocaa B
Typxkmenncrane” Adranucran.Py . 17 March 2022. https://afghani-
stan.ru/doc/148509.html.

———.2022b. “Typxmenncran Coobua o BozobHoBAHUM

Crpoureabcta JKeaesHoit Aoporu Axuna”. Adranucran.Py . 8 June

2022. https://afghanistan.ru/doc/149501.html.

Bapaaos, AsumXon. 2021. “AOVII-CO3MOHI TEPPOPNCTUIO
IKCTPEMVCTHN — “ Bazoparu Mypodusau KymyXypym
ToukucroH. 11 August 2021. http://mort.tj/aoui-cosmoHm-

TEPPOPUCTUIO-OKCTPEMUCT/.

Options for engagement

Baaab, Tamapa. 2021. “TokaeB O6bsicHua, ITouemy Kasaxcran
Orkasaacst Ipunsate AdraHckux BexxeHueB - AHAAUTIYECKUIT
urepHer-)KypHaa “ Baacte. 3 September 2021. https://vlast.kz/

novosti/46501-tokaev-obasnil-pocemu-kazahstan-otkazalsa-prin-

at-afganskih-bezencev.html.

———.2022. “Kasaxcras [oroB YuactBoBaTb B CTpOUTEABCTBE
Kenesnoit Aoporu VI3 Adranucrana B ITakucran — Tokaes -
Anaantnueckuit Vinteprer-)KypHaa Baacts” Baacts. 21 July 2022.

https://vlast.kz/novosti/50899-kazahstan-gotov-ucastvovat-v-stroi-

telstve-zeleznoj-dorogi-iz-afganistana-v-pakistan-tokaev.html.

Bsruann, Hukura. 2022. “Cranucaas 3ace: B Kazaxcrane OAKB
IMToaasa Curnaa Becemy Mupy — Corosuukos Ms1 He OcraBasiem”.
IMTapaamenTckas [asera. 30 May 2022. https://www.pnp.ru/politics/

stanislav-zas-v-kazakhstane-odkb-podala-signal-vsemu-miru-
soyuznikov-my-ne-ostavlyaem.html.

Toaoc CHI. 2021. “Tlo Ipuxasy MBA ITo Bceit Kuprusum Ipoman
Beceabt O6 Sxcrpemusme » Toaoc CHI” Sng.Fm. 1 September
2021. https://sng.fm/18441-po-prikazu-mvd-po-vsej-kirgizii-prosh-
li-besedy-ob-jekstremizme.html.

Kabap. 2022. “Keipreiscran CoBMecTHO ¢ Y30ekucranom Ipucrymnaer
k CrpouteabctBy Kambap-Aruuckoin I'9C-1". Kabar.Kg. 14 April
2022. https://kabar.kg/news/kyrgyzstan-sovmestno-s-uzbekis-

tanom-pristupaet-k-stroitel-stvu-kambar-atinskoi-ges-1.

KA3VIHOOPM. 2021. “MYC KasaxcraHa, Y3bekuctaHa u

Keiproizcrana Ilpumyt Yuactue B «Kascrnac-2021» B AAMaTUHCKO

O6aactn” Inform.Kz. 21 September 2021. https://www.inform.kz/

ru/mchs-kazahstana-uzbekistana-i-kyrgyzstana-primut-uchast-

ie-v-kazspas-2021-v-almatinskoy-oblasti a3839100.

Kaamypar, Asn. 2021. “K Yemy ToroBurbcs Kasaxcrany ITocae 3axBara
Taaunbamu Kabyaa? VnTepsbio ¢ Aocbivom CarmaeBbiM”. RFE/RL.

16 August 2021. https://rus.azattyq.org/a/afghanistan-under-talib-
an-rule-the-future-of-kazakhstan-central-asia/31413433.html.

Karmraa. 2021. “Anpepsi Tocyaapets OAKB O6¢yanan Curyarmio
B Adranucrane”. Kapital. Kz. 16 September 2021. https://kapital.
kz/gosudarstvo/98778/lidery-gosudarstv-odkb-obsudili-situatsi-

yu-v-afganistane.html.

Malmapaansopa, Gapuays. 2021. “RAMBBACTHV MAIIKKOM
BATAAVIOHX-TAKTUKN/N TOXMKMNCTOHY POCCHA
AAP “ROMUEH"-1 KRAOB”. Basopatu Mypaodusiu RymyXypuu
Toukucrton. 23 October 2021. http://mort.tj/XambbacTu-

manXou-6araavonX-TakTukm/.

MuHucrepcTBO BHyTpeHHMX AeA Pecrybanku TapxukucraH. 2021a.
“Bunmanue k Bornpocy O6yuennst MoAaopexu”. MUHUCTEPCTBO
Buyrpennnx Aea Pecriybanxu Tapxukucran. 4 November 2021.
https://mvd.tj/index.php/ru/sobytiya/32815-su-bat-bo-donish-jon-

dar-mavz-oi-r-zmarra-2.

———.2021b. “Monropexs - [TocaepoBarean Aupepa Haunu
Smomaan Paxmona”. MuuuncrepctBo BHyrpenHnx Aea Pecrybanku
Tapxukncrad. 18 November 2021. https://mvd.tj/index.php/ru/

sobytiya/32933-avonon-pajravoni-peshvoi-muazzami-millat-emo-
mal-ra-mon-2.

33



The OSCE and Central Asia

———.2021c. “Bcrpeuya Munucrpa BHyTpeHHux Aea ¢ 3amectureseMm
TenepaabHoro Cekperaps OAKB” MunucTepcTBo BHyTpeHHUX
Aea Pecyoanku Taaxukuctat. 20 November 2021. https://mvd.tj/

index.php/ru/informatsiya/novosti-arkhiv/32957-vokh-rii-vaziri-

kor-oi-dokhil-bo-muovini-kotibi-generalii-saad-2.

———.2021d. “Pacumpsiercs: Bsanmopericrsue B Boppbe ¢
INpecrynHoctpo”. MuHucrepcTBo BHyTpeHHnx Aea Pecry6anku

Tapxukucrad. 18 December 2021. https://mvd.tj/index.php/

ru/informatsiya/novosti-arkhiv/33173-gustarish-joftani-amko-

ri-o-dar-m8uboriza-bo-inoyatkor-2.

———.2022a. “Bocninranne Crysenros B Ayxe Ilarpuornsma’.
MunucrepcrBo Buyrpennnx Aea Pecriybanku TapxukucTat. 18
February 2022. https://mvd.tj/index.php/ru/sobytiya/33525-tarbi-

yai-donish-jon-dar-r-iyai-vatand-st-2.

———.2022b. “Jopabunullon MabvpudarX bo MaKcaau IMewmrup
As Kuppoplou 3upanilylylX” MuxucrepcTBo BHyTpennux Aea
Pecrry6anku Tapxukucras. 2 March 2022. https://mvd.tj/index.
php/tj/asos/2-uncategorised/33621-21131.

MuHMCTepCTBO BHYTpeHHMX AeA. 2021a. “UIVIMaun KbizamaTkepaepu
MimepaAMXAKrKuX Torioy CasbiHran OKCTpeMUCTTHK JKaHa
Teppopucrtuk Yiomaap Tyypaayy Cemunap XrxXpaK” 25 October
2021. https://mvd.gov.kg/kg/news/274.

———.2021b. “Corpyauuxu MBA KP u Muno6pasa ITpouran
Tpenunr Ha Temy ITpoduaakruku Dxcrpemusma u Teppopusma
Cpean Monopexu”. 24 November 2021. https://mvd.gov.kg/
news/233.

———.2021c. “CorpyaHuku Muanumu Xaripiackoro Paitona

Berperuancs B Vimamamu Meuereir” 15 December 2021. https://
mvd.gov.kg/news/313.

MuHuncTepcTBO MHOCTPaHHBIX AeA Kbipreisckoit Pecrybanku. 2021.
“TTpesupent Capbip YKanapos ITpuszaa Mupooe CoobijecTBo
Okxkasatb BcectoponHioio ITomous MHoronanmonaabHomy Hapoay
Adranucrana” 15 October 2021. https://mfa.gov.kg/ru/zhogor-

ku-menyu/press-kyzmaty/novosti/prezident-sadyr-zhaparov-dynlk-

koomchuluktu-afganstandyn-kp-uluttuu-eline-ar-taraptuu-zhar-

dam-krstg-chakyrdy-.

MuHUCTEpCTBO MHOCTPaHHbIX AeA Poccuiickont Deaepanum. 2022.
“O ITaront Munucrepckoit Berpeue B @opmate «LleHTpasbHas
Aszns + Poccust» “. Munuctepctso VHocTpanHbix Aea Poccuiickoi
Qepepaunn. 22 April 2022. https://www.mid.ru/ru/foreign policy/
news/1810513/.

Mouceesa, CBetaana. 2021. ““Ecan Curyauus B ApraHucrane
Yxyaumrcest, 9to Orpasurcst Ha LTA” Yro ITpearosxua Capbip
JKamapos” KaktusMedia. 12 November 2021. https://kaktus.media/
doc/449220 esli sityaciia v_afganistane yhydshitsia eto otrazit-

sia_na ca. chto predlojil sadyr japarov.html.

Hosoctu LlentpaabHoit Asun. 2021. “Typkmenncras Beictynua 3a

MupHoe Pemenne Cutyaunn B Adranucrane”. CentralAsia.News.

30 August 2021. https://centralasia.news/11038-turkmenistan-vy-
stupil-za-mirnoe-reshenie-situacii-v-afganistane.html.

34

OAKB. 2022. “B Mockse 16 Mas Cocrosiaack Bctpeua Anpaepos
Tocypapcts — YaenoB OAKB”. Opranusaums Aorosopa o
KoaaekrusHoit BesomacHoctu. 16 May 2022. https://www.

odkb-csto.org/news/news _odkb/v-moskve-16-maya-proydet-vs-

trecha-glav-gosudarstv-chlenov-odkb-posvyashchennaya-30-leti-

yu-podpisaniya/#loaded.

IMaBaenko, Oaecst. 2022. “ITytux O6cyxaaer ¢ CoBb6esom
BesonacHocts B LlentpaapHoit Asun”. Kommepcauts. 29 April
2022. https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/5338510.

IMpesupent Pecrrybanku Kasaxcran. 2022. “Kacsim->Komapt Tokae
IMpunsaa Creunaabhoro IpeacraBureas lenepaabHoro Cexperaps
OOH u I'naBy Muccun OOH Tlo CopeiictBuio Adranucrany
Aebopy Aaitonc” 1 June 2022. https://www.akorda.kz/ru/

kasym-zhomart-tokaev-prinyal-specialnogo-predstavitelya-general-

nogo-sekretarya-oon-i-glavu-missii-oon-po-sodeystviyu-afganista-
nu-deboru-layons-154215.

Ipesupent Poccum. 2022. “Baapumup ITyrun Oteetna Ha Bompocsr
Kypuaauctor” Kremlin.Ru. 29 June 2022. http://kremlin.ru/events/
president/news/68783.

Paano Oszopn. 2019. “Tawkent Paccmarpusaer BoamoskHocTh YyacTust
B Crpoureabctse Porynckoit I9C” RFE/RL. 6 February 2019.
https://rus.ozodi.org/a/29753876.html.

———.2022a. “TaaBb1 Crpan OAKB 3asBuan o loroBHOCTM
O6ecneunts BesonacHoctp Pybexeit Opranmsauyun’. RFE/RL. 17
May 2022. https://rus.ozodi.org/a/31854115.html.

———.2022b. “Paxmon: ‘Hecrabuapupiit YposeHb OXpaHbl
Tocrpanuipr Craa Oanoit M3 INpuunn Hauaaa I'paxaaHckoit

Boitnbr B Tapxukucrane”. RFE/RL. 28 May 2022. https://rus.ozodi.
org/a/31872830.html.

TACC. 2022. “BpemenHbiit [ToBepenHsiit B Aeaax AdraHucraHa B
Mockse ITpumer Yuactue B [IMD®”. Tass.Ru. 6 June 2022. https://
tass.ru/mezhdunarodnaya-panorama/14838647.

Xabap 24. 2022. “Kasaxcran IIpopoaxaer OkasbiBaTb [yMaHuTapHYI0
IMomowuip Adranckomy Hapoay” Xabap 24. 27 May 2022. https://24.
kz/ru/news/policy/item/546235-kazakhstan-prodolzhaet-okaz.

Xponuka Typkmenucrana. 2021. “TypkMeHucran AKTUBHO
TMocrasasier B Adpranncran ITpopykTsl, Tonanso u Ias. «Taanban»

Cuusua IMowannbr”. Xponnka TypkmeHucrana. 26 August 2021.

https://www.hronikatm.com/2021/08/afghan-border/.

ITapudos, bokX. 2021. “MawiXon BaraanouX-TaxTuxX Aap
®axpobop” Bazoparu Myaodbusiu RymyXypun ToXukucron. 29
November 2021. http://mort.tj/mamM¥ou-6arasnonX-rakTukX-psap-
daxpob/.

IIToabL, AnHa. 2022. “Boobpaxkaembie Apysbsi. ITyTuH IToaeTea B
Llentpaabnyio Asuio 3a IToppepsxkoit — Bes Ocoboro Yerexa” The
Insider. 1 July 2022. https://theins.ru/politika/252708.




Appendix

A note on methodology

We used standard ethnographic methods, based on desk research
drawing on academic literature, OSCE, UN and government
sources, and international and local online media; semi-struc-
tured interviews and focus groups conducted online in October
and November 2021 and in June, July, and August 2022 (unless
otherwise stated, see Tables 1 and 2) in English or local lan-
guages, as appropriate, with officials from the OSCE and from
participating States, academic experts, analysts, journalists, and
representatives from civil society and non-governmental organi-
sations; and specifically commissioned Expert Communications
from regional and subject matter experts on particular questions
(see Table 3).

Across the two rounds of interviews, we took the opportunity to
speak with 20 of our interlocutors twice to get their perspectives
of change over this period of time, but also interviewed an addi-
tional five new experts during the summer of 2022. Each of these
interviews lasted between 30 minutes and one hour.

In the course of 2022, we commissioned a larger number of Ex-
pert Communications, as we found this form of data gathering
particularly useful in our initial analysis in the autumn of 2021.
We asked 18 individuals during the spring and summer of 2022
to provide such analyses on specific questions, in some cases, in
contrast to the initial exercise in the autumn of 2021, commis-
sioning two or three expert papers of between 1,000 and 1,500
words each. Only five experts provided inputs in 2021 and we
added ten additional experts in the 2022 round.

Interlocutors were predominantly based in Central Asia and
OSCE participating States. They were identified through existing
networks, based on initial desk research, and through recom-
mendations from interlocutors (snowballing).

Interviews and focus groups were, for the most part, profession-
ally transcribed, except in a few cases in which summaries were
produced based on notes taken during the interview. All inter-
view and focus group transcripts and Expert Communications
were coded in NVivo 2020 by the lead author, Stefan Wolff, to
facilitate systematic qualitative analysis and interpretation of the
original data generated in the course of our research.

In order to maintain confidentiality, all sources were pseudo-an-
onymised by using an ID code instead of the participants’ names.
Participants are described in general, non-identifiable terms, in
Tables 1-3 below, in order to contextualise the sources of infor-
mation in the report without compromising their anonymity.

Options for engagement

The authors all have a background in social sciences and exten-
sive research experience on the OSCE, Central Asia, and the sub-
stantive issues covered in this report. As a research team, they
are thus well equipped to collect original first-hand data, situate
it in an existing body of knowledge, and analyse and interpret it
in the context of the specific questions investigated, while effec-
tively mitigating residual risks for the team and its interlocutors,
in line with the full ethical approval granted for this research by
the Humanities and Social Sciences Ethical Review Committee of
the University of Birmingham (Ethical Review ERN_21-1348A).

The paper was drafted by the lead author, Stefan Wolff, and re-
viewed by all three co-authors before submission. An initial draft
was submitted to the German Federal Foreign Ministry and dis-
cussed during an online workshop. Additional comments were
provided from colleagues at the Centre for OSCE Research at
IFSH. The final draft incorporates all these comments to the full-
est extent possible.
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Table 1: Interviews

Code Reference Date Place
Interview 1 Academic Researcher, Central Asia 21 October 2021 Online
Interview 2 OSCE Official, Executive Structures and Institutions 22 October 2021 Online
Interview 3 OSCE Official, Central Asia 22 October 2021 Online
Interview 4 NGO Analyst, Central Asia 21 October 2021 Online
Interview 5 Journalist, Prague 22 October 2021 Online
Interview 6 Academic Researcher, UK 25 October 2021 Online
Interview 7 OSCE Official, Central Asia 26 October 2021 Online
Interview 8 OSCE Official, Central Asia 26 October 2021 Online
Interview 9 Government Official, London 26 October 2021 Online
Interview 10 Academic Researcher, Germany 26 October 2021 Online
Interview 11 Academic Researcher, Australia 27 October 2021 Online
Interview 12 OSCE Official, Central Asia 27 October 2021 Online
Interview 13 Academic Researcher, US 22 October 2021 Online
Interview 14 Policy Analyst 25 October 2021 Online
Interview 15 OSCE Official, Executive Structures and Institutions 28 October 2021 Online
Interview 16 OSCE Official, Central Asia 29 October 2021 Online
Interview 17 Academic Researcher, Italy 29 October 2021 Online
Interview 18 Journalist, Washington, D.C. 25 October 2021 Online
Interview 19 NGO Analyst, Central Asia 29 October 2021 Bishkek
Interview 20 NGO Analyst, Central Asia 29 October 2021 Bishkek
Interview 21 Academic Researcher, UK 2 November 2021 Online
Interview 22 Academic Researcher, UK 3 November 2021 Online
Interview 23 Academic Researcher, US 3 November 2021 Online
Interview 24 EU Official, Vienna 3 November 2021 Online
Interview 25 Academic Researcher, US 3 November 2021 Online
Interview 26 OSCE Official, Executive Structures and Institutions 4 November 2021 Online
Interview 27 Academic Researcher, Germany 5 November 2021 Online
Interview 28 OSCE Official, Executive Structures and Institutions 5 November 2021 Online
Interview 29 Government Official, Kabul 6 November 2021 Online
Interview 30 Government Official, Vienna 8 November 2021 Online
Interview 31 Government Official, Vienna 8 November 2021 Online
Interview 32 Academic Researcher, US 8 November 2021 Online
Interview 33 OSCE Official, Executive Structures and Institutions 9 November 2021 Online
Interview 34 Former Afghan government official, Kabul 9 November 2021 Online
Interview 35 NGO Analyst, Vienna 10 November 2021 Online
Interview 36 Academic Researcher, Germany 22 November 2021 Online
Interview 37 Academic Researcher, US 24 November 2021 Online
Interview 38 OSCE Official, Vienna 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 39 UK Government Official, London 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 40 Academic Researcher, Germany 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 41 OSCE Official, Central Asia 27 June 2022 Online
Interview 42 Academic Researcher, Australia 29 June 2022 Online
Interview 43 EU Official, Vienna 29 June 2022 Online
Interview 44 Academic Researcher, UK 30 June 2022 Online
Interview 45 Academic Researcher, US 1 July 2022 Online
Interview 46 Former Afghan Government Official, Kabul 3 July 2022 Online
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Interview 47 Former Afghan government official, Kabul 3 July 2022 Online
Interview 48 Former Afghan government official, Kabul 4 July 2022 Online
Interview 49 UK Government Official, Vienna 6 July 2022 Online
Interview 50 OSCE Official, Vienna 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 51 OSCE Official, Central Asia 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 52 Academic Researcher, Central Asia 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 53 Afghan Analyst, London 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 54 OSCE Official, Central Asia 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 55 OSCE Official, Central Asia 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 56 Academic Researcher, Prague 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 57 NGO Analyst, Vienna 20 July 2022 Online
Interview 58 OSCE Official, Warsaw 21 July 2022 Online
Interview 59 NGO Analyst, Central Asia 28 July 2022 Bishkek
Interview 60 Journalist, Central Asia 28 July 2022 Bishkek
Interview 61 OSCE Official, Vienna 11 August 2022 Online
Interview 62 OSCE Official, Vienna 23 August 2022 Online
Interview 38 OSCE Official, Vienna 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 39 UK Government Official, London 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 40 Academic Researcher, Germany 24 June 2022 Online
Interview 41 OSCE Official, Central Asia 27 June 2022 Online
Interview 42 Academic Researcher, Australia 29 June 2022 Online
Interview 43 EU Official, Vienna 29 June 2022 Online
Interview 44 Academic Researcher, UK 30 June 2022 Online
Interview 45 Academic Researcher, US 1 July 2022 Online
Interview 46 Former Afghan Government Official, Kabul 3 July 2022 Online
Interview 47 Former Afghan government official, Kabul 3 July 2022 Online
Interview 48 Former Afghan government official, Kabul 4 July 2022 Online
Interview 49 UK Government Official, Vienna 6 July 2022 Online
Interview 50 OSCE Official, Vienna 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 51 OSCE Official, Central Asia 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 52 Academic Researcher, Central Asia 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 53 Afghan Analyst, London 8 July 2022 Online
Interview 54 OSCE Official, Central Asia 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 55 OSCE Official, Central Asia 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 56 Academic Researcher, Prague 12 July 2022 Online
Interview 57 NGO Analyst, Vienna 20 July 2022 Online
Interview 58 OSCE Official, Warsaw 21 July 2022 Online
Interview 59 NGO Analyst, Central Asia 28 July 2022 Bishkek
Interview 60 Journalist, Central Asia 28 July 2022 Bishkek
Interview 61 OSCE Official, Vienna 11 August 2022 Online
Interview 62 OSCE Official, Vienna 23 August 2022 Online

Table 2: Focus groups

Focus Group 1 Russia-based academics and analysts 22 October 2021 Online
Academic and Think Tank-based Experts on the Politico-Military .

Focus Group 2 . . 5 November 2021 Online
Dimension of the OSCE
Academic and Think Tank-based Experts on the Economic and

Focus Group 3 18 November 2021 Online

Environmental Dimension of the OSCE
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Table 3: Written expert communications

Expert Communication 1 NGO Analyst, Afghanistan Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 2 Academic Researcher, Afghanistan Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 3 Former Afghan Government Official, US Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 4 Afghan Author and Journalist, UK Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 5 Academic Researcher, Kyrgyzstan Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 6 Academic Researcher, Tajikistan Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 7 Academic Researcher, China Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 8 Academic Researcher, China Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 9 NGO Analyst, Russia Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 10 Academic Researcher, Italy Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 11 OSCE Official, Central Asia Autumn 2021

Expert Communication 12 Academic Researcher, Afghanistan Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 13 Academic Researcher, Italy Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 14 Academic Researcher, Italy Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 15 Journalist, Czech Republic Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 16 Journalist, Czech Republic Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 17 Analyst, Georgia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 18 Afghan Analyst, US Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 19 Former Afghan Government Official, US Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 20 Afghan Academic Expert, Italy Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 21 NGO Analyst, Afghanistan Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 22 Journalist, Czech Republic Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 23 Former Afghan Government Official, Kabul Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 24 Journalist, US Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 25 Journalist, US Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 26 Analyst, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 27 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 28 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 29 Analyst, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 30 Analyst, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 31 Journalist, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 32 Academic Researcher, China Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 33 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 34 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 35 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 36 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 37 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 38 Academic Researcher, Central Asia Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 39 NGO Analyst, Afghanistan Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 40 Academic Researcher, China Spring/Summer 2022
Expert Communication 41 Academic Researcher, China Spring/Summer 2022
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The OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions (https://osce-network.net/) is a Track II initiative.

Its members are research institutions from across the OSCE area engaged in academic and policy research on
OSCE-relevant issues. Network members exchange information, provide expertise, stimulate debate, and raise
awareness of the OSCE, thereby contributing to comprehensive and cooperative security. The Network is based
on a proposal made by OSCE Secretary General Lamberto Zannier in July 2011. It was created by 16 research
institutions on 18 June 2013 at Vienna Hofburg. Neither the Network nor its members represent the OSCE, and

the views expressed by Network members are their personal opinions.
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