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Summary

After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the United States recognized the
independence of al the former Central Asian republics, supported their admission
into Western organi zations, and elicited Turkish support to counter Iranian influence
intheregion. Congresswas at the forefront in urging the formation of coherent U.S.
policies for aiding these and other Eurasian states of the former Soviet Union.

Soon after the terrorist attacks on America on September 11, 2001, al the
Central Asian states offered overflight and other support to coalition anti-terrorist
efforts in Afghanistan. Kyrgyzstan, Tgjikistan, and Uzbekistan hosted coalition
troops and provided access to airbases. In 2003, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan also
endorsed coalition military actionin Irag, and Kazakhstan provided about two dozen
troops for rebuilding. U.S. policy has emphasized bolstering the security of the
Central Asian “front-line” states to help them combat terrorism, proliferation, and
arms trafficking. Other strategic U.S. objectives have included promoting free
markets, democratization, human rights, and energy development. Suchpoliciesaim
to help the states become what the Administration considers to be responsible
members of the international community rather than to degenerate into xenophobic,
extremist, and anti-Western regimes that threaten international peace and stability.

The Administration’ sdiverse goalsin Central Asiahave reflected the differing
characteristics of these states. U.S. interests in Kazakhstan have included securing
and eliminating Soviet-era nuclear and biological weapons materials and facilities.
U.S. energy firms have invested in oil and natural gas development in Kazakhstan
and Turkmenistan. Economic and democratic reformsand border security have been
among U.S. concernsinKyrgyzstan. InTgjikistan, U.S. aid hasfocused on economic
reconstruction following that country’s 1992-1997 civil war. U.S. relations with
Uzbekistan suffered following the Uzbek government’ sviolent crackdown onarmed
and unarmed protestersin the city of Andijonin May 2005.

The second session of the 110" Congress is likely to continue to be at the
forefront in advocating increased U.S. ties with Central Asia, and in providing
backing for use of the region as a staging area for supporting U.S.-led stabilization
effortsin Afghanistan. Congressislikely to pursuethese goal sthrough hearingsand
legidation on humanitarian assistance, economic development, security issues,
human rights, and democratization. The July 2006 U.S.-Kyrgyzstan agreement on
the continued U.S. use of airbase facilities in Kyrgyzstan included U.S. pledges of
boosted foreign assistance and other compensation, which are subject to regular
congressional appropriations and oversight. Assistance for border and customs
controls and other safeguards to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) will likely be ongoing congressional concerns. Congress will
continue to consider whether and how to balance its concerns about human rights
abuses and lagging democratization against other U.S. interests in continued
engagement with the regionto advance energy security and prosecutethe Global War
on Terror.
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Most Recent Developments

Uzbekistan reportedly will permit U.S. military personnel under NATO
command, on a case-by-case basis, to transit through an airbase near the town of
Termez that it has permitted Germany to operate as part of NATO peacekeeping
operations in Afghanistan.® Some observers have viewed this permission asasign
of improving U.S.-Uzbek relations, which deteriorated following U.S. criticism of
an Uzbek government crackdown on demonstratorsin mid-2005 (seebelow, Security
and Arms Control).

On March 11, 2008, the heads of the national gas companies of Kazakhstan,
Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan announced that their countries would raise gas export
prices to the European level in 2009. They signed an agreement on the prices with
Russia s Gazprom state-controlled gas firm, which controls most export pipelines.

At theend of January 2008, the Tgjik government declared ahumanitarian crisis
and asked the United Nations for assistance. Severe winter weather and el ectricity,
gas, and food shortages contributed to what the U.N. Office for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs declared to be an emergency that reportedly resulted in a
number of deaths. The U.S. State Department announced in mid-February that it was
boosting fuel and food aid by $2.5 million. Warming temperaturesin March raised
the incidence of typhoid from tainted water from broken pipes. Opposition
politiciansin Tajikistan have accused the government of laxity in meeting the crisis
and more broadly as cul pable for widespread poverty, crime, and corruption.

Historical Background

Central Asiaconsistsof Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan; it borders Russia, China, the Middle East, and South Asia. The major
peoples of al but Tgjikistan speak Turkic languages (the Tajiks speak an Iranian
language); and most are Sunni Muslims (some Tajiks are ShilaMuslims). Most are
closely related historically and culturally. By thelate 19th century, Russian tsars had
conquered the last independent khanates and nomadic lands of Central Asia. By the
early 1920s, Soviet power had been imposed; by 1936, five “Soviet Socialist

1*U.S. Military Returnsto Ex-Soviet Uzbekistan,” Agence France Presse, March 6, 2008;
“Only Germany Can Use Uzbek Bases Now,” United Press International, December 13,
2005.
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Republics’ had been created. Upon the collapse of the Soviet Union in December
1991, they gained independence.?

Central Asia: Basic Facts

Total Area: 1.6 million sq. mi., larger than India; Kazakhstan: 1.1 m. sq. mi.; Kyrgyzstan: 77,000
sg. mi.; Tajikistan: 55,800 sg. mi.; Turkmenistan: 190,000 sg. mi.; Uzbekistan: 174,500 sg. mi.

Total Population: 61.38 million, dightly lessthan France; Kazakhstan: 15.24 m.; Kyrgyzstan: 5.28
m.; Tgjikistan: 7.08 m.; Turkmenistan: 6 m.; Uzbekistan: 27.78 m. (July 2007 est., CIA World
Factbook).

Total Gross Domestic Product: $302.19 billion in 2007; per capita GDP is about $4,900, but there
arelargeincomedisparitiesand rel atively large percentages of peoplein each country arein poverty.
Kazakhstan: $170.3 b.; Kyrgyzstan: $10.38 b.; Tajikistan: $11.87 b.; Turkmenistan: $47.37 b.;
Uzbekistan: $62.27 b. (CIA World Factbook, purchasing power parity).

Overview of U.S. Policy Concerns

After the collapse of the Soviet Union at theend of 1991, then-President George
H.W. Bush sent the* FREEDOM Support Act” (FSA) aid authorization to Congress,
which was amended and signed into law in October 1992 (P.L. 102-511). In 1999,
congressional concerns led to passage of the “Silk Road Strategy Act” (P.L. 106-
113), which authorized enhanced policy and aid to support conflict amelioration,
humanitarian needs, economic devel opment, transport and communications, border
controls, democracy, and the creation of civil societies in the South Caucasus and
Central Asia

U.S. policymakers and others hold various views on the appropriate types and
levelsof U.S. involvement in the region. Some have argued that ties with “energy
behemoth” Kazakhstan are crucial to U.S. interests.® At least until recently, others
have argued that Uzbekistan isthe “linchpin” of the region (it is the most popul ous
regional state and is centrally located, shaping the range and scope of regional
cooperation) and should receive the most U.S. attention.

In general, U.S. aid and investment have been viewed as strengthening the
independence of the Central Asian states and forestalling Russian, Chinese, Iranian,
or other efforts to subvert them. Advocates of such ties have argued that political
turmoil and the growth of terrorist enclavesin Central Asiacould produce spillover
effects both in nearby states, including U.S. allies and friends such as Turkey, and
worldwide. They also have argued that the United States has a major interest in

2 See CRS Report 97-1058, Kazakhstan; CRS Report 97-690, Kyrgyzstan; CRS Report 98-
594, Tajikistan; CRSReport 97-1055, Turkmenistan; and CRSReport RS21238, Uzbekistan,
all by Jim Nichol.

3 U.S. Department of State. Office of the Spokesman. Remarks: Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice At Eurasian National University, October 13, 2005. Perhaps indicative
of the boosted emphasis on U.S. interests in Kazakhstan, Secretary Rice argued that the
country has the potential to be the “engine for growth” in Central Asia. See also National
Committee on American Foreign Policy, Sability in Central Asia: Engaging Kazakhstan,
May 2005.
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preventing terrorist regimes or groups fromiillicitly acquiring Soviet-eratechnology
for making weapons of mass destruction (WMD). They have maintained that U.S.
interestsdo not perfectly coincidewith thoseof itsalliesand friends, that Turkey and
other actors possess limited aid resources, and that the United States is in the
strongest position as the sole superpower to influence democratization and respect
for human rights. They have stressed that such U.S. influence will help aleviate
socia tensions exploited by Islamic extremist groups to gain adherents. They aso
have argued that for all these reasons, the United States should maintain military
access to the region even when Afghanistan becomes more stable. At least some of
these views appear to be reflected in the Administration’s most recent National
Security Strategy of the United Sates, which proclaims that “Central Asiais an
enduring priority for our foreign policy.”*

Some views of policymakers and academicswho previously objected to amore
forward U.S. policy toward Central Asia appeared less salient after September 11,
2001, but aspects of these views could gain more credence if Afghanistan becomes
more stable. These observers argued that the United States historically had few
interestsin thisregion and that developmentsthereremained largely marginal toU.S.
interests. They discounted fears that anti-Western Islamic extremism would make
enough headway to threaten secular regimes or otherwise harm U.S. interests. At
least until thecoupin Kyrgyzstanin March 2005 (see bel ow, Democr ati zation), these
observers argued that the United States should not try to foster democratization
among cultures they claimed are historically attuned to authoritarianism. Some
observers rgject arguments that U.S. interests in anti-terrorism, non-proliferation,
regional cooperation, and trade outweigh concerns over democratization and human
rights, and urgereducing or cutting off most aid to repressivestates. A few observers
point to instability in the region as areason to eschew deeper U.S. involvement such
as military access that might needlessly place more U.S. personnel and citizensin
danger.

Appearing to indicate amore negative assessment of developmental prospects
in Central Asia, the Deputy Director of Nationa Intelligence, Thomas Fingar,
testified to Congress in July 2007 that “there is no guarantee that elite and societal
turmoil across Central Asia would stay within the confines of existing autocratic
systems. Inthe worst, but not implausible case, central authority in one or more of
these states could be challenged, leading to potential for increased terrorist and
crimina activities.”®> However, in February 2008, the Director of National
Intelligence, J. Michael McConnell, seemed to de-emphasize these threats, stating
that “Central Asia remains fertile ground for radical Islamic sentiment and
movements, due to socioeconomic and other factors,” but appearing to evaluate the
regional governments as presently stable.®

*The White House. National Security Strategy of the United Sates, March 16, 2006, p. 40.

> U.S. House of Representatives. Committee on Armed Services. Global Security
Assessment: Testimony by Deputy Director of National Intelligence, Thomas Fingar, July
11, 2007.

6U.S. Senate. Select Committee on Intelligence. Annual Threat Assessment: Testimony by
the Director of National Intelligence, J. Mitchell McConnell, February 5, 2008.
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Post-September 11 and Afghanistan. Since the terrorist attacks on the
United States on September 11, 2001, the Administration has stated that U.S. policy
toward Central Asia focuses on the promotion of security, domestic reforms, and
energy devel opment. Accordingtothen-Deputy Assistant Secretary of StateB. Lynn
Pascoe in testimony in June 2002, the September 11 attacks led the Administration
to realize that “it was critical to the national interests of the United States that we
greatly enhance our relations with the five Central Asian countries’ to prevent them
from becoming harbors for terrorism.” After September 11, 2001, al the Central
Asian states soon offered overflight and other assistance to U.S.-led anti-terrorism
coalition operations in Afghanistan. The states were predisposed to welcome such
operations. Tajikistan and Uzbekistan had long supported the Afghan Northern
Alliance’'s combat against the Taliban, and all the Central Asian states feared
Afghanistan asabasefor terrorism, crime, and drug trafficking (even Turkmenistan,
which tried to reach some accommodation with the Taliban). In 2005, however,
Uzbekistan rescinded its basing agreement with the United States. Tgjikistan and
Uzbekistan have maintained their basing support for NATO peacekeeping operations
— and Kyrgyzstan has continued its basing support for U.S. operations — in
Afghanistan (see also below, Security).

Support for Operation Iragi Freedom. Uzbekistan was the only Central
Asian state that joined the “coalition of the willing” in February-March 2003 that
endorsed prospective U.S.-led coaition military operations in Iragq (Kazakhstan
joined later). Uzbekistan subsequently decided not to send troops to Irag, but
Kazakhstan has deployed some two dozen troopsto Iraq who reportedly do not take
part in combat operations. Some observers in Central Asia have raised concerns
about the deaths of Muslim civiliansin Irag.

Fostering Pro-Western Orientations

The United States has encouraged the Central Asian states to become
responsible members of the international community, supporting integrative goals
through bilateral aid and through coordination with other aid donors. The stated
policy goal istodiscourageradical anti-democratic regimesand terrorist groupsfrom
gaining influence. All the Central Asian leaders publicly embrace Islam but display
hostility toward Islamic fundamentalism. At the sametime, they have established
some trade and aid ties with Iran. Although they have had greater success in
attracting development aid from the West than from the East, some observers argue
that, in the longer run, their foreign policies may not be anti-Western but may more
closely reflect some concerns of other Islamic states. Some Western organizational
ties with the region have suffered in recent years, in particular those of the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), which has been

"U.S. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Subcommittee on Central Asia and the
South Caucasus. The U.S. Rolein Central Asia. Testimony of B. Lynn Pascoe, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian Affairs, June 27, 2002.
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criticized by some Central Asian governments for advocating democratization and
respect for human rights.®

The State Department in 2006 included Central Asiain arevamped Bureau of
South and Central Asian Affairs. Accordingto Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State Steven Mann, “institutions such as NATO and the OSCE will continue to
draw the nations of Central Asia closer to Europe and the United States,” but the
United States also will encourage the states to develop “new ties and synergies with
nations to the south,” such as Afghanistan, India, and Pakistan.® Secretary Rice
emphasized these ties when she heralded Kazakhstan’s role as part of “a new Silk
Road, agreat corridor of reform linking the provinces of northern Russiato the ports
of South Asia, the republics of Western Europe to the democracies of East Asia.”*°
In May 2007, Defense Secretary Robert Gates urged Asian countries to provide
Central Asiawith road and rail, telecommunications, and electricity generation and
distribution aid to link theregion with Asia; to help it combat terrorism and narcotics
trafficking; to send technical advisorsto ministriesto promote political and economic
reforms; to offer more military trainers, peacekeepers, and advisors for defense
reforms; and to more actively integrate the regional states into “the Asian security
structure.” ™ (See also below, Trade.)

The European Union (EU) hasbecome moreinterested in Central Asiain recent
years as the region has become more of a security threat as an originator and transit
zone for drugs, weapons of mass destruction, refugees, and persons smuggled for
prostitution or labor. Russia' s cutoff of gas suppliesto Ukraine in early 2006 also
bolstered EU interest in Central Asiaas an aternative supplier of oil and gas. Such
interests contributed to the launch of a Strategy Paper for assistance for 2002-2006
and afollow-on for 2007-2013 (see below), and the EU’ s appointment of a Special
Representativeto theregion. The EU hasimplemented Partnership and Cooperation
Agreements (PCAs, which set forth political, economic, and trade relations) with
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. An existing Interstate Oil and Gas
Transport to Europe (INOGATE) program was supplemented in 2004 and 2006 by

8 See also CRS Report RL30294, Central Asia’s Security: Issuesand Implicationsfor U.S.
Interests, by Jim Nichol.

°U.S. House of Representatives. Committee on International Relations. Subcommittee on
the Middle East and Central Asia. Assessing Energy and Security Issuesin Central Asia.
Testimony of Steven Mann, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for South and Central
Asian Affairs, July 25, 2006. The State Department has appointed a Senior Advisor on
Regional Integrationinthe Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, Robert Deutsch, who
has focused on bolstering trade and transport ties between South and Central Asia.

10 Remarks at Eurasian National University, October 13, 2005. Some observersin Russia
maintain that the State Department is encouraging ties between South and Central Asiain
an effort to reduce Russia sinfluence in Central Asia. CEDR, January 23, 2007, Doc. No.
CEP-436006.

1 U.S. Department of Defense. Department of Defense Documents. Inter national Institute
for Srategic Sudies - Remarks as Delivered by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates,
Sngapore, June 1, 2007.
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a Baku Energy Initiative to diversify energy supplies. One project involves the
proposed Nabucco pipeline, which could transport Caspian region gas to Austria.*?

In June 2007, the EU approved anew “ Central Asian strategy” for enhanced aid
and relations for 2007-2013. It calls for establishing offices in each regional state
and assistance of $1 billion over the next five years. The strategy arguesthat the EU
ties with the region need to be enhanced because EU enlargement and EU relations
with the South Caucasus and Black Seastatesbringit to Central Asia sborders. The
strategy also stressesthat “the dependency of the EU on external energy sources and
the need for a diversified energy supply policy in order to increase energy security
openfurther perspectivesfor cooperation betweenthe EU and Central Asia,” and that
the “EU will conduct an enhanced regular energy dialogue” with the states.”® (See
also below, Oil and Natural Gas Resources.)

Russia’s Role

During most of the 1990s, U.S. administrations generaly viewed a
democratizing Russia as serving as arole model in Central Asia Despite growing
authoritarian tendenciesin Russiasince Vladimir Putin becameitspresident in 2000,
the Bush Administration has emphasized that Russia’s counter-terrorism effortsin
the region broadly support U.S. interests. At the same time, the United States long
has stressed to Russia that it should not seek to dominate the region or exclude
Western and other involvement. Virtually al U.S. analysts agree that Russia’'s
actions should be monitored to ensure that the independence of the Central Asian
states is not threatened.

Soon after the terrorist attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001,
Russia acquiesced to increased U.S. and coalition presence in the region for
operationsagainst Al Qaedaand itssupportersin Afghanistan. BesidesRussia sown
concernsabout Islamic extremism in Afghanistan and Central Asia, it wasinterested
in boosting its economic and other tiesto the West and regaining some influencein
Afghanistan. More recently, however, Russia has appeared to step up efforts to
counter U.S. influence in Central Asia by advocating that the states increase
economic and strategic ties with Russia and limit such ties with the United States.
Such a stance appears paradoxical to some observers, since Russia (and China)
benefit from anti-terrorism operations carried out by U.S. (and NATO) forces in
Afghanistan.

During the 1990s, Russia’ s economic decline and demands by Central Asia
caused it to reduce its security presence, atrend that President Putin has appeared
to retard or reverse. In 1999, Russian border guards were largely phased out in

2 For details, see CRS Report RL33636, The European Union's Energy Security
Challenges, by Paul Belkin. See also European Union. “The EU and the Countries of the
Black Seaand Caspian SeaRegions Agree on aCommon Energy Strategy,” Press Release,
November 30, 2006.

13 European Community. Regional Strategy Paper for Assistance to Central Asia for the
Period 2007-2013, June 2007; Council of the European Union. Presidency Conclusions,
11177/07, June 23, 2007, p. 12.
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Kyrgyzstan, the last Russian military advisors left Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
withdrew from the Collective Security Treaty (CST; see below) of the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), in part because the treaty members
failed to help Uzbekistan meet the growing Taliban threat in Afghanistan, according
to Uzbek President Islam Karimov. However, Russia has appeared determined to
maintain a military presence in Tajikistan. It long retained about 14,500 Federal
Border Guardsin Tgjikistan, most of whomwere Tajik conscripts, and 7,800 Russian
troops of the 201% motorized rifle division.*

Russia seffortsto formalize abasing agreement with Tajikistan dragged on for
years, as Tgjikistan endeavored to maximize rents and assert its sovereignty. In
October 2004, the basing agreement was signed, formalizing Russia slargest military
presence abroad, besidesitsBlack SeaFleet. Atthesametime, Tajikistan demanded
full control over border policing. Russiaannounced in June 2005 that it had handed
over thelast guard-houseaongthe Afghan-Tajik border to Tgjik troops. Reportedly,
350 Russian “advisory” border troopsremain. Tajik President Emomali Rahmon (or
Rakhmonov) and others emphasize that growing drug production and trafficking
from Afghanistan pose increasing challenges.’®

In a seeming shift toward a more activist role in Central Asia, in April 2000,
Russia called for the members of the CST to approve the creation of rapid reaction
forces to combat terrorism and hinted that such forces might launch pre-emptive
strikes on Afghan terrorist bases. These hints €licited U.S. calls for Russia to
exercise restraint and consult the U.N. Presidents Clinton and Putin agreed in 2000
to set up aworking group to examine Afghan-related terrorism (this working group
now examines global terrorismissues). CST members agreed in 2001 to set up the
Central Asianrapid reaction force headquartered in Kyrgyzstan, with Russia’ stroops
in Tajikistan comprising most of the force. CIS membersin 2001 also approved
setting up an Anti-Terrorism Center (ATC) in Moscow, withabranch in Kyrgyzstan,
giving Russiainfluence over regional intelligence gathering.

Perhaps to counteract the U.S.-led military coalition presence in Kyrgyzstan
established after the September 11, 2001, attacks (see below), Russiain September
2003 signed a 15-year military basing accord with Kyrgyzstan providing accesstothe
Kant airfield, near Kyrgyzstan's capital of Bishkek. The nearly two dozen Russian
aircraft and several hundred troops at the base al so serve as part of the Central Asian
rapid reaction force. The baseisafew milesfrom the U.S.-led coalition’s airbase.

% The Military Balance 2005-2006. London: International Institute of Strategic Studies,
2005.

> U.N. Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). Afghanistan Opium Survey 2007, August
2007. UNODC warns that opium production in 2007 has set arecord and that Afghanistan
isnow the source of 93% of theworld’ sopiates. UNODC hasestimated that about one-fifth
of Afghan-produced morphineand herointransit Central Asia. For another assessment, see
U.S. House of Representatives. Committee on International Relations. Subcommittee on
the Middle East and Central Asia. U.S. Policy in Central Asia Balancing Priorities.
Testimony of Richard A. Boucher, Assistant Secretary of Sate for South and Central Asian
Affairs, April 26, 2006. Of thetiny percentage of Afghan drugsthat reach U.S. consumers,
most do not appear to be smuggled through Central Asia.
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Besidesitsmilitary presencein Kyrgyzstan and Tgjikistan, the Putin government has
also asserted its maritime dominance in the Caspian Sea. Russia's Caspian Sea
Flotilla has been bolstered by troops and equipment.

Taking advantage of Uzbekistan's souring relations with many Western
countries (see below), Russiasigned a Treaty on Allied Relations with Uzbekistan
in November 2005 that callsfor mutual defense consultationsin the event of athreat
to either party (similar to language in the CST). Uzbekistan re-joined the CST in
June 2006, consolidating its strategic security tieswith Russia. The member-states
of the CST agreed in June 2006 that basing agreements by any member with athird
party had to be approved by all members, in effect providing supreme veto power to
Russia over future basing arrangements.

Pointing to thedeterioration of U.S.-Uzbek ties, many observerssuggest that the
appreciative attitude of Central Asian states toward the United States — for their
added security accomplished through U.S.-led actionsin Afghani stan— hasdeclined
over time. Reasons may include perceptions that the United States has not provided
adequate security or economic assistance and growing concerns among the
authoritarian leaders that the United States advocates democratic “revolutions’ to
replace them. Also, Russia and China are pledging security support to the states to
get them to forget their pre-September 11, 2001, dissatisfaction with Russian and
Chineseefforts. Russiaalso encouragestheleadersto believethat the United States
backs democratic “revolutions’ to replace them.

Russia seconomicinterestsin Central Asiaare being reasserted asitseconomy
improves and may constitute its most effective lever of influence. Russia seeksto
counter Western business and gain substantial influence over energy resources
through participation in joint ventures and by insisting that pipelines cross Russian
territory. After an Energy Cooperation Statement was signed at the May 2002 U.S.-
Russia summit, it appeared that Russia would accept a Western role in the Caspian
region, including construction of the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) ail pipeline.
Subsequently, however, Russian officials have urged the Central Asian statesto rely
on Russian-controlled export routes. Russia's Gazprom gas firm has used this
control to pay the countries much less than the price it charges European customers
for the gas (see below, Energy Resources).

Obstacles to Peace and Independence:
Regional Tensions and Conflicts

The legacies of co-mingled ethnic groups, convoluted borders, and emerging
national identities pose challenges to stability in all the Central Asian states.
Emerging national identities accentuate clan, family, regional, and Islamic self-
identifications. Central Asia’s convoluted borders fail to accurately reflect ethnic
distributions and are hard to police, hence contributing to regional tensions. Ethnic
Uzbeks make up sizeable minorities in the other Central Asian countries and
Afghanistan. In Tgjikistan, they make up almost a quarter of the population. More
ethnic Turkmen reside in Iran and Afghanistan — over three million — than in
Turkmenistan. Sizeable numbers of ethnic Tajiks reside in Uzbekistan, and seven
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million in Afghanistan. Many Kyrgyz and Tgjikslivein China s Xinjiang province.
ThefertileFerghanaValley isshared by Tgjikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. The
central governments have struggled to gain control over administrative subunits.
Most observers agree that the term “Central Asid’ currently denotes a geographic
areamore than aregion of shared identities and aspirations, athough it is clear that
the land-locked, poverty-stricken, and sparsely-populated region will need more
integration in order to develop.

Regional cooperation remains stymied by tensions among the states. Such
tensions continueto exist despitethe membership of the statesin various cooperation
groups such as the CST Organization, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
(SCO), and NATO'’ s Partnership for Peace (PFP). The CST was signed by Russia,
Belarus, the South Caucasus countries, and the Central Asian states (except
Turkmenistan) in May 1992 and called for military cooperation and joint
consultationsintheevent of security threatsto any member. At thetimeto renew the
treaty in 1999, Uzbekistan, Georgia, and Azerbaijan formally withdrew. The
remaining members formed the CST Organization (CSTO) in late 2002, and a
secretariat opened in Moscow at the beginning of 2004. Through the CSTO, Russia
has attempted to involve the membersin joint support for the Central Asian rapid
reaction forces and joint efforts to combat internationa terrorism and drug
trafficking.'

In 1996, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tgjikistan signed the “ Shanghai
treaty” with China pledging the sanctity and substantial demilitarization of mutual
borders, and in 1997 they signed a follow-on treaty demilitarizing the 4,300 mile
former Soviet-Chinese border. China has used the treaty to pressure the Central
Asian states to deter their ethnic Uighur minorities from supporting separatism in
China’'s Xinjiang province, and to get them to extradite Uighurs fleeing China. In
2001, Uzbekistan joined the group, re-named the SCO, and in 2003 the SCO
Regional Anti-Terrorism Structure (RATS) wasset up there. Military exerciseshave
become amajor form of cooperation, with the most recent — involving some 5,000
troops — taking place in August 2007 in southern Russia and northwestern China.
According to some observers, amajor aim of these “anti-terrorism” exercisesisto
convince the Central Asian states that Russia and China are able to supplant the
United States in helping the region to combat terrorism. China also has stressed
economic cooperation with the region to build east-west transport routes, and these
efforts may mark some emerging progress toward regional integration.*’

The 1992-1997 Civil War in Tajikistan

Tagjikistan was among the Central Asian republics least prepared and inclined
toward independence when the Soviet Union broke up. In September 1992, aloose

16 Roger McDermott, “ Collective Security Group ReinventsitselfinaNew World,” Eurasia
Insight, August 28, 2002.

" Roger McDermott, The Rising Dragon: SCO Peace Mission 2007, Occasional Paper, The
Jamestown Foundation, October 2007; S. Frederick Starr, ed., The New Slk Roads:
Transport and Trade in Greater Central Asia (Washington D.C.: Central Asia-Caucasus
Institute & Silk Road Studies Program, 2007).
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coalition of nationalist, ISlamic, and democratic parties and groups tried to take
power. Kulyabi and Khojenti regional elites, assisted by Uzbekistan and Russia,
launched a successful counteroffensive that by the end of 1992 had resulted in
20,000-40,000 casualties and up to 800,000 refugees or displaced persons, about
80,000 of whom fled to Afghanistan. After thetwo sides agreed to a cease-fire, the
U.N. Security Council established a small U.N. Mission of Observersin Tajikistan
(UNMOT) in December 1994. In June 1997, Tajik President Rahmon and the late
rebel leader Seyed Abdullo Nuri signed a comprehensive peace agreement.
Benchmarks of the peace process were largely met, and UNMOT pulled out in May
2000. To encourage the peace process, the United States initially pledged to help
Tajikistan rebuild. Some observers point to events in the city of Andijon in
Uzbekistan (seebel ow) asindicating that conflictssimilar tothe Tajik civil war could
engulf other regional states where large numbers of people are disenfranchised and
poverty-stricken.

The Incursions into Kyrgyzstan

Several hundred Islamic extremistsand othersfirst invaded Kyrgyzstanin July-
August 1999. Jama Namanganiy, the co-leader of the Islamic Movement of
Uzbekistan (IMU; see below), headed the largest guerrilla group. They seized
hostages and severa villages, allegedly seeking to create an Islamic state in south
Kyrgyzstan as aspringboard for ajihad in Uzbekistan.®® With Uzbek and K azakh air
and other support, Kyrgyz forces forced the guerrillas out in October 1999. Dozens
of IMU and other insurgents again invaded Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan in August
2000. Uzbekistan provided air and other support, but Kyrgyz forces were largely
responsible for defeating the insurgents by late October 2000. The IMU did not
invade the region in the summer before September 11, 2001, in part because bin
Laden had secured its aid for a Taliban offensive against the Afghan Northern
Alliance.

About adozen aleged IMU membersinvaded from Tgjikistan in May 2006 but
soon were defeated (some escaped). After this, the Kyrgyz defense minister claimed
that the IMU, HT, and other such groups increasingly menaced national security.

The 1999 and 2004 Attacks in Uzbekistan

A series of explosionsin Tashkent in February 1999 were among early signs
that the Uzbek government was vulnerable to terrorism. By various reports, the
explosionskilled 16 to 28 and wounded 100 to 351 people. The aftermath involved
wide-scale arrests of political dissidents and others deemed by some observers as
unlikely conspirators. Karimov in April 1999 accused Mohammad Solikh (former
Uzbek presidential candidate and head of the banned Erk Party) of masterminding
what he termed an nation plot, along with Tohir Y uldashev (co-leader of the
IMU) and the Taliban. Thefirst trial of 22 suspectsin June resulted in six receiving

18 According to Zeyno Baran, S. Frederick Starr, and Svante Cornell, the incursions of the
IMU into Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in 1999 and 2000 were largely driven by efforts to
secure drug trafficking routes. Islamic Radicalism in Central Asia and the Caucasus:
Implications for the EU, Silk Road Paper, July 2006.
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death sentences. The suspects said in court that they received terrorist training in
Afghanistan, Tajikistan, Pakistan, and Russiaand wereled by Solikh, Y uldashev and
Namanganiy. In 2000, Y uldashev and Namanganiy received death sentences in
absentia, and Solikh received a15.5 year prison sentence. Solikh denied membership
in IMU, and he and Y uldashev denied involvement in the bombings.

On March 28 through April 1, 2004, a series of bombings and armed attacks
werelaunched in Uzbekistan, reportedly killing 47. Anobscurelslamic Jihad Group
of Uzbekistan (1JG; Jama at a-Jihad al-1slami, abreakaway part of the IMU) claimed
responsibility. In subsequent trials, the alleged attackers were accused of being
members of 1JG or of Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT; an Islamic fundamentalist movement
ostensibly pledged to peace but banned in Uzbekistan) and of attempting to
overthrow the government. Some defendants testified that they were trained by
Arabs and others at camps in Kazakhstan and Pakistan. They testified that IMU
member Najmiddin Jalolov (in some sources Nadzhmiddin Kamilidinovich Janov;
convicted in absentiain 2000) wasthe leader of 1JG, and linked him to Taliban head
Mohammad Omar, Uighur extremist Abu Mohammad, and Osama bin Laden. On
July 30, 2004, explosions occurred at the U.S. and Israeli embassies and the Uzbek
Prosecutor-General’ s Office in Tashkent. The IMU and 1JG claimed responsibility
and stated that the bombings were aimed against Uzbek and other “apostate”
governments. A Kazakh security official in late 2004 announced the apprehension
of several 1JG members. Healleged that the JG had tiesto Al Qaeda; had other cells
in Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and Russia; and was planning assassinations.*

Pakistan reported in November 2006 that it had arrested 1JG members who had
placed rockets near presidential offices, the legislature, and the headquarters of
military intelligencein Islamabad. Reportedly, thelJG wastargeting the government
because of its support for the United States.® Pakistani media reported in March-
April 2007 that dozens of IMU/I1JG members had been killed in northern Pakistan
when local tribes turned against them, possibly reducing their strength or forcing
them to move into Afghanistan and Central Asia.

In September 2000, the State Department designated the IMU as a Foreign
Terrorist Organization, stating that the IMU, aided by Afghanistan’s Taliban and by
Osama bin Laden, resorts to terrorism, actively threatens U.S. interests, and attacks
American citizens. The“main goal of the IMU isto topple the current government
inUzbekistan,” the State Department warned, and it linked the IMU to bombingsand
attackson Uzbekistanin 1999-2000. IMU forcesassisting the Taliban and Al Qaeda
suffered major losses during coalition actionsin Afghanistan, and Namanganiy was
probably killed.” Former CIA Director Porter Gosstestified in March 2005 that 1JG
“has become a more virulent threat to U.S. interests and local governments.”# In

19 Seealso CRSReport RS21818, The 2004 Attacksin Uzbekistan: Context and Implications
for U.S. Interests, by Jim Nichol.

2 BBC Monitoring South Asia, November 4, 2006.
2 U.S. Department of State. Patterns of Global Terrorism 2003, April 2004,

2 U.S. Senate. Committee on Armed Services. Testimony of the Director of Central
(continued...)
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May 2005, the State Department designated 1JG as a global terrorist group, and in
June, the U.N. Security Council added 1JG to its terrorism list.?®

Officias in Germany arrested several individuals on September 5, 2007, on
charges of planning explosions at the U.S. airbase at Ramstein, at U.S. and Uzbek
diplomatic offices, and other targetsin Germany. ThelJG claimed responsibility and
stated that it was targeting U.S. and Uzbek interests because of these countries
“brutal policies towards Muslims,” and targeting Germany because it has a small
military base in Termez, Uzbekistan, which is used to support NATO operationsin
Afghanistan. Reportedly, the suspects had received training at IMU and al Qaeda
terrorist training campsin Pakistan. In U.S. Congressional testimony on September
10, 2007, John Redd, the director of the National Counterterrorism Center, and Mike
Mcconnell, the Director of National Intelligence, stated that U.S. communications
intercepts shared with Germany had facilitated foiling the plot.

The 2005 Violence in Andijon, Uzbekistan

Dozens or perhaps hundreds of civilians were killed or wounded on May 13,
2005, after Uzbek troopsfired on demonstratorsin the easterntown of Andijon. The
protestors had gathered to demand the end of atria of local businessmen charged
with belonging to an Islamic terrorist group. The night before, a group stormed a
prison where those on trial were held and released hundreds of inmates.* Many
freed inmates then joined others in storming government buildings. President
Karimov flew to the city to direct operations, and reportedly had restored order by
late on May 13.* On July 29, 439 people who had fled from Uzbekistan to
Kyrgyzstan were airlifted to Romania for resettlement processing, after the United

2 (...continued)
Intelligence, The Honorable Porter J. Goss, March 17, 2005.

% U.S. Department of State. Press Statement: U.S. Department of State Designates the
Islamic Jihad Group Under Executive Order 13224, May 26, 2005; U.N. Security Council.
The Al-Qaida and Taliban Sanctions Committee. Press Release: Security Council
Committee Adds One Entity to Al-Qaida Section of Consolidated List, SC/8405, June 3,
2005.

% Thereisagreat deal of controversy about whether this group contained foreign-trained
terrorists or was composed mainly of the friends and families of the accused. See U.S.
Congress. Commission on Security and Cooperation In Europe. Briefing: The Uzbekistan
Crisis. Testimony of Galima Bukharbayeva, Correspondent. Institute for War and Peace
Reporting, June 29, 2005. For a contrasting assessment, see Shirin Akiner, Violence in
Andijon, 13 May 2005: An Independent Assessment, Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, July
2005; and AbduMannob Polat, Reassessing Andijan: The Road to Restoring U.S.-Uzbek
Relations, Jamestown Foundation, June 2007.

% Anayst Adeeb Khalid draws a paralel between the Uzbek government’s actions at
Andijon and at alarge student demonstration in Tashkent in January 1992. Inthelatter case,
Karimov allegedly ordered troopsto fire on the marchers, resulting in up to six deaths and
two dozen or more injuries. Islam After Communism (Berkeley, CA: University of
Cdlifornia Press, 2007), p. 155. See also Reuters, January 17, 1992.
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States and others raised concerns that they might be tortured if returned to
Uzbekistan.®

The United States and others in the international community repeatedly have
caled for an international inquiry into events in Andijon, which the Uzbek
government has rejected as violating its sovereignty. In November 2005, the EU
Council approved a visa ban on twelve Uzbek officials it stated were “directly
responsible for the indiscriminate and disproportionate use of forcein Andijon and
for the obstruction of anindependentinquiry.” The Council also embargoed exports
of “arms, military equipment, and other equipment that might be used for internal
repression.”?  The EU Council in November 2006 permitted some bilateral
consultations to help Uzbekistan comply “with the principles of respect for human
rights, the rule of law, and fundamental freedoms.” The EU Council most recently
revisited the sanctionsin October 2007. It decided to lift the visaban for six months
and then re-evaluate the human rights situation, and to leave the arms embargo in
place.®

At the first major trial of fifteen aleged perpetrators of the Andijon unrest in
late 2005, the accused all confessed and asked for death penalties. They testified that
they were members of Akramiya, a branch of HT launched in 1994 by Akram
Y uldashev that aimed to use force to create a caliphate in the area of the Fergana
Valleylocated in Uzbekistan. Besidesreceiving assistancefromHT, Akramiya was
allegedtoreceivefinancial aid and armstraining fromthe IMU. The defendants al so
claimedthat theU.S. and Kyrgyz governmentshel ped finance and support their effort
to overthrow thegovernment, and that i nternationa mediacolludedwithlocal human
rights groups and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in this effort. The U.S.
and Kyrgyz governments denied involvement, and many observerscriticized thetrial
asappearing stage-managed. Reportedly, 100 or moreindividual shave been arrested
and sentenced, i ncluding some Uzbek opposition party membersand mediaand NGO
representatives. Partly inresponse, Congresshasamplified callsfor conditioningaid
to Uzbekistan on its democracy and human rights record (see below, Legislation).?

Sincetheunrestin Andijon, Uzbekistan hasclosed down over 200 NGOs, many
of them U.S.-based or U.S.-supported, onthegroundsthat they areinvolvedinillegal
activi