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The text attempts to research the topic which is surprisingly rarely discussed in frames of Central

Asian studies. Bilateral relations within the region stays at the edge of research which focus either

on the internal political, economic or social development of particular Central Asian states or, on the

contrary, deals with Geopolitics of Central Asia and the roles of external powers in the region.

The  author,  due  to  his  background  as  well  as  long-term research  focus,  selected  the  topic  of

relations between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan for his analysis. This relation is often considered as

almost  idealistic  sort  of  bilateral  co-existence  in  Central  Asia,  while  in  some  other  cases  the

relations are reckoned based on the patron-client line. The analysts and even scholars  particularly

do so juxtaposing it to isolationist policy of Turkmenistan and partly (at least until the death of

Islom Karimov in 2016) Uzbekistan. The author, however, excellently picked up the problematic

parts of mutual relations such as border issues as the consequence of different views on the political

regime building in both countries. 

The  focal  point  of  the  text  are  the  relations  after  2010,  when  the  authoritarian  paths  of  both

countries  became,  at  least  rhetorically,  more  separated  and  second  change  of  the  regime  in

Kyrgyzstan became a significant problem for Kazakhstan regime. However, this thesis is correctly

the subject of author‘s doubt. Probably not surprisingly in this regard, he identifies the presidential

administration as the principal actor in the relations towards the neighbor and, more generally, to

the foreign policy as such. It shows that a kind of liberalization in Kyrgyzstan (identified as the

main threat to Kazakhstan) was rather symbolic, at least in the field of foreign policy, and does not

have real impact on bilateral relations. At the same time, it also shows the role of formal institutions

in the contrast to the scholars emphasizing the role of informal factor as key to understand the

bilateral relations (as well as internal policy of particular state). The author methodologically as

well as empirically disproves a stereotypes in the scholar publications about ideal or patron-client

relations or about the role of informal institutions.

Despite my overall satisfaction with the results of the thesis, I also have to mention several critical

remarks about the text. Even if the sources were not always at the disposal of the author, he could

extract even more information in order to support his arguments and cover the topic more deeply.

Although the facts were pick up correctly (no remarks towards the facts provided), one could expect

a more detailed account of the problem.

Although  I  can  understand  that  the  international  (global  and  regional)  context  is  essential  for

understanding mutual relations, the very analysis of the topic starts roughly in the middle of the text

(p. 20 an.), although several remarks appeared earlier in the text. Moreover, declared focus on the

period after 2010, i. e. the second “revolution”, comprised smaller part of the text (p. 29-50) than it

could be expected. 

Within the defend of the thesis, the author could analyze shortly the bilateral view of each other, i.

e. how Kyrgyzstan population (and subsequently politicians and decision makers) sees mentally its

neighbor and, similarly, the Kazakhstan attitude to Kyrgyzstan. I could anticipate that these mental

differences (“traditional” or “modern”) played a crucial role in the topic.

In addition, the author could extrapolate his thesis line forward and analyze the impact of eventual

(and expected) leaving of Nursultan Nazarbaev and Almazbek Atambaev (for any reason) from the

position  of  Kazakhstan  and  Kyrgyzstan  president  respectively.  Are  the  foreign-policy  decision



making mechanisms strong enough to keep the continuity or what kind of discontinuity could we

expect? Is it rather president (as proved in the conclusions, p. 51-52) holding the decisive role in the

foreign policy and his character and background have substantial impact in this field? What are the

most principal factors of change in the foreign policy in Central Asian states (using also analogical

processes in Uzbekistan shift towards its neighbors after the death of Karimov in 2016 or similar

situation in Turkmenistan almost ten years earlier)?

Despite some decent criticism mentioned above, I  have to conclude that  Mr. Christopher Weed

proved the ability to deal with uneasy topic in his thesis on the level expected for M. A. studies.

I recommend his text for the defend and I suggest the evaluation A or B depending on the defend

process.
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