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INTRODUCTION

In the initial period following independence, maolyservers and analysts assumed that
Uzbekistan would come to be the dominant stateeint@l Asia and become the region’s anchor
of stability. Kadir Alimov, for example, wrote avieyears after independence that there was an
“absence of alternatives to Uzbekistan” and thatas unlikely that any other state in the region
could be Central Asia’s stabilizer. He went on tnp out assets that gave Uzbekistan such
enormous potential, including its population, tagest by far in Central Asia, its position at the
geographic center of the region, its history asm@ter of power under the Russian Empire and
the Soviet Union, industry built by the Sovietsdats mineral wealth and high cotton expdrts.
S. Frederick Starr said that only Uzbekistan apmkén have the potential to be a stabilizer in
Central Asia and that Kazakhstan was ill-suiteplay the role because of weak institutions,
underdeveloped industry, the lack of a scientifielligentsia, and division between Russian and
Kazakhs® Perceptions of Uzbekistan’s power have persistd niuch of the period of
independence, with commentators, analysts, andlashoeferencing Uzbekistan’s greater

strength relative to its neighbors until quite mte® Reality has turned out quite differently,

! Kadir Alimov, “Uzbekistan’s Foreign Policy: In Seh of a Strategy,” irCentral Asia: Conflict, Resolution, and
Change ed. Roald Z. Sagdeev and Susan Eisenhower, 188p;//www.eisenhowerinstitute.org/programs/
globalpartnerships/securityandterrorism/coalitiegionalrelations/ConflictBook/Alimov.htm (accessithrch 17,
2007).

2 3. Frederick Starr, “Making Eurasia Stablegreign Affairs75, no. 1 (Jan./Feb/ 1996): 81.

% See for example: Igor Torbakov, “Tajik-Uzbek Rias: Divergent National Historiographies ThreafEn
Aggravate Tensions,”Eurasianet June 12, 2001, http://www.eurasianet.org/departaie culture/articles/
eav061201.shtml (accessed Nov. 16, 2006); Nicatksden, “Terrorism's Next Big TriggerThe Globe and Mail
April 5, 2004, http://www. commondreams.org/view&D5-06.htm (accessed Nov. 18, 2006); or, Gulkiagm
kyzy, “Central Asian Border Tensions: The Worserlimmbek-Kyrgyz Relations,Central Asia — Caucasus Analyst
Aug. 13, 2003, http://www.cacianalyst.org/ view icet.php?articleid=1655 (accessed Nov. 16, 2006).
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however, with both the Kazakhstani government aatkin governments now publicly
proclaiming Kazakhstan as the region’s ledder.

To be sure, both Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan hadheat tisposal many assets that
bestowed them with potential for international sssc But the two countries have played their
cards very differently. While it is impossible towdw for certain the intentions of either
government’s leader, each president’s actions ldevabne to paint a fairly clear picture of the
strategies each has employed. President NursubizarNaev’'s decisions reveal a strategy aimed
at raising Kazakhstan’s international prestige, hadas tailored domestic policy to help create
this image. President Islam Karimov, on the otheand) has subordinated Uzbekistan’s foreign
policy to his domestic political needs in spite mfimerous warnings about the negative
consequences of his decisions. Karimov’s strateggyrasulted in sudden and drastic shifts in the
country’s foreign policy orientation, a loss ofemational prestige, and a loss of power relative
to its neighbors in Central Asia. Nazarbaev’s styggt meanwhile, has resulted in a steadier
foreign policy that balances the interests of fgmegpartners, a higher international profile, and a
legitimate claim to being the most powerful stat€entral Asia.

In this essay, | seek to explain why Kazakhstad Bizbekistan have chosen such
divergent foreign policies, which in turn helps Bip how Kazakhstan has defied early
predictions and come to be seen as Central Asiast powerful state. | argue that ultimately,
the reason that the governments of Uzbekistan amhkhstan, despite having had comparable

opportunities for success, have made such diffefergign policy decisions is found in

* Kassymzhomart Tokaev, “Kazakhstan: The Democr&ith for Peace and Prosperity,” Oct. 7, 2005,
http://www.heritage.org/ Research/RussiaandEunasi&/77.cfm (accessed Nov. 15, 2006). U.S. Departnoént
State, “Joint Statement Between the United State&nwerica and the Republic of Kazakhstan,” Sep. 2306,
http://www.state.gov/p/sca/rls/rm/2006/71060.htecéssed Nov. 10, 2006).
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differences in the nature and structure of domestditical cleavages and the resulting patterns
of political competition within each country. Dontiespolitical competition in both countries is
among regionally based political networks; howebeath the structures of regional competition
each state inherited from its Soviet past and tlagswin which the new governments have
confronted that competition have differed greatly.will argue that Uzbekistan inherited a
system of competition in which a few regions dortedapolitics and that the government has
only slowly been able to reconfigure the contoufscompetition. Kazakhstan, meanwhile,
inherited a system of competition divided on bo#gional and ethnic lines and that the
government has reconfigured greatly since indepsalelhe result of these differences is that
Uzbekistan’s president faces enormous pressuresgofareign policy to shore up his power
against real and potential domestic threats, wkéeakhstan’s president, who now faces far
fewer regionally-based domestic threats, is muehrfto pursue a foreign policy that maximizes

Kazakhstan’'s sovereignty and his own personal igeest

EXPLAINING FOREIGN PoLICY DIFFERENCES

That the governments of Uzbekistan and Kazakhstare Ipursued different foreign
policy paths is apparent, but the reasons that tiese done so are far less so. Previous
examinations of either these governments’ foreighcigs have highlighted the role of natural
resources in international relations or the ide@s@f Islam Karimov and Nursultan Nazarbaev.
These factors are important to understanding eé&atie’s foreign policy, and they are good
candidates for explaining differences in each ®dteeign policies. However, they fail to draw

attention to the crucial role the domestic politieavironment of each state plays in determining
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how each president can and cannot use naturalreesoan the world stage and what ideological
positions are available and appropriate to eactlieledn other words, neither recognize that
domestic political competition sets the structuréhe game and determines the extent to which

other factors are important to understanding Uziahkiand Kazakhstan’s foreign policies.

Oil and Gas

One candidate for explaining differences betweenfoineign policies of Uzbekistan and
Kazakhstan’s governments is the differences betwieir natural resource endowments.
Kazakhstan sits atop massive energy resourcehdvat attracted major international attention,
while Uzbekistan gets quite little attention desptthaving important, if more modest, natural
resources of its own.

Uzbekistan’s oil and natural gas reserves are lglsanaller than Kazakhstan’s, but they
are not insignificant. Uzbekistan’s estimated proed reserves stand at 600 million barrels and
proven reserves of natural gas are believed to8bEc6® There may also be much more oil and
natural gas in unexplored reserves in UzbekiStahough Kazakhstan's oil reserves dwarf
Uzbekistan’s, their natural gas reserves are rqughlal’ However, Uzbekistan’s natural gas

production far outpaces Kazakhstan's. In 2004, Wrb@n produced nearly six times as much

® U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Centralsia Country Analysis Brief,” Sept. 2005. http://www
eia.doe.gov/emeu/cabs/Centasia/Full.html (accessed10, 2006).

® James P. Dorian, “Central Asia: A major emergingrgy player in the Zcentury,” Energy Policy34, no. 5
(March 2006): Dorian, 548.

" Central Intelligence Agenci,he World Factbook2007, https://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbb¢iccessed
Jan. 17, 2007).
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natural gas as Kazakhsthand exported nearly 100 Tcf more natural gas thidrkazakhstan
the same year.

Kazakhstan is obviously richer in energy reserhes tUzbekistan, but Uzbekistan also is
an important producer of other resources. For 8852006 season, Uzbekistan was the world’s
second largest exporter of cotton, exporting ordga one quarter of what the United States
exported, but considerably more than any other &gun the world*® Uzbekistan also sits atop
a large portion of the Tien Shan gold belt, whigltonsidered the second richest gold belt in the
world ™

Kazakhstan’s oil and natural gas reserves are sspre Estimates for reserves vary
depending on the source. The Energy Information dmation says that Kazakhstan's
estimated reserves of oil range between 9 and l6rbbarrels'? Dorian cites the conservative
figure of 9 billion barrels in proven reserv@syhile Kaiser and Pulsipher rely on BP’s claim
that Kazakhstan's proven reserves stand at 39i6rbbarrels* There is similar disagreement
over the size of Kazakhstan’s natural gas reseiMas Energy Administration says they amount

to between 65 and 100 trillion cubic feet (Tcf)pdulgh BP claims they stand at 105.9 Tcf.

® Dorian, 548.

® Central Intelligence Agency.

19 U.S. Department of AgricultureCotton: World Markets and Tragelan. 2007. http://cottonusa.files.cms-
plus.com/economicData/cottonfull00107.pdf (accesssul 1, 2007).

™ The belt also runs through Kyrgyzstan, Tajikist@ng portions of Kazakhstan and Xinjiang. Both PessMining
and Centrasia Mining remark on the wealth of thenTiShan belt on their websites, which are found at
http://www.centrasiamining.com/s/Home.asp and Httpvw.perseusmining.com/projects/ proj.htm.

12 U.S. Energy Information AdministratiorKazakhstan Country Analysis Brief, 20Qtp://www.eia.doe.gov/
emeu/cabs/Kazakhstan/Full.html (accessed Nov.Q@6)2

3 Dorian, 545.

1 Mark J. Kaiser & Allan G. Pulsipher, “A review e oil and gas sector in Kazakhstafriergy Policy35, no. 2
(Feb. 2007): 1300.BP Statistical Review of World Energy, 2006ttp://www.bp.com/ productlanding.
do?categoryld=6842&contentld=7021390 (accessedLinr2007).
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Additionally, Kazakhstan has between 34.5 bifttoand 132.3 billion tons of coal, though much
of it is low quality and difficult to accesS.

Even if conservative estimates of Kazakhstan's ggneesources are correct, they are
significant and play an important role in Kazakh&aeconomy, domestic policy, and foreign
policy. Oil in particular has played a major roterecent year’ The oil industry accounted for
29 percent of Kazakhstan gross domestic producb@nmercent of its export revenues in 2694.
Production has nearly doubled from 2000 to 280Bhis growth in production and exports has
fueled high growth rates in Kazakhstan, and nonéewbuld have been possible without foreign
investment® Foreign direct investment in exploration and pmithn was $4.6 billion in 2005
and is projected to remain between $4 and $5 hitlionually over the next decate.

Analyses of Kazakhstan's foreign policy since inelggience naturally draw great
attention to the important role of the oil and mat@gas sector in Kazakhstan’s relations with the
world. Martha Brill Olcott explains that Kazakhstnlarge energy reserves make it a
strategically important state. Untapped reserves radtracted foreign investors since before
Kazakhstan’s independence. Meanwhile, foreign guwents have tried to woo Kazakhstan into

exporting via each particular government’s prefémeute?? Aware of the leverage this affords

15U.S. Energy Information Administratiokazakhstan Country Analysis Brief, 2006

'8 Dorian, 549.

I This is partially because much of Kazakhstan'sirsdtgas reserves are “associated” gas, meaninghtia exist
in oil fields. In some oil fields, natural gas @njected into the ground to maintain pressureofbextraction. When
the liquid oil is exhausted, the remaining natgia can be recovered.

18 Kaiser & Pulsipher, 1301.

19Bp Statistical Review of World Energy, 2006

2 U.S. Agency for International Development, “Kazsaldn Economic Performance Assessment,” Novembes,200
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADE692.pdf (accddseb. 2, 2007).

2L Kaiser & Pulsipher, 1300.

22 Martha Brill Olcott,Kazakhstan: Unfulfilled Promis@WVashington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for Internslo
Peace, 2002), 3-4, 145-148, 150-159.
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them, Kazakhstan has made oil and gas the cemtdakrtremely powerful tool in its foreign
policy.

Natural resources are important to Uzbekistan'seifpr policy, but the Uzbek
government does not employ them the same way thaakhstan does. At first glance, it would
seem that what allows Kazakhstan to skillfully execa multivector foreign policy that
enhances its bargaining position with potentiaksters and energy consumers is its enormous
proven reserves. Uzbekistan is far from resouras;pthhough. Possessing exportable natural
resources alone clearly does not translate intect¥ie foreign policy. Uzbek government
policies such as government control over resourtem@ing enterprises, high taxes, and the
need for investment deals to secure the presideetsonal blessing have made it difficult for
foreign investors to succeed, thereby reducingatimctiveness of Uzbekistan for investots.
Such economic policies have essentially made natesaurces less of a factor in the Uzbek
government’s foreign policy. It is unlikely thatldsn Karimov is unaware of the connection
between his economic policies and his ability te nstural resources as an effective foreign
policy tool. It is additionally unlikely that Kariov is behaving irrationally in continuing these
policies.

Natural resources are at best an incomplete exjpbantor the differences between the
foreign policies of Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan. iftatoo much emphasis on the role of natural
resources in foreign policy misses a more fundaatexsiement of the equation. In each state,
other policies determine what role natural rescaican play foreign policy. In turn, what shapes

these policies is the competition for power betwsan-national elite networks.

% U.S. Energy Information Agency, “Central Asia...”; aha Brill Olcott, Central Asia’'s New States:
Independence, Foreign Policy, and Regional Secufityashington, D.C.: United States Institute foa&e Press,
1996), 134.



Presidential Personalities

Another body of analysis of the foreign policies#bekistan and Kazakhstan argues
that to understand each state’s foreign policy, st examine each state’s president. These
arguments draw attention to the ideological andq®al motivations of the presidents and how
they respond to pressures and opportunities theeyifadetermining foreign policy choices.

Islam Karimov’s conservative transition strategy fdzbekistan rests on three pillars.
First, he seeks to establish and protect Uzbeksstovereignty. Second, he strives to guarantee
political stability while gradually increasing pitial participation and rule of law. Finally, he
works to foster gradual privatization and the exgiam of free markets in a way that avoids
undermining social well-beind. Leila Kazemi argues that Karimov’s three pillars mtegral to
understanding his foreign poliéy.Karimov, she says, pursues alliances outside ®fQt$ to
maintain and increase Uzbekistan’s sovereigh§he also notes that his domestic policies have
foreign policy consequences. For example, Karimawslerance of internal political dissent has
cause problems in his relations with Western statdsle his aggressive pursuit of Islamist
opponents has led to incursions into Kyrgyzstan Bagikistan. This in turn has the consequence
that neighbors are wary of trusting Karinfdv.

The driving force behind Nursultan Nazarbaev’s ifgmepolicy, by contrast, is balance.
In a 2006 speech in which he outlined his foreigiicy priorities, Nazarbaev said that

Kazakhstan should be a reliable international garémd that it should develop stronger ties with

2% Starr, 86. Alimov, 190.

% Leila Kazemi, “Domestic Sources of Uzbekistan'sedign Policy: 1991 to the Presend@urnal of International
Affairs 56, no. 2 (Spring 1993): 207-215.

*® pid., 208-209.

" 1pid., 210-212.
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Russia, the United States, China, the Europeann,aiod Muslim state¥.In other speeches, he
emphasizes the same message of cooperation wélghogovernments, increased international
participation, playing a larger role in Central &sisecurity, raising Kazakhstan’s profile and
prestige, and the use of foreign policy to speednemic developmerft To summarize,
Nazarbaev’s policy is to have the world know, loaed invest in Kazakhstan.

Tor Bukkvoll argues that to understand Nazarbaéweign policy, one must examine
the interplay of personal and national interesss thform it>° Bukkvoll concludes that personal
political survival comes first for Nazarbaev, bbat he has largely been secure enough in his
power to set the foreign policy agenda. NazarbBekkvoll claims, uses this freedom to operate
to both pursue Kazakhstan’'s national intereststanehhance his power, wealth, and prestige.
Nazarbaev’s relations with the West enhance histigiee as a respected statesman, and he would
not be successful in achieving this did he not peirkazakhstan’s national interests. Relations
with Russia allow Nazarbaev to increase his weaitth power, thougft In Bukkvoll's view,
Nazarbaev’s foreign policy uses Kazakhstan andatsonal interests as a means to personal
ends.

Both Bukkvoll and Kazemi demonstrate the importantepresidential ideologies to
understanding the foreign policies of Nazarbaev lkadmov. However, both offer only part of

the story. Kazemi does not investigate why Karinegspouses his three pillars. In her analysis,

% Nursultan Nazarbaev, “Address of the President the People of Kazakhstan,” March 1, 2006,
http://www.akorda.kz/page.php?page_id=156&lang=2i®by_id=1433 (accessed Jan. 18, 2007).

2 Nursultan Nazarbaev, “Address of the Presidentthi® People of Kazakhstan,” 18th of February 2005,
http://www.akorda.kz/page.php?page_id=156&lang=2ikkr id=80 (accessed Jan. 18, 2007); “Addresshef
President to the People of Kazakhstan,” 2004, /Mhitpw.akorda.kz/page.php?page id=156&lang=2
&article_id=383 (accessed Jan. 18, 2007); “Adddsthe President to the People of Kazakhstan,t.S&@2001,
http://www.akorda.kz/page.php?page_id=156&lang=2ikkr id=376 (accessed Jan. 18, 2007).

% Tor Bukkvoll, “Astana’s Privatised Independencaivite and National Interests in the Foreign Polafy
Nursultan NazarbayevNationalities Papers32, no. 3 (September 2003): 646-647.

* 1bid., 646-647.
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Karimov’s pillars simply exist, and one understahds foreign policy by turning to them. Her
argument tells us little about what sub-nationaitdes influence Karimov's ideology and
decision-making, when Karimov himself has made equltear his concerns that clans and
regionalism are major challenges for UzbekistaBukkvoll does a bit better on this in his
analysis of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy. He exaraitiee foreign policy interests of domestic
political forces and what influence they may hawa lon Nazarbaev’'s foreign policies. He
concludes that the influence of these groups oraM@ev was slight However, he does not
tell us why Nazarbaev rarely had to worry about dstic political forces. Understanding why
domestic political forces have had little influenoa Nazarbaev’s foreign policy is key to
understanding the heart of the difference betweebekl and Kazakh foreign policies because
Islam Karimov’s foreign policy appears to be souiganfluenced by concerns about domestic

political forces.

Clan, Tribe, and Central Asian Politics

An emerging literature on the development of Cénisian states since independence
has drawn attention to the importance of politiggdups based on sub-national identities to
understanding domestic politics. Though authore@ghat sub-national cleavages matter to
politics in the region, they are divided on botk #inds of and extents to which such cleavages
matter. Those authors who have recently attemmtedentify what cleavages matter to Central

Asian politics are divided into those who arguet fhr@-Soviet identities are the most important

32 |slam Karimov,O’zbekiston XX| Asr Bo'sag’asida: Xavfsizlikka TadBargarorlik Shartlari va Taraqgiyot
Kafolatlari, (Tashkent: O’zbekiston, 1997), 102-105.
% Ibid, 637-641.



11
to understanding domestic political competition d@hdse who argue that regional divisions
inherited from Soviet era politics better explaircls competition.

Kathleen Collins and Edward Schatz both argueghaiSoviet clans — which are defined
differently depending on the author and countryarrahalysis — are of greatest importance to
post-Soviet politics in Central Asia. These authemgphasize the survival and transformation of
pre-Soviet identities throughout the Soviet peaod into the present, where they continue to be
of crucial importance to defining politics.

Kathleen Collins sees Central Asian states’ palittentered on competition between
clans, which she defines as “informal organizaspopmprising a network of individuals linked
by kin and fictive kin identities.” Various sociahd kin relations bond members together into
clans that vary drastically in size, link eliteslaron-elites, and cannot be easily entered ofeft.
Clans are to be distinguished from tribes, which says are inconsistently defined and in the
Central Asian context, were broken apart by thei&@oMnion, leaving behind their smaller
subdivisions. All of these subdivisions Collins leatively analyzes as clafsClans weathered
collectivization, she says, because most commusnigenained intact. Indeed, she argues, when
villages were combined within kolkhoz the real and fictive kinship ties of the variotikages
expanded to create a larger cfarCollins argues that cadre policy placed more powwethe
hands of local elites, gave clans access to stsurces and gave favored clans who held the

power at the republican level incredible opportyrid cement their position at the top of the

3 Kathleen CollinsClan Politics and Regime Transition in Central Agilew York: Cambridge University Press,
2006), 17-18.
**Ipid., 37-38.
% pid., 85-88.
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competition among clar€.The present nature of clan networks varies adt@ssegion, but she
points out that Soviet policies removed many ofséhdifferences, leaving clans more
homogenous in form, content, and function across région®® Clans today in Uzbekistan,
Collins says, operate at the very local level @ rttahallaor gishlog the provincial level, or at
the national level? Though she does not deal with Kazakhstan at siteifegth, she says that its
politics too are heavily marked by clan competiffdn

Collins argues that traditional clans persistedugh Soviet policy reconfigured them,
resulting in a more homogeneous clan system a€esgral Asia. Provincial and national level
clans are the ones with access to state resoundetha ones that influence state policies. While
identifying and providing histories for politicaktworks that are by their very nature obscured
from view would be impossible, Collins does noteoff satisfactory sketch of how politically
salient networks are bounded. She explains thaBtwet elevated favored clans, but does not
explain who made up these clans, whether or ngthiage historical roots, or whether or not the
same ones persist in their favored positions totiégre importantly, she does not prove that
these clans bridge the gap between elite and ntangallitics. She says that clanan be made
up of elites and non-elites, but not that the arwapeting at the provincial and national actually
do. Because competition for control of administratregions has been seen neither during the
Soviet period nor since independence, it seemstsadssume that, if Collins is correct, a single

clan was elevated to the top of each. Collins keBethat administrative boundaries do not

37 1bid., 91-99.
38 |bid., 75.

% |bid., 254.
“%1bid, 300-301.
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coincide with clan boundaries, arguing that claaseha more permanent meanfid@y this, she
means that identities do not cleanly follow Sowadministrative boundaries. She acknowledges,
however, that Soviet policy reshaped traditionahsl shapes and meanings. Since the Soviets
elevated certain clans to the top of and boundesdr thower within new administrative
boundaries, it is unclear why local clans would remonfigure their allegiances to the elite clan
at the top of their province or why elite clans Wboot come to define themselves in terms of
their administrative region.

Collins does not analyze how clans influence Uzieki's foreign policy. She does,
however, describe how clans have shaped the tramzfon of the Uzbek state since
independence. In her narrative, she focuses orpgrofipolitical elites which she divides both
by region of origin and family. For example, sheyssdhat the “Tashkent clan” and the
“Samarkand clan” dominate post-Soviet politics imbekistan. She says that these clans are
really groups of smaller clans identified by famiymes, such as the “Alimov clan,” the
“Gulomov clan,” or the “Rashidov clarif? It is safe to assume that were she to extend her
analysis to Uzbekistan’s foreign policy, she woaldo focus on the same elite-led regional
groups and find that foreign policy made at theteeis shaped by competition with clans. Such
a conclusion would duplicate the shortcomings of aealysis of Uzbekistan's politics in
claiming that elite political networks are manigggins of traditional Uzbek social organization.
Collins fails to conclusively argue that ruling egain Uzbekistan actually are just more powerful
than clans at the community level or that connestimk elite clans to less powerful ones. In the

face of insufficient evidence to do so, it is saf@itreat forms of elite organization as entirely

“1bid., 58.
42 bid., 255.
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different from forms of community organization, esplly when elite networks behave so
differently. This is an especially important distilon to make because Collins argues that clans
generally play a negative role in Central Asianitims.”® The evidence only allows us to
conclude that competition between elite networksypla negative role; much less clear is
whether or not traditional forms of communal orgaion are destructive.

In Kazakhstan, Schatz argues, clans based on gingémealogical knowledge, and place
play an important role in that country’s polititsSoviet policy, he says, increased the authority
of local clans, leading to competition between lesreing overshadowed by that between local
clans® The Soviets publicly stigmatized clan, leadingnétely to place, especially ttkelkhoz
being the new marker of subethnic identity. Schadtes that clans usually remained intact
within a kolkhoz and he says that distributing scarce resouraengthened clar€. Since
independence, Schatz says, clan conflict has ibad, and the importance of hordes to politics
has reemerget.

Though Schatz says that competition between howes overshadowed during the
Soviet period, he does not adequately explain wihgamerges after independence. He explains
at length how clan and horde are critical to Kazsdh's politics, though he notes that the
outcomes are not what one would expect were claimgortant. Namely, one does not see
domination of government by President Nazarbada's. Schatz says that what is actually going

on in Kazakhstani politics is both the favoring afe’s own clanand the balancing of clan

**Ipid., 298.

4 Edward Schatzyodern Clan Politics: The Power of “Blood” in Kazh&tan and Beyon¢Seattle: University of
Washington Press, 2004), 26-33.

“5 Schatz, 33-39. The threduzof traditional Kazakh tribal division. It consisté the Elder, Middle, and Younger
which inhabit different parts of the country.

*®Ipid., 58-61.

*“Ipid., 95.
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interests'® Why this is the case is unfortunately not expldjrend to assert that the importance
of clan and horde to Kazakhstani politics yieldsexpected outcomes without a strong
explanation suggests that one might be able toaexpiny political outcome in Kazakhstan by
pointing to clan and horde ties.

The shortcomings of clan-based explanations of Kastan’s politics are quite clear in
Schatz’s analysis. He clearly states that politicatomes in Kazakhstan are not what one would
expect in an environment of clan competition. Tfees one should not expect competition
between clans to explain Kazakhstan’s foreign gpalecisions.

Schatz and Collins are somewhat right that clantities are important in Central Asia.
However, neither persuasively argues that theyaagghing more than socially relevant. That
informants report the importance of clans to paditionly conclusively proves that clan is
perceived as an important factor. Central Asiantipsl are much better understood not by
looking to pre-Soviet sources of identity, but eéed to those created or encouraged by Soviet

institutions.

Regional Elites and Central Asian Politics

Pauline Jones Luong also argues that political atitipgn among elites has an enormous
impact in Central Asian politics. Unlike Schatz a@dllins, however, she argues that elites —
especially in the early years of independence -e haganized themselves not in traditional
ways, but instead bgblastas a result of Soviet administrative policies.e®huong does not
deny that traditional identities have persisted, ingtead argues that they are not relevant to

Central Asian politics. Her approach to understagdCentral Asian politics is the one that |

8 bid., 111.
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employ. | agree that Central Asian politics is hastierstood by studying elite competition, and
that the cleavages that divide elites result fraespures created by administrative policies. This
approach helps us understand why both Uzbekistah Kazakhstan’s political elites were
divided byoblastsat independence. Additionally, it explains why Kklastan’s political leaders
also divided along ethnicity, and why policy decrs by Nursultan Nazarbaev have reshaped
elite competition since independence.

Pauline Jones Luong argues that Soviet policienimdited pre-Soviet identities from
politics, replacing them with regional political eidtities that persist as the most important
dividing lines in elite-level post-Soviet politicShe emphasizes the destructive effects of Soviet
policies on preexisting identities and the replaeetof allegiances to tribes or historic regions
to new regions created by the Soviets. Jones Luwwgges that elites in Central Asia have
embraced the political identities of the Sovietipg— namely, regional ones that correspond to
each country'oblasts— and have remained organized on the basis obnisfi Jones Luong
says that regionalism is a deep-seated legaciydfte Soviet Union:

In short, Soviet policies and institutions in CahtAsia created, transformed, and

institutionalized regional political identities, W at the same time eliminating tribal,

religious, and national identities, weakening th@mgconfining them to the social and
cultural spheres. They also engendered the viewrdtponal identities were the most
appropriate identity for the political arena be@atlsey were more conducive to settling
political disagreements peacefully than were ofldentities, which would encourage
chauvinism and divisivenes$.

The Soviet system, she explains, created structocaintives that encouraged Central Asian

elites and masses to invest in regional identitiest replaced preexisting identities. This

occurred because national identities were far wetlea local ones and because administrative

9 Pauline Jones Luondnstitutional Change and Political Continuity in BeSoviet Central AsigNew York:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), 1-25.
*1pid., 52-53.
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divisions complemented historical regional claniglons, making it easy for new regional
identities to supplant the political salience ofdband tribal ones. In this new system, new
officials took over the role played previously bycal and tribal leaders, allowing for new
patronage networks to be built at the level of ikev regions” Further elements of the system
such as the economic specialization of regionsfakering of certain regions in cadre policy,
and the election system all contributed to comipetitbetween the regions. Since
independence, regionalism has been a basis falsnovements and political parties and that it
has manifested itself in struggles between theecemtd regions for decision-making power.

Jones Luong’s use of inherited features of the &oeia most accurately explains the
nature of political competition in Central Asia,damers is the approach most helpful for
understanding how center-regional conflicts havapsdd Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan’s foreign
policies. Political competition in Uzbekistan andzékhstan follows roughly similar patterns,
but structural differences between political contpet in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan do exist
and impact how each country’s leader executes gorg@olicy. In both republics, Moscow
cultivated ties with regional administrations, pFating the emergence of unified national
elites® Doing so fostered regionalism, but also left bogw regimes with weak centers upon
independence. Jones Luong notes that Soviet policieated hierarchies and an economic
division of labor among Uzbekistan’s administrathegions, with three regions — Samarkand,

Tashkent, and Ferghana — coming to be the mostipeminUzbekistan’s politics: Because the

*! bid., 63-67.

*2bid., 67-73.

>3 |bid., 56.

> Neil J. Melvin, "Patterns of Centre-Regional Rielas in Central Asia: The Cases of Kazakhstan,Kingyz
Republic and Uzbekistan", iRegional & Federal Studie41, no. 3 (Autumn 2001), 169-170.

* Jones Luong, 86-88.
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system encouraged regional identities in Uzbekjstites could only realistically compete
within regions or between regioPsSoviet policy in Kazakhstan encouraged both regjiamd
ethnic cleavage¥. The result of policies was to create three arefadite competition: between
ethnic leaders at the republican level; among ahtnative regions regardless of nationality;
and, within regions between members of both naliiies>®

As a result, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan enterechamdence with different institutional
inheritances, in spite of both having political tgyss divided by regional cleavages.
Uzbekistan’s politics were divided rigidly betwettmee powerful regional elite networks which
expected the president to maintain the balanceosfep among them. Kazakhstan’s politics
exhibited both regional and ethnic divisions, dreata more fluid political environment. The
effect of these differences on foreign policy ha&erbto restrict Islam Karimov’'s options for
Uzbek foreign policy and to leave Kazakhstan's ifgmepolicy with fewer marks of regionalism
over time as the center has undermined the baseshedtate cleavages.

Below, | examine Islam Karimov and Nursultan Nazas foreign policy decisions
through the lens of each president’s battles wethianal elite networks. In Uzbekistan, | show
that Islam Karimov has repeatedly sought to buittbe ties with outside partners in order to
strengthen his government, but that he has bednleitmmeet allies’ expectations as a result of
the threats posed by regional elites. In Kazakhdtatemonstrate that Nursultan Nazarbaev’s
foreign policy was greatly driven in the early y&af independence by potential regional threats,
and that his ability to eliminate regionalism fratamestic politics allowed him to implement a

more strategic foreign policy that has contributgdatly to Kazakhstan’'s strength in Central

%8 1bid., 90.
5" bid., 91.
%8 |bid., 98.
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Asia. In my closing remarks, | consider the effaxftsegionalism on the foreign policies of other
post-Soviet states and consider the implicationggionalism for Western foreign policy toward

states in which regional cleavages divide elitesregg each other and the state.

UZBEKISTAN
Political Competition in Uzbekistan

Before 1989, Islam Karimov’s political career seeino be at a dead end. Nothing
indicated that he would become the most powerflitipal figure in Uzbekistan. He was an
economic technocrat who became the Minister ofkéador the Uzbek SSR in 1986, only to be
demoted shortly thereafter to the backwater pasitid first secretary of the Qashqgadaryo
oblast®® Ironically, it is precisely because Karimov wase tead of a backwater region without
strong ties to any political network that he becddmbekistan’s first secretary in 1989 and
president a year later.

Following the June 1989 riots in Ferghana, membarsUzbekistan’'s elites and
representatives of the republic’s major regionafisibns met in Tashkent to propose a new
leader to replace Rafik Nishanov. They sought angtieader with local legitimacy that would
protect Uzbekistan’s interests against Moscow amdept elites’ interests by backing informal
deals among thefl. Participants in the behind-the-scenes meetingidered a handful of
candidates to lead the Uzbek SSR including Isma#ldekov, Minister for Water Management
and head of the Samarkand network, and Shukrullsaiov, Mayor of Tashkent and head of

Tashkent-based elites. Both were ultimately rephcaad threw their support to Islam Karimov.

* Donald S. Carlisle, “Geopolitics of Uzbekistanit Muslim Eurasia: Conflicting Legacie®d. Yaacov Ro'i.
(Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 1995), 79-81.
® Collins, 122-123.
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Jurabekov played the most important role in orchéag a pact between elites to support
Karimov for the post of first secretatyJurabekov viewed Karimov’s ascension to leadership
the Uzbek SSR as an opportunity to place the Saandrgroup back in control of the republic.
He saw Karimov as tied by birth to the interestsSaimarkand’s elites. As appealing as the
choice of Karimov seemed to Jurabekov for advantilsgown interests, Karimov also proved
acceptable to the rest of Uzbekistan’s politicékesl Not only did he meet the qualities sought
for in a leader, he lacked a personal power baséirig his ability to act outside the interests of
those who supported his rise.

Islam Karimov’s position as leader of Uzbekistaas tburdened him with the difficult
task of balancing the interests of regional pditielite networks. To reward Mirsaidov and
Jurabekov for their support, Karimov appointed bath prime minister and deputy prime
minister respectivelf? He soon faced resistance from Mirsaidov, whom émaved from
power, prompting what some interpreted as revolnfthe Tashkent elit€. Karimov forged a
new deal with Tashkent’s politically powerful ebtand sought a way out of having to deal with
never-ending conflict between and resistance fregional network$?

One of Karimov’s goals throughout his tenure hasrbto eliminate the rigid regionalism
that Uzbekistan inherited from Soviet rule. He baled regionalism a threat to the stability of
the states and called its elimination one of tlate&t most important task3 Strategies to stop

regionalism have focused on centralizing and sthegng state power and undermining the

®!pid., 122-123.
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basis for regional identification. Shortly afterdependence, administrative reforms broadly
expanded Karimov’'s power over other branches okguwent and greatly diminished the role
and power of regional leaders by increasing lingsveen the center and local governméhits.
The state has complemented these links by givinge mesponsibility to local governments and
increasing the role ahahallasin political life®” Karimov complemented political centralization
with economic centralization. Economic reforms calided economic resources and power in
the hands of the state and placed the respongibilitimplementation on local governments,
cutting regionahokimsout of the equatioff Not all regions suffered equally though. Because
the state still relied heavily on cotton productionincome, regional leaders in Samarkand and
Ferghana perceived themselves as maintaining vel@dwer and influence in comparison to
leaders of less important regiotis.

The state complemented administrative reforms \attempts to change the bases for
political identity in Uzbekistan. One such stratéms been to attempt to create a shared national
identity for Uzbeks to supplant regional identifioa.”” Karimov has also long sought to
increase the role of political parties in Uzbekist® encourage the attachment of political
fortunes to parties rather than regional netwofkst example, in negotiations to establish
Uzbekistan’s electoral system shortly after indelggice, Karimov attempted to reserve the right
to nominate candidates solely for political partia of which he controlled Increasing the

role of political parties is still a concern for Kaov. The President recently proposed a

% |lkhamov 2004, 162-164; Jones Luong, 121-124.

7 Annette BohrUzbekistan: Politics and Foreign Poligondon: Royal Institute of International Affair§998),
21-22. Human Rights WatchFrom House to House: Abuses by Mahalla Committeet$p://hrw.org/
reports/2003/Uzbekistan0903/index.htm (accessed F2007).
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constitutional amendment that would increase thevamce of political parties in the parliament
and ultimately increase the power of the state tmage the legislative branthlt is quite
unlikely that efforts to bolster political partiegsould change Uzbekistan’'s politics in any
meaningful way. However, when coupled with Presidérimov’s anti-regionalist rhetoric, the
fact that he promotes political parties signal®ubekistan’s elites that de-regionalized political
parties are a more legitimate vehicle for politiegtion than are region based networks. And
should they be convinced, so much the better ®flihbek executive, as national parties are far

easier to manipulate and control than exclusivgprel elite networks.

Looking North and East

Uzbekistan’s foreign policy in the early yearsimdependence bore marks of Karimov’s
battles with regional elite networks. While neighhg Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan dabbled with
democratization, Karimov looked to South Korea @miha as models of economic development
that justified a strong, authoritarian state aretgal reform of the econony Given Karimov’s
weakness vis-a-vis Uzbekistan’s regional elitesthia early 1990’s, the Chinese and South
Korean experiences appealed to him as they pronfisadthe power to smash regional elite
networks not loyal to the center while also rapighpwing the economy. South Korea became
an important investor in Uzbekistan, but Karimovswaot able to successfully emulate either
model of authoritarian economic reform. Karimov &#edo speak instead of a uniquely Uzbek

model of reform, to which observers continued tte csuperficial similarities to Chinese

2 “Constitutional Reform Means Little,Institute for War & Peace Reportinglan. 17, 2007, http://www.
iwpr.net/?p-buz&s=b&0=325446&apc_state=henh (aca$®b. 18, 2007).

3 Richard Pomfret, “The Uzbek Model of Economic Depenent 1991-9,” http://www.economics. adelaide.
edu.au/contacts/archive/pomfret/eotzub.pdf (accestey 14, 2007).
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gradualism’? The content of this model is unclear due to itoherent mix of proactive reform
and reaction to evenf3.Because Uzbekistan's most powerful regional ajiteups controlled
vital elements of the economy, they prevented Kavirfrom sticking to a consistent strategy
that, at times, hurt their interests. RegionaliseptkKarimov from following the Chinese or
South Korean path, and instead forced him to pnochas inconsistent economic policies a new
model of reform.

President Karimov also sought to strengthen thbeldztate during the first decade of
independence by building ties with a variety oftpars. Unprepared for independence, Karimov
first attempted to maintain a close relationshipthwRussia. Considering Uzbekistan’s
importance to the Soviet economy, Karimov likelycotated that the best way to balance the
interests of regional competitors and to proteatdalf was to try to keep old economic links
alive with himself as the intermediary between Mwgcand Uzbekistan's political elite
networks. Relations between Russia and Uzbekistalnei first two years of independence were
extremely close. Of the bilateral relationship, iKkaov said, “...we need Russia like the air, like
water,” and cited the economic reliance of Uzbekisin Russi& In the summer of 1992, Boris
Yeltsin and Islam Karimov signed a friendship tyedn remarks at the signing ceremony,
Yeltsin said that the two countries were priorigpromic partners, and that the two sides agreed
that coordinated economic reforms were necessargtéible economic relations between the
two.”” Karimov was unable to deliver what Russia requksfehim. In the latter half of 1993,

Uzbekistan seemed enthusiastic about joining tHderzone with other members of the

" Mikhail Borisov, “New Profile of Uzbek ReformRussian Press Digedteb. 11, 1994.
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Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), but Kewirbalked when Russia demanded
control of members’ economic polici€sHad Karimov ceded economic power to Russia, he ran
the risk of duplicating the old Soviet relationsbigtween Uzbekistan and Moscow, in which the
government in Tashkent was bypassed and regiataigebups were granted economic power in
the republic. Karimov needed economic control nolydo protect himself against domestic
opponents, but also to make himself a relevantnmdiary in bilateral relations with Russia.
Karimov still believed close ties to Russia vital tyzbekistan’s economy, and the Uzbek
government nevertheless remained committed todba of monetary union with Russia after
the ruble zone’s collapsé.

By 1996, however, Islam Karimov’s attitude towatdse ties with Russia and the CIS
had changed. Uzbekistan’s Foreign Minister, Abdualdgomilov, said that Uzbekistan would
not participate in CIS institutions that would aafize control over former Soviet staf8s.
President Karimov voiced strong opposition to Cl8ntecalization as well, saying that
Uzbekistan’s government would not hand over “evernpaticle” of its sovereignty to
supranational CIS institutiors.

Karimov’'s aggressive protection of sovereignty dewed alongside his inability to
undermine regionalism in Uzbekistan. Throughous #mtire period — and indeed throughout his
entire term as president — Karimov was been fotogatotect and balance (or at the very least to

tolerate) the interests of powerful regions to rremhis position as president. Handing over any

8 Geoff Winestock and Sander Thoenes, “Russia: Ridblee Fails After Only Two Months,IPS-Inter Press
Service/Global Information Netwarklov. 3, 1993.

"Vera Kuznetsova, “Uzbekistan Remains Loyal To RyitiRussian Press Digedtiov. 6, 1993.
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of his power would have put him at great risk. Regl elite networks control important
government ministries and economic resources, arthv has been unable to do little more
than to guarantee that no faction gets too powéffliashkent’s elite network controlled the
Ministry of Foreign Economic Relations, the taxpastorate, and the general procurator in
addition to playing a large role in many of the otvy's banks, import-export business, a chain
of elite stores, and the largest bazaar. The Samndrketwork, which was until fairly recently
under the leadership of Ismoil Jurabekov, exercesessiderable control over the state oil and
gas company, much of the cotton trade, and mangdrs? It has also been reported to have a
role in the narcotics trade and to have made arfertmanipulating the differences between
official and black market exchange rates. The Famgmetwork received control of the National
Bank of Uzbekistan and Ferghana province becaméatiget of much of the state’s investment
in the Ferghana Valley. Regional networks also rmbrgecurity organs and regional and local
governments often control the police forces inrtheiritory, denying Karimov a monopoly of
force®* Zokirjon Almatov, a member of the Samarkand nekyarich has become increasingly
disenchanted with Karimov, controlled the Ministf Internal Affairs and its force of about

86,000 men until his resignation in 2085Rustam Inoyatov controls the State Security Servic

8 Collins, 264-265.

8 How much power the Samarkand elite currently hiave matter for debate. Those with links to Jurabekill
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is Abdusalom Azizov, a former deputy interior mieis The Interior Ministry was, until 2005, contexd by
Zakirjon Almatov, a member of the Samarkand elteth Almatov and Jurabekov, who faced criminal gesrand
public attacks in the press in 2005 following h@2 dismissal, are now private citizens. This nekws still, one
must assume based on the positions its membergycguite powerful. At the same time, it is protegtwhat it
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While he does not have strong ties to either theeBkand or Tashkent networks that dominate
politics, he is aligned with Tashkent’s elif8sThese two ministries were openly hostile to one
another with Almatov and Inoyatov at their heads] ¢hat hostility sometimes spilled into the
press>’ Their competition with one another protected Kaninto a degree, but worry over power
ministries outside of his control prompted the mtest to establish his own personal security
service. Little is known about it, but it is presednthough to be directly controlled by the

president®

Uzbekistan Moves West

In this atmosphere of enduring regionalism, Islaariov began to look beyond Russia
and the CIS for international relationships. Effotb spearhead the creation of a regional
cooperation organization under the “Turkestan is Gommon Home” campaign fell fl&t.
Karimov’s attempts to make Uzbekistan a valuednearbf Western states yielded the minor
success of military ties with NAT®. In 1999, Karimov joined Uzbekistan to GUAM, the
partnership organization consisting of Georgia,dili@, Azerbaijan, and Moldova. Membership
in the newly renamed GUUAM affirmed Uzbekistan’vel®ping Western orientation and — like

his efforts to build cooperation with other Centhglian states and a relationship with the West —
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offered Karimov the chance to enter into a relaiop with states that both saw Uzbekistan as
an equal partner and could offer backing to thedlizttate® GUUAM did not meet Karimov’s
expectations, and he decided to withdraw from tlgamization in 2002 because it “failed to
ensure an effective level of integratiolk.’ Membership in GUUAM had failed to enhance
Karimov’'s power against the forces of regionalisand by the time he decided to leave the
organization, he was in the early stages of aioglship with the United States that promised to
greatly enhance the strength of the Uzbek state.

September M gave Karimov the chance to build the close retetop with the United
States he had long soudftAfter September 11, Uzbekistan’s government moved quickly to
aid the United States. On Octobé&}; Slam Karimov offered to let the US military tage troops
and aircraft in Uzbekistan for use in aid and resegussions. Publicly, nothing was expected in
return. A few days later, C-130 cargo planes adiaethe Karshi-Khanabad (sometimes referred
to as K2) airbase outside of the southern city afski carrying troops and equipmé&hOffering
the airbase was a significant foreign policy staetrfor Uzbekistan’s government. The move
placed it as standing shoulder-to-shoulder with theted States, at least rhetorically. The

decision shocked many in Russia, where there warerts claimed that the US had offered $8
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billion worth of investment in Uzbek industry tocsee a bridgehead that would create “a
dramatic geopolitical change in Central Asfa.”

The United States and Uzbekistan formalized theowgg relationship with the
signature of a declaration on strategic partnersinigp cooperatio The document envisioned
partnership on a broad range of shared interesis.tWo sides agreed that the inviolability of
Uzbekistan’s borders and defense of the countryslépendence, territorial integrity, and
sustainable development” were key factors to stgbil the Central Asian region. They further
agreed that it was impossible to separate CentssrAsecurity from global security. The
governments declared that “consistent implementatb democratic and market reforms in
Uzbekistan” were integral “for ensuring politicaocial, and economic stability, sustainable
development, prosperity, and national security.’e Tdocument also reaffirmed the partners’
commitments to international human rights agreemntwhich both parties are signatories.

The strategic partnership declaration clearly stéte specific expectations of both sides.
Uzbekistan agreed to a sweeping package of refotvzhekistan’s government pledged
democratization and political liberalization att&space. It committed itself to administrative
reform and greater transparency. Uzbekistan’s gowent was also to implement a broad range
of economic reforms to support growth and attrastestment. The partnership agreement
obligated the US to support Uzbekistan’s refornd airovide military training and equipment to

bolster Uzbekistan’s ability to protect itself fravatside threats.

% Viadimir Georgiyev, “Uzbekistan Sells Itself Off Washington for 8 Billion Dollars,Nezavisimaya Gazeta
Oct. 19, 2001, 1.
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A close reading of the strategic partnership agesgmeveals it as a simple exchange
between the two sidé5.The US government recognized the security of tabeld state as a
matter of international security and gave tacibggution to Uzbekistan’s regional foreign policy
ambitions?® The US also agreed with Uzbekistan that econorsisild be a priority in the
relationship and offered to support Uzbekistan’'segoment in seeking investment and in its
dialogue with international financial institution§he Uzbek government offered in return to
implement human rights, political, and economiorefs in addition to supporting US foreign
policy worldwide and allowing the use of K2 for epgons in Afghanistan.

Islam Karimov’s hopes for an expanded bilateratiehship with the United States were
very high. Karimov sought a permanent US militanggence from the United States when
meeting with President Bush while in Washingtorsign the strategic partnership agreement in
March 2002° Though he was not able to secure this, he didvece pledge from the US in
2001 to support efforts of the Uzbek governmerdrédt a foreign policy that would break it free
from Russia’s sphere of influent®.Karimov hoped the US relationship would prove &isre.
Prior to his departure to Washington to sign thatsgic partnership declaration, Karimov made
quite clear that Uzbekistan needed large sums ofesndo reform and that he expected close

relations with the US to result in investments tatld turn the economy around. He also stated
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that Europe and Japan would surely provide assistand investment shortly after the t95.
Karimov had some reason for such enthusiasm adiggiving a massive one-time economic
assistance grant in December 2001. In 2003, Uzliahkats again confirmed their hope that ties
with the US would bring investment by brushing adide importance of a significant drop in US
aid, saying instead that what Uzbekistan need4eatinvestments®?

“Real investments” were not in the cards for Isldarimov’s government, however. The
United States proved not to be the kind of parthat Karimov sought for his government. Due
largely to the Uzbek government’s failure to refoit economy, no significant investments
materialized. Additionally, investment that the UWfgreed to secure through international
financial institutions never arrived® And because continued direct US aid to Uzbekistas
implicitly contingent on the Uzbek government’s gmess with human rights, political, and
economic reforms, aid did not continue at such Heglels. American diplomats often found
themselves in the awkward position of having tti@ae Uzbekistan’s poor human rights record
on the one hand while on the other praising an mapt ally for what meager reforms it had
made. For example, in a 2002 media roundtable ghKent, the US Assistant Secretary for the

Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor Lo@raner both acknowledged that

Uzbekistan had serious human rights problems wéitgohasizing that progress had been
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made'® A year later at a Tashkent press conference, €rmk Elizabeth Jones, the Assistant
Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affaigain praised Uzbekistan’s progress while
calling on it to meet its obligations under themsrof the strategic partnership declaratibBy
2004, the US message had shifted in favor of emphgscriticism. The State Department
decided that Uzbekistan’s government had faileth&dke enough progress on aid and froze $18
million in aid % Assistant Secretary Jones reassured Tashkerthth&atS was still interested in
cooperation with Uzbekistan, but criticized Uzbékiss government a few days later, citing “no
progress” on a number of reforrf€.The State Department’s continued criticism of thebek
government increasingly gave Uzbekistan more retsdnft away from its partnership with the
US.lOS

Each side misunderstood the other’s hopes, expatsatand obligations regarding the
relationship. US policy toward Uzbekistan vasthemstimated Karimov’s ability to enact rapid
economic and political liberalization. Assuming Kaov made the pledges to reform found in
the strategic partnership framework in good faithsk liberalization would have threatened the
power of regional elites. Policymakers in Washimgttid not understand that any liberalization

Karimov instituted would require the removal ofdats from regional competitors. US criticism

that Karimov was not moving quickly enough forcesnhto choose between pleasing a
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disappointing ally and putting his own positionresk by upsetting regional elites of dubious
loyalty.

The experience of the Uzbek government with cuyaméorm illustrates how outside
demands for liberalization collided with the intetee of regional competitors. As noted earlier,
those who were able to buy dollars at favorableegowent exchange rates were able to make a
fortune. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) tesi Tashkent in 2002 to assess the Uzbek
government’s progress with economic reforms whitturn would determine whether or not
Uzbekistan would be eligible to receive large swhBVF funding. Currency convertibility was
the major issue on the agenda. The IMF noted trainkov had long been promising to
introduce full convertibility, but had been thwattey those who had a stake in keeping the split
rate system. By the time of the IMF visit, he haaia failed to follow through on his pledge,
and the IMF criticized his failure to make what yheaw as the most pressing economic
reform!°® But Karimov had partially devalued tise’m by the time of the IMF assessment, and
to make up for regional elites’ loss of exchange nmanipulation as a source of income,
Karimov offered a substitute. The president sedlabekistan’s land borders and closed
Tashkent’s bazaars, ostensibly to protect the cpdimst from disease and then from low quality
consumer goods. Bazaars around the country wece cidsed, eliminating cross-border and
bazaar trade from competition with the retail sectehich was dominated by members of

various regional elite networks. Essentially, Kasimwas only able to partially achieve an
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economic reform the IMF desired by substitutingioagl elites’ opportunities for a particular
form of corruption with a monopoly on trad¥.

Karimov considered steps like these to be sigmficand he had no choice but to refrain
from too much liberalization in order to protectmself from domestic competition. From his
perspective, the United States failed to followotlgh on what he understood to be promises of
diplomatic and security support and economic aid @vestment. Given Karimov’'s need for
dependable allies to consolidate his position, ikelyl intended for the United States to be
perceived by his domestic allies as a guarantdriofegime. The US did not comprehend the
position that Karimov was in, and this failure toderstand caused frustration with Uzbekistan to
gradually build in Washington. The relationshipreed headed for collapse. All it needed was a

trigger.

Andijan and the Return to Russia

The Uzbek government responded quickly to an aroptsing in Andijan on May 13,
2005, unleashing massive firepower on a crowd o$tmainarmed people in the city’'s Bobur
Square in order to stave off what Islam Karimovrekterized as an attempt to topple him from
power in identical fashion to Askar Akaev's ousaeshort time earliel*! Estimates of the death
toll range widely from claims of thousands killedthe days immediately following the violence
to current estimates of between the governmengerdi of 187 and outside figures of several

hundred. The US was initially cautious in its rasp® but eventually joined European
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34
governments in calling for an international inquiimyo the Andijan eventS? At the end of July,
the Uzbek government ordered the United Statesatmate the Karshi-Khanabad airbase to
protest the US role in evacuating Andijan refugéiesn Kyrgyzstan-**> The government of
Uzbekistan eventually began criticizing both the &l®l European governments for playing a
role in Andijan, showing how much the Uzbek goveemtnhad soured on the West. The Uzbek
prosecutor’s office referred in a report to parlearto “screenwriters” orchestrating the Andijan
events by coordinating an armed uprising with aridtimation war” executed by international
NGOs and foreign media? The Ministry of Foreign Affairs called the removai Andijan
refugees from Kyrgyzstan another element of théofiation attack” on Uzbekistai> Though
officials never identify the “screenwriter,” a Juspeech by Islam Karimov leaves little doubt
that he believes that Western governments weratehe Andijan events?

The exact nature of the Andijan events is stiknown. The Uzbek government has
issued what it considers the final word on the aeratt that Islamic radicals seeking to copy
Kyrgyzstan’s “color revolution” were to blame. Tkeis some evidence to cast the events as a
dramatic explosion of regional opposition to PrestdKarimov and the center. The former

hokimof Andijanviloyat was arrested in 2006 on the charge that he wapsme#ble for planning
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the uprising’’’ Rustam Burnashev and Irina Chernykh recently atgtiat post-Andijon
shuffling in the power ministries suggests the Amdievents were part of regional political
struggles-*® Using that same approach, the aforementioned aeplant ofhokimsacross the
Ferghana Vallewiloyats since the Andijan events also suggests that thdb 20olence is
perceived in Tashkent to show a regionally baseghtito the center. It is impossible to make an
airtight case that the Andijan events were an lttacthe center orchestrated by regional elites.
The above suggests that it has been at leastlpapiaceived as such by Karimov. The shock of
the attack underlined Karimov’s need of externalkeas against his domestic competitors, and
criticism of his response from the US emphasized the US-Uzbek relationship had not met
expectations.

With internal threats and disappointment with West fresh in his mind, Islam Karimov
rapidly accelerated Uzbekistan’s drift toward Radkat had already started the year before. The
Russian government uncritically backed the Uzbekegament’s characterization of the Andijan
events’®® And in the following months, Russian political &msas offered support to
Uzbekistant?° Diplomatic and security contacts flourished betvitee two sides, culminating in
a strategic partnership document that cementeereely close ties between the governments.

The agreement proclaimed the Russian and Uzbekrgmeats’' shared desire for regional
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stability and Islam Karimov obtained the possipildaf intervention from Russia to provide
security assistance should his government be #medt by domestic unre¥t Russian
investment in Uzbekistan followed, building on dready high and growing trade volurtfé.
Gazprom agreed in January 2006 to invest $1.5billo develop natural gas and oil extraction
in Uzbekistant?® Overall, relations improved dramatically in theayeafter the Andijon events,
and shortly before the first anniversary, Islam iK@v called for the alliance between Russia
and Uzbekistan to grow® And grow they have. The two states have expressedest in
bringing their political systems closer to one #&eo's?° But the two sides have also realized
more concrete growth. Uzbekistan’s government nig@mnounced plans to develop its energy
sector and Russia’s state-controlled energy conepamave moved forward with plans to help
the Uzbek government realize its goEfsThe Uzbek government has also offered Russia’s
military the use of the Navoiy airfield under limit circumstance’

Russia’s alliance with Uzbekistan has, howevet, dume rough patches. Mutual

dissatisfaction was voiced during Russian Primeistiem Mikhail Fradkov’s visit to Tashkent in
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March of this year. The Uzbek government accusezpf®dan of dragging its feet on investment
projects in Uzbekistan and threatened to halt dapnsents to Russia. The Russian side
complained about the difficulty of converting locatofits to hard currency and delays in
repatriating gains, among other isst@Disappointment over a failure to invest was aufeabf
Uzbekistan’s relationship with the United Statey],d argue, an indicator how important such
investment is to enhancing the power of the cengi@lernment over its domestic rivals.
Interestingly, complaints about the inconvertilildf Uzbekistan’s currency were also common
during Uzbekistan’s close relationship with the U%it together, this suggests that the same
domestic factors that shaped Karimov’s foreign @plilecisions during Uzbekistan’s strategic
partnership with the US are doing so in the retetiop with Russia.

Though fissures are developing that may undermiree relationship, Uzbekistan’s
alliance with Russia has strengthened Karimov'sitiposvis-a-vis his domestic rivals in two
important ways. First and most importantly, Karimioas a possible external guarantor of his
regime in the form of Russia’s government. The Russide agreed to intervene in the case of a
domestic threat to the state only if they saw Biif the possibility is important to Karimov.
Possible Russian intervention increases Islam Karisn perceived power against possible
domestic opponents. Ties between Islam Karimovgowderful figures in Russia make Russian
protection for his rule more than a mere possibiltor example, according to Former British

Ambassador to Uzbekistan Craig Murray, Karimov'sigiger, Gulnara Karimova has many
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business ties with the ethnic Uzbek Russian ollyadtisher Usmanov?® Both played an
important role in brokering Gazprom deals to seaughts to Uzbekistan’s natural gas, and
Murray cites Karimova'’s business deals with Usmaaiog others in Russia as a large part of the
reason for the Uzbek government’s drift away fréma West and toward Mosco\f? There are
even rumors that the Russian government wouldUigmanov to take up a leadership position in
Uzbekistar>* The second way in which relations with Russia iovprKarimov’s position is the
wealth that comes to Uzbekistan through Russiaasiment. The new business deals between
the two countries are a source of wealth for Kaxirand his relatives. The resources these deals
bring in also grant Karimov the wealth to build ppaiage networks loyal to him and to realign

the existing patronage flows to being more closielg to the central government.

The State of Play

The pact between regional networks that Karimosides over has become less stable
over time. Until recently low cotton and gold pscand an inability to attract investment in the
energy sector reduced the resources available viidedamong Uzbekistan’s regional elites,
exacerbating tensions between them. To stay on Kapmov has tried to exclude leading
figures in the networks from power and shuffled vimoial officials regularly*** Both high
hokimturnover and the exclusion of potential threat&amimov’s power like Ismoil Jurabekov

and Zokirjon Almatov indicate a widespread lackl@falty to the state among Uzbekistan’s
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officials and elites and show that the presidestddeep-seated distrust of all but those who are
depend on and are particularly close to him. Theualulack of trust among regional elite
networks, and between the president and regionaonks, has been and continues to be a
defining feature of politics in Uzbekistan. In ratgears, Karimov is reported to have increased
the pace ofhokim replacement, and his denouncements of removediaiffioften cite their
“clannishness**?

Throughout this history of conflict between the tegrand the regions, most particularly
the Samarkand and Ferghana elite networks, Kariemal the Uzbek executive appear to be
gradually growing in strength, with the 2005 uprgsiin Andijon giving the center a powerful
reason to bury its opponents once and for all.hm past two years, Ferghana looks to have
entirely lost its independence from the center.degship positions in local andloyat level
governments in the Fergham#oyats have been turned over to former members of therggc
services* After the violence in Andijon, Rustam Inoyatov ahe State Security Service came
to occupy the preeminent position among Uzbekistgmower ministries, further showing
increased central power as Inoyatov is perceivezketmore or less loyal to the Tashkent éfite.
Even Karimov’s recent plans to increase the rol@dlitical parties are a sign of the center’s
growing power. When he attempted to enact similalices earlier in his tenure, he faced
resistance from the regions. It is important to eerber though that past resistance to an

increased role for political parties in the ledigta came in the years shortly after independence,
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when Karimov was less powerful. In the current eghtit makes sense for regional elites to
bide their time and display obedience. Karimovesnng the end of his final term as president,
and even should he stay on as president, he idynéa@ryears old. The apparent quiet in
Uzbekistan’s regional politics since 2005 is neaitaeign that Karimov has undermined regional
elite networks nor that he has yet undermined #me$é for the salience of region to politics.
Instead, leaders of Uzbekistan’s regional elitaugeolikely calculate that it is safer to wait eithe
for Karimov’s exit from politics or for a more ausjus time to resist. Regardless of whether or
not Karimov steps down at the end of 2007, continieeeign policy incoherence as a result of
regionalism should be expected in the future.

The trend in politics in Uzbekistan may be towardre executive control, but it is crucial
to keep in mind that for all of the post-independeperiod, the center has perceived itself to be
under great threat from domestic threats. Fromb#ginning of his tenure in office, President
Karimov has sought opportunities to enhance his goowver regional elite networks.
Recognizing the president’s fears of regional gldad his motivation to reduce the salience of
regionalism improves our understanding of Karimdeeign policy decisions. Karimov sought
foreign partnerships that brought with them invesitts and backing for his government’s rule,
enhancing his power over his domestic competitAtshe same time, he has avoided foreign
policy decisions that could potentially underming ower vis-a-vis regional elites.

In Uzbekistan, the state has constantly subordinéte foreign policy to its need to
survive in competition with and undermine regioelle networks. Islam Karimov has sought
opportunities to enhance the power of the Uzbele stnd he has failed to meet obligations to

foreign partners when doing so would weaken himirsfjahis competitors. The history of
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Kazakhstan's foreign policy since independence bésrs marks of the center's need to defeat
domestic competitors. However, in Kazakhstan, Heggi Nazarbaev managed to supplant the
regional and ethnic elite networks found at indejegrce with new, easily managed, national
elites. Not having to worry about regional elitegps the way that Karimov does, Nazarbaev is
able to implement a more strategic foreign politgttis less shackled by the need to ensure state
survival. The result of this is that Kazakhstan éaserged the more powerful of the two states in

recent years.

KAZAKHSTAN
Political Competition in Kazakhstan

Nursultan Nazarbaev came to power in Kazakhstd®&9, succeeding Gennadii Kolbin,
a Slav with no ties to the Kazakh SSR prior todgpointment as first secretary of the republic’s
Communist Party in 1986. Gorbachev had appointetbiKobelieving his lack of ties in
Kazakhstan would make him an effective agent footingg out corruption, but Kazakhs
perceived him as a repressive outsider bent onciilg Kazakh nationalism. Therefore, unlike
Karimov, who came to power as a weak broker of rsthiaterests, when Nazarbaev replaced
Kolbin, he enjoyed public good will among Kazakhiith changes in the Soviet Union
quickening in pace, Nazarbaev immediately facedhthed to find new sources of legitimacy to
secure and enhance his power in the repdfflidand with the collapse of the Soviet system,
Nazarbaev encountered an even larger set of prgbfemhis rule. On the surface, the tasks
before Nazarbaev resembled the difficulties Islaaritiov faced in Uzbekistan. The power of

regional elites undermined each president’s holdoower. Upon closer examination though,
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Nazarbaev had to deal with a very different sortegfionalism in Kazakhstan. Whereas Uzbek
politics were contested along fairly rigid regiorimes, Kazakhstani political cleavages were
both ethnic and regional. In the north@islasts the concentration of Slavs increased made the
perceived threat of secession much more likely azdkhstan than in Uzbekistan. Nazarbaev
was forced to deal with both regional and ethnimpetition simultaneously. While it may seem
that this made Nazarbaev’s task more difficult, ddded dimension of competition allowed him
to “divide and conquer” Kazakhstan’s elites. Wiktioge threats contained, he then undermined
the bases for the reemergence of such threats dygamizing territorial boundaries and the
structure of the state, ultimately fostering theeegence of a new class of political leaders with
closer ties to the president than to regional nekst’

The contours of cleavages in Kazakhstan differ fidabekistan’s in important ways.
The multiple arenas of political competition in kéhstan make the political scene more chaotic
than in Uzbekistan. However, the rigidity of thevidions in Uzbekistan’s regional politics
increases the stakes of upsetting the regionalnbalaf power, especially for the central
government. Bold moves that disrupt the status gsk provoking hostility from unified
regional elite groups. However, in Kazakkhstanfication within regions was not as strong as
in Uzbekistan, nor was competition at the natide&kl solely between regions. Ethnic elites
competed with one another within regions, and etleaders competed nationally. Regionalism
was not as strongly built into Kazakhstan’s paoditieneaning that Nazarbaev had both less
regional resistance to worry about than did Karirraoxd more opportunities to convince elites to

transfer allegiances to the center.
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In the early years of independence, President itdaea did rule over a far less orderly
political landscape than he does now. The nortlodastshad strong cross-border economic
links with Russia in addition to being dominated Ryssians who still viewed Moscow as the
center. Elite network ties in northern Kazakhstantinued to run across the Russian botdfer.
Economic reforms increased the autonomyobfast akims (governors), and they played an
important role in the realization of foreign invesnt projects>® Wealthy regions such as
Atyrau and Almaty were displeased with what theycpered to be exploitation of their wealth
by the center for the benefit of poorer regioffsParty politics reflected regional fault lines in
politics. The parliament’s pro-government facticailéd primarily from Kazakhstan’'s southern
oblasts and opposition parties tended to reflect reginith grievances against the centér.
Poor economic performance in the years followirdependence further added to the president’s
troubles. Falling public legitimacy and fault linegthin the central elite required Nazarbaev to
rely on provincial elites for legitimacy? In short, to consolidate and expand his authority,
Nazarbaev had to contain ethnic and regional threat

There were no serious indications of resistanceetaral authority from Kazakhstan's
regions shortly after independence, but there wignes of potential trouble President Nazarbaev
believed it necessary to counter centrifugal foress they become a problem in the futtffe.
Nazarbaev’s first goal was to eliminate the potdrttireats to the state posed by Kazakhstan’s

large Russian population concentrated in the nortblelastsof the country.
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Our Common Home

The northern regions of the Kazakh SSR were gjosetl to the regions across the
border in the Russian SSR. Once the border bettheetwo became an international boundary,
the north’s large Russian population’s calls foeitherritory to become part of the Russian
Federation made it seem very possible that Kazakhstuld lose a large, industrialized portion
of its land. President Nazarbaev’s response to ghisation could not simply be a domestic
matter. Russian nationalists just across the bomdé¢he Russian Federation supported their
Russian nationalists in Kazakhstan, and any moveeped to be directed against the
Kazakhstan’s Russian population would almost calgtaour relations with Russia. In the early
years of independence, ethno-regional domestictiqali competition shaped Nursultan
Nazarbaev’s foreign policy more than any otherdat¥*

When Kazakhstan became independent, Russiansrdaedofor more than half of the
populations of two northerablasts and outnumbered Kazakhs in all but two of theaiamng
oblastsin the north**> For many years preceding independence, demograghids indicated an
eventual ethnic Kazakh majority in the S8R Throughout the republic as a whole, Russians
made 36.4 per cent of the population. Ukrainianstn@an, and other populations who shared
Russian fears over “Kazakhization” totaled anodqgsroximately 10 per cefit’ Many Russians

left Kazakhstan, but the response of many to “Khialtion” was to move from southern
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145 Robert Kaiser and Jeff Chinn, “Russian-Kazakh fmfa in Kazakhstan,Post-Soviet Geograph$6, no. 5
(1995): 260. Kaiser and Chinn provide percentagesftotal of seven northern regions, six of whach oblasts
For the seventh region, they combined multigiidastsin order to have a geographically comparable famitvhich
to compare population figures over time.

Y bid., 259.

147 Neil Melvin, “Russia and the ethno-politics of Kéhstan,"The World TodayNov. 1993, 208.
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oblaststo northern ones, resulting in a net increash@Russian population of thesblasts
according to some dat&® Even with the Kazakh portion of the populationwjimg, the size,
concentration, and strong cross-border ties oRihgsian population in the north made the threat
of secession an explosive political issue in Kassr*°

That Russians in Kazakhstan who viewed the nartblelastsas rightfully part of Russia
found support in nationalist rhetoric in Russia mexd Nazarbaev. The Russian government
recognized the existing borders and Kazakhstar‘gdeal integrity in a friendship treaty signed
between the two governments in 1992, and Boris sfelteaffirmed Russia’s respect for
Kazakhstan's sovereignty and territorial integiityl 996-°° However, this did not stop Russian
nationalists from offering support to Russians iazBkhstan. Nationalist politicians called for
the restoration of lost territories to Moscow’sawvhile more moderate Russian officials lobbied
Kazakhstan’s government on behalf of Russians diviim Kazakhstan. Meanwhile, Russian
newspapers carried reports on the plight of Kazakts Russian$>*

Nazarbaev had no choice but to mind the concefnthe® Russian populations in
Kazakhstan’s northeroblasts That the Russian Federation spoke on their behalfe the point
home and made his response both a domestic andrfareatter. He responded by calling for
closer ties with Russia and by offering rhetorisapport for a non-ethnic state identity while
simultaneously quietly promoting the interests azEkhs. Nazarbaev sought to reassure Russian

officials not only in Moscow, but also in regiona &azakhstan's border, that discrimination

against Russians did not occur in Kazakhstan aaidhtt wished for closer economic ties across

148 Reuel R. Hanks, “Directions in the Ethnic PolitiskKazakhstan: Concession, Compromise, or Cafaistr®
Journal of Third World Studiek5, no. 1 (1998): 147-148. Kaiser and Chinn, 264.

149 Olcott 1996, 60.

150 cummings 2000, 34; Hanks, 150.

* Hanks, 150-154; Kaiser and Chinn, 268-269; OI£686, 69.
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a more easily-crossed bordéf. The president reinforced this message in intersiemith
Russian journalists in which he pointed out that tivo countries are economically linked, and
therefore need one another. He used those intesviewalso promote his message that the
Kazakh government is responsible for protectingriets of all its citizens regardless of their
nationality’>® Nazarbaev continued to promote a concept of édéatity uniting all citizens of
Kazakhstan as Kazakhstani — ultimately promptibgeklash from many Kazakh nationalists.
Despite public rhetoric, Nazarbaev did little togyithese nationalists much reason to complain.
While proclaiming a civic identity for a new Kazadthni nation, Nazarbaev took steps to
promote the status of Kazakh language and cultde;anwhile, his replacement of regional
elites led to an increase in the number of ethnazakhs in government at the expense of
Russians> Finally, the president decided to move Kazakhstaapital to Astana; a move that
many believe he made to bring the northern regiorder more direct central contraf. In the
end, the importance of the ethno-regional dividenpdy moved away from center stage.
Nazarbaev reassured politicians in Russia thahtemded no harm while building stronger ties
with the regions immediately across the bordergbiee them less reason to involve themselves
in Kazakhstan’s politics. Meanwhile, he promotedam-ethnic identity for all citizens of the
Republic of Kazakhstan. Over the years, strongesigential control of the regions further

reduced the risk of secession.

*2Hanks, 155.

133 lvan Vasilyev, “Sovereign Kazakhstan is Respowsifir Other Nationalities’ Equal Rights — Nursultan
Nazarbayev Sees Road to Prosperity in Unity)& Current Digest of the Post-Soviet Prd€94: 15-16.

%4 william Fierman, “Kazakh Language and Prospectslt® Role in Kazakh ‘Groupness,Ab Imperio2, 2005:
393-423.

%5 Kaiser and Chinn, 262-268.

1% Cummings, 45.
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The concentration of Russians in Kazakhstan'sheontoblastsand its potential threat to
the territorial integrity of Kazakhstan the meamttregionalism was a central consideration in
the early years of Nursultan Nazarbaev’'s foreigticgo Promotion of Kazakhstani identity
worried ethnic Kazakhs, and cultural and politisazakhization appeared to confirm Russian
fears that the Kazakh government was making thetm second-class citizens. However,
building good relations with Russia and the prowmo®f Kazakhstani identity helped to reduce
the importance of the ethno-regional divide to igmepolicy by encouraging Russian politicians
to reduce their role in the matter. Meanwhile, Nbhaav’'s concentration of power, which rolled
back regional autonomy across the country, funteduced the credibility of northern secession.
As a result, before the end of Kazakhstan’s fiestadle of independence, potential ethnic and

regional opposition played a nearly nonexisterg mlKazakhstan’'s foreign policy.

Reshaping Elite Politics

Before the end of the first decade of independeRoesident Nazarbaev implemented a
number of policies designed to undermine the paweegional elites, especially in what Melvin
describes as the second phase of Nazarbaev's ampajainst regional challeng®gs.
Beginning in 1995, Nazarbaev launched an ambitieffisrt to weaken regional leaders by
reorganizing the state. The center excluded rediactars from decisions on privatization and
foreign investment, and it exerted control overagagl budgets, delegitimizing regional elites in
the public’s eye by depriving them of the abilibyrheet their obligations to keep social welfare

and education adequately fund&filn 1995, the executive’s power grew significantligh the

157 Melvin 2001, 174-175.
158 Cummings 2005, 107.
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dissolution of the old parliament and the introduttof a new constitution. The new
constitution, in addition to extending Nazarbaewwmndate until 2000, formally identified
Kazakhstan as a unitary state, concentrated powtbeihands of a network oblastakimswho
were directly subordinate to the president, andemeed presidential control over executive
institutions™>® The new parliament included an upper house, $eeat which ostensibly
represents territorial interests as eablastselects two members. In reality, the new bicameral
legislature was subject to far greater presidecbalrol and the legislative branch became a far
weaker political institution.Oblast administrations gkimatg, themselves extensions of
Nazarbaev’'s power under the terms of the 1995 ttatish, controlled regional election
commissions and ensured the election of deputiekeped by the center. Thakimats also
manipulated the selection &enatmembers, making the upper house, which alreadyded
seven members and a chairman selected by the @ngsidore representative of central, rather
than regional, interest§® The center further extended its control abolishamg consolidating
oblastson the grounds that this would increase governraéfitiency’®* This decision merged
five oblastsinto neighboring ones, but left alone the oil- ayas-richoblastsin the west of the
country out of fear that consolidating them woutdate potential future threaf€. The transfer
of the capital from Almaty to Astana is often exp&d as a step to secure central control over

the heavily Russian northeablasts However, it also strengthened Nazarbaev by atigviim

139 Melvin 2001, 177-176; Cummings 2000, 7.

160 Cummings 2005, 104-105; Melvin 2001, 177-178.
161 Cummings 2000, 8-10

182 1bid., 44.
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to extend his political patronage to the north amdate economic patronage opportunities
connected to construction in the new cagital.

The president used his new powers to transfer poevéhe coalescing national elites.
Personnel policy centralized government power m é¢lecutive and enhanced the powers of
President Nazarbae¥’ The president holds the right to appoint and diswblastakimsat will,
and Nazarbaev has used this power to extend tluh r@&fathe central administration into the
regions. Nazarbaev has appointed politicians witisec links to him as governors of certain
regions. He has further blurred the line betweegioreal and national elites by promoting
regional elites to central posts.The president has also shuffled elites often, shahit is quite
common for career paths to move back and forth é&tvmnot just different parts of government,
but also between government and busin&ssazarbaev has also created new patronage links to
control Kazakhstan's elit€’

The net result of Nazarbaev’s attack on basesddpendent regional power has been a
far more powerful executive that dominates poliatghe national andblastlevels, as well as
the rise of a new national elite since independeNegarbaev-dominated politics has shrunk the
size of Kazakhstan’s political class, making itieafor the president to play quarreling elites off
one anothet®® Nazarbaev’s post-independence reforms dividedlth&oviet elite into winners
and losers. Economic reforms spawned new powectorswho joined the surviving Soviet-era

political elite to form a new group of national diems’®® Though new economic actors have

1863 Cummings 2000, 45; Olcott 2002, 107.
164 Cummings 2000, 42-44.
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166 Cummings 2005, 112-114.
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joined regional networks in thablasts politics is dominated by a small number of nagioglite
groups close to President Nazarbaev and his faffilgy the end of the first decade of
independence, all political leaders were connewafigidthe center, and the cleavages dividing the
elite cut across regional, clan, and horde linesteiad following far more important lines of
patronageé’* As time has passed, presidential preferences bawe to be all that matter in

Kazakhstan'’s politics.

Multivector Foreign Policy in the Post-9/11 World
As noted earlier, Nursultan Nazarbaev’s foreighcgogoals are for the world to know,

love, and invest in Kazakhstan, and lacking redidmaats, the post-9/11 world has presented
him with plenty of opportunities. He has been rdwmhty successful in achieving his goals by
balancing the interests of foreign actors in Kazséih and playing competitors for his favor off
one another. The results have been economic growtkazakhstan, increased international
power and standing for the Kazakh government, aacerwealth and prestige for the president.
The strategy promotes the president's personakesite as well as Kazakhstan’s national
interests, rather than those of a particular regiosegment of the elite. Superficially, this would
suggest a similarity with Islam Karimov’s foreigmoligy. However, his leveraging of external
actors against one another shows that Nazarbaewllisg to accept deferred, and probably
larger, payoffs from deals with foreign partnemd dhat he does not seek the patronage of a

foreign state. Were the president’s domestic pmsitess certain, it is likely that his policies

10 Cummings 2005, 42-45.
1 Olcott 2002, 187.
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would resemble Karimov’s, which seek quick paydftsn an external sponsor. Nazarbaev has
been able to execute such a foreign policy withuafiettered hand because the centralization of
state and elite power affords him great power ariddreomy.

Nowhere is Kazakhstan’'s multivector foreign poliopre apparent than in negotiations
over extraction and export of Kazakhstan's oil awadural gas reserves. Kazakhstan’s existing
pipeline infrastructure guarantees that most ofctentry’s oil and natural gas must be exported
through Russia. Nazarbaev’'s government knows thatdevelopment of other export options
strengthens its bargaining position with Russialergy companies, and foreign delegations
visiting Astana almost always bring up proposalsrfew pipelines. To date, only one of these
projects is operational — an oil pipeline to Weast€hina. Kazakhstan’s government has voiced
support for other proposals, especially those wmwngl transport across the Caspian Sea. Plans
for shipping oil via Caspian routes take variousnfs, and the most recently favored plan in
Astana is one that would ship high volumes of giblarge to Baku, where it will enter the Baku-
Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeliné’? Diversification has yet to be realized, howeverd almost all of
Kazakhstan’s oil and gas still finds its way to tousers through the Russian pipeline network.
That should come as no surprise because agreements declarations in support of non-
Russian export options or energy exploitation deaés typically coincide with meetings with
Russian officials on energy issues, pressure frarasR, or the signature of new deals with

Russian energy compani€s.lt is impossible to divine the intentions of thezékh government,

172 james Delly, “Kazakhstan Eyes New Oil Export Rovii@ Caspian Sea,Eurasianet April 11, 2007, http:/
www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articledaa07.shtml (accessed April 12, 2007).

173 Examples abound, but near the time that Kazakhstzamtly reiterated interest in shipping largertiti@s of oil
through the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline, it rejttjoining pipeline project shipping oil to Europiet does not
involve Russia in favor of one that does. See “lkaz@pt for Bulgarian Pipeline,News Briefing Central Asja
April 11, 2007, http://www.iwpr.net/?p=bkz&s=b&0=8803&apc _state=henb (accessed April 12, 2007).
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but this behavior yields generally good resultsre@bening to export through non-Russian
pipelines encourages the Russian government ansidRusnergy companies to conclude deals
in Kazakhstan before foreign competitors do, arditbth the operational oil pipeline to China
proves that Kazakhstan will avoid shipping throwyimssia if it is in its interest$? Stalling on
further deals with the West and China keeps thena string and provides Nazarbaev with a
credible threat to use in deals with Russia. Thiatsgy keeps foreign actors on their best
behavior with Nazarbaev and his government, boggtiofits from the energy sector, limiting
the ability of foreign governments and corporatiomsgyain too much influence in Kazakhstan,
and increasing the strategic and economic impoetah&azakhstan.

While Nazarbaev’s use of oil and gas in foreigngpotreate wealth and power for both
him and Kazakhstan, the cultivation of ties witle tdnited States and European governments
boosts Nazarbaev’s prestige. Nazarbaev has aligineself with Western governments in some
surprising ways. For example, he sent a handfulradps from Kazakhstan’s peacekeeping
battalion, KAZBAT, to serve under Polish commandinag, where they performed demining
and water purification missions. This was the finste that peacekeepers from Central Asia had
served outside of their own region. The missionegéne troops valuable experience and made it
easier for KAZBAT to participate in future peacegig® missions. Nazarbaev faced strong
opposition from members of Kazakhstan’s parlianwrér the decision to send the troops, but

despite this domestic opposition, the decision wagh it for Nazarbaev. It earned him gratitude

174 This pipeline also shows that it may be in Kazaihh's interest to try to maximize gains from expdhrough
Russia until other export options are actually iagnlt took nine years from the time the sideseagrto build the
Kazakhstan-China pipeline for it to start transpgyil. It will not be at full capacity until 2011
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and goodwill from the US governmelit. Kazakhstan’s government has also leaned toward the
position of Western governments on Iran, encougadian to reconcile with the We¥?t and
opposing its full membership in the Shanghai Coaten Organizatiori’’ Nazarbaev has also
sought closer ties with European states, offermdnelp them meet their energy needs with
Kazakh oil and gas exported through pipelines aagi®ussian territory.

Nazarbaev’s outreach to the West is not confinedei@ing with Western governments
only on matters of energy and security. The predittes committed his government to gaining
prestige for Kazakhstan. In spite of a few blundbes have made Kazakhstan appear humorless
and ham-fisted, such as its anger in 2005 ovepénformance of British Sacha Baron Cohen as
the fictional Kazakh journalist Borat at an MTV Bpe awards show, efforts to raise the
country’s prestige have largely been succesgfudne way that his government has done this in
recent years is by targeting Western publics witlveatisements promoting Kazakhstan’s
achievements. Advertisements have appeared in mAjoerican newspapers promoting
Kazakhstan’s achievements and its cooperation thghUnited States. The Kazakh government

is a repeat customer of East West Communicatiofismnathat offers nation-branding services.

17> Roger McDermott, “KAZBAT Deployment in Iraq Fackscertainty,” Eurasia Daily Monitor May 21, 2004,
http://www.jamestown.org/publications_details.phpidme_id=401&issue_id=2961&article_id= 236748 (axsma
Feb. 27, 2007).

176 Marat Yermukanov, “Kazakhstan Seeks Iran’s Rediatitin With The West,'Eurasia Daily Monitor June 16,
2006, http://jamestown.org/edm/article.php?artile2371193 (accessed Feb. 27, 2007).

17 Roger McDermott, “Kazakhstan Builds PartnershighAGermany,”Central Asia — Caucasus Analy$iay 31,
2006, http://www.cacianalyst.org/view_article.pbpitleid=4243 (accessed Feb. 27, 2007).

178 Kazakh officials threatened a lawsuit over thefgrenance, and his website, which was hosted on ktestan’s
.kz top level domain, was shut downRFE/RL Newsline Nov. 15, 2005, http://www.rferl.org/
newsline/2005/11/151105.asp (accessed April 127P00Kazakhstan Suspends Website of British Coamedi
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Dec. 13, 2005, http://www.rferl.org/features/fgats_Article.
aspx?m=12&y=2005&id=22B788AB-0EE7-4FC5-A444-A4E9DHH-B8 (accessed April 12, 2007).
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The company helped Kazakhstan's government to pi@nits participation in Irad’® its
commitment to fighting nuclear proliferatidff and its religious tolerancd" Many of the
advertisements are designed to look like newspapteles, giving the impression that the
message they send is objective reportdg¥ideo is also an important tool used for promoting
Kazakhstan’s image. Prior to Nursultan Nazarbaex@®t to the United States in 2006,
advertisements promoting Kazakhstan as a lead&emtral Asia ran on national television
networks in the US during evening news broadc&Xtsnan Vassilenko, the spokesman for the
Kazakh embassy in Washington, DC, has proven hintpate web-savvy and created an
account on the popular YouTube video sharing welisitiost this advertisement and other short
videos promoting Kazakhstaff The messages in these promotional videos — thaakestan is
a democratizing, economically vibrant, tolerantdge between Europe and Asia — also features
prominently in Kazakhstan’s bid to chair the Orgation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe in 2009%* Chairmanship of the body would serve as a signiffeKazakhstan having

achieved acceptance as more or less of an equahgaMéestern governments. Therefore,

179 Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United States & Can4dazakh Troops Bring Peace to Irag,” newspaper
advertisement (East West Communications), httplédnatictraffic.com/kazakh_ad_2-1.pdf (accessed. FEh
2007.)

180 Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United States & Can#&dazakhstan, U.S. Expand Cooperation to Fight
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction,” npaer advertisement (East West Communications),
http://diplomatictraffic.com/kazakh_ad1-1.pdf (assed February 27, 2007).

181 Embassy of Kazakhstan to the United States & Can‘Rresident says Kazakhstan's Example Is the Way
World Peace,” newspaper advertisement (East Westn@mications), http://diplomatictraffic.com/Kazakdus-
Wash-Post-Oct-20.pdf (accessed Feb. 27, 2007.)

182 Kazakhstan is apparently quite happy with thisikifi promotion. East West Communications maintainsge

of examples of its nation-branding advertising pases in US newspapers. Fourteen of the examptas, timan
half, are advertisements for Kazakhstan. The websian be found at: http:/diplomatictraffic.com/
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Nazarbaev’'s government places high value on therohaship and other markers of prestige
and acceptance as a member of the world’s more niwvaad respected countries. He has, for
example, tasked his government with making Kazaktisteconomy one of the fifty most
competitive in the world and many of Kazakhstarildedic teams compete in European leagues

to show where Nazarbaev thinks Kazakhstan belongs.

Kazakhstan’s Elite Today

Though the national elite is small and managedfalyeby President Nazarbaev, there
are fault lines dividing various factions. None tbiese groups present a serious threat to
Nazarbaev’s position. As in Russia, the concephef“Family” has caught on to describe the
network of ruling elites surrounding the presid€ifThese leaders consist of the president’s kin
as well as friends and other close associates, sdwhom are not ethnic Kazakhs. The ruling
class is divided further into factions centeredame or two powerful actors. In 2000, there
appeared to be six to eight groups with state a@otia@nic power headed by individuals in the
highest circles of powéf? Five years later, the number of top-level eliteugs is reported to
have shrunk to four, with less powerful groups bgdindividual politicians and businessmen or
less prominent presidential kin, followed by evessl influential regional leaders also playing an
active role in politics®” The most powerful elites are clients of the prestd but they are

competitors with one another. Leadership groups paten for Nazarbaev's attention and

'8 Eurman 2005, 219-220.

18 sally N. CummingsKazakhstan: Power and the Eliglew York: I.B. Tauris, 2005), 42.
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generosity®® Disputes sometimes become fierce. The aggressigsafdlazarbaev’s son-in-law,
Rakhat Aliev, angered other members of the Fammtylad the president to twice “exile” him to
ambassadorial posts in Austtfd.The president plays the role of referee of thasputes. This
role in turn reinforces his power over the politiciass by allowing him to play groups off of
each other and constantly serving as a remindéhtbaule guarantees that loyal elites’ interests
will be protected®

Today, President Nazarbaev faces little oppositMfhat opposition that does arise
comes from within the de-regionalized post-indegeme political clas§’* Economic reforms
and foreign investments create opportunities fer fdirmation of regional elite groups, but the
presidential administration’s dominance of both gaditical and economic spheres guarantees
that regional leaders will be closely tied to amdhtcolled by the patronage networks created by
President Nazarbaev. The most powerful politicabrmcare the handful of national networks
close to the president. There are disagreemente@asionally nasty competition between these
groups, but they all look to Nursultan Nazarbaevhasguarantor of their wealth and influence,
and have in fact played an active role in consiingca highly centralized government and elite
system under Nazarbaev's conttfl.President Nazarbaev has had an ever freer hamdl in

spheres of policy making since Kazakhstan achiawdependence.

188 Dmitrii Furman, “The Regime in Kazakhstan,” @entral Asia at the End of the Transitjoed. Boris Rumer
(Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2005), 221.
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Though Nazarbaev can chalk up some of this sudoegslitical skill, he owes at least
some of it to the nature of Kazakhstan's domestidtipal cleavages. The task before him was
more complex than the one before Islam Karimov #békistan, but this complexity was an
asset to Nazarbaev. Cleavages ran between natiesialhmong regions, and within regions,
contributing to more fluid political allegianceski@azakhstani politics, more opportunities for the
center to reshape the nature of political competjtand lower stakes, especially as time wore
on, for attacking regionalism.

In recent years, and in contrast to Islam Karimursultan Nazarbaev has not had to
worry much about regional cleavages when formulatims foreign policy. He has easily
managed competition among de-regionalized eliteiggpand his policies have shown no mark
of concern over domestic political competition. Hewer, in the early years of Kazakhstan's
independence, Nazarbaev’s largest foreign policgllehge was how to deal with the large
Russian population in Kazakhstan's northeflasts— a challenge that was entirely about
domestic cleavages. With these threats gone, Katakls current foreign policy bears marks of
its crafter’'s independence and power. Nursultanakzev is almost entirely free of restraints or

considerations such as competition from regionaational elites.

CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

Above, | have argued thaniboth Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, the nature ofedtm
political competition has had a profound influenme the foreign policy decisions of each
country’s president. For almost the entire periogtes independence, rigidly divided and very
powerful regional elite networks have been a thiteaislam Karimov. His foreign policy

decisions have reflected his worries about thetjposof both he and his allies in the Tashkent
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elite. He has therefore entered into close partigsswith first Russia, then the United States,
and then again with Russia in search of externa@bpa who could offer him both the ability to
credibly claim an external guarantor of his regiagainst domestic foes and investments that
would allow him to build an elite class reliant e state for its power. In Kazakhstan, President
Nazarbaev initially faced what he perceived to bevg ethno-regional threats to Kazakhstan’s
territorial integrity. But because Kazakhstan’s @stic politics were initially contested along
both ethnic and regional cleavages at three lehelfias had a much easier time dismantling the
threats of elite networks to his rule. In the eamars of independence, he worked domestically
to contain ethno-regional threats, and his forgighicy exhibited his concern over the loyalties
of Kazakhstan’s northerablasts In the mid-90s, Nazarbaev began to dismantlebdses for
ethnic and regional political identities and to atee an elite class dependent on the state.
Kazakhstan's elite groups squabble among themsdwesione challenge the president, as he is
the source of all political power in Kazakhstanzhidaev’s foreign policy decisions now show
few signs of presidential concerns over domestiallehgers. Unlike Karimov, who seeks
quickly realized investment and external securiargntees from allies, Nazarbaev chooses to
keep Kazakhstan friendly with — but not too clasentultiple foreign partners — and to defer the
possibility of immediate investment for the chaat®etter deals for Kazakhstan down the road.

One of the more important outcomes of the diffeesnbetween the two president’s
foreign policy strategies is that they have yielde@xpected outcomes in the perceived balance
of power in Central Asia. Early analyses predidittbekistan would become the most powerful
state in Central Asia and the anchor of regioraifity. Kazakhstan, though, is the state that has

emerged in the last few years and the perceivedeteamong Central Asian states, and it is
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relating to at least some of its neighbors in #gaan as a source of stability and advice on good
governance. For example, President Nazarbaev fggeaid a visit to Kyrgyzstan, where he
instructed his Kyrgyz counterpart, Kurmanbek Bakity focus on economic development to
reduce the severity of Kyrgyzstan’s political cas®&lazarbaev told Bakiev that if Kyrgyzstan
emulated Kazakhstan’'s policies, then Kazakhstanldvinvest billions of dollars into the
Kyrgyz economy.’®® A failure to appreciate the differences betweed #re significance of
regionalism in the politics of Kazakhstan and Uzbkn caused observers in the first years of
independence to underestimate Kazakhstan’'s poteatid overestimates the amount of

international prestige and power Uzbekistan wasyiko achieve.

Regionalism and Foreign Policy in the Post-Sovpce

Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan are not the only posteSstates in which regional divisions
among political elites have shaped foreign poligly argument — that competition from and
among regional political networks reduces the Sdtaeign policy options and increases the
odds of sudden foreign policy shifts — appliesttoeo post-Soviet states as well.

In Kyrgyzstan, Askar Akaev came to power in a paoiong elites much like Karimov
did.*** Also as in Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan’s political efitare rigidly divided along the axis of
geographic region. In Kyrgyzstan, however, Sovietiqy strengthened the rivalry between
195

northern and southern regions while also foste@ongipetition among northeroblasts

President Akaev used political appointments to cedensions among northern regions, and the

193 Joanna Lillis, “Nazarbayev Flexes Diplomatic Mes€uring Visit to Kyrgyzstan, Eurasianet,May 1, 2007,
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/fetiteav050107.shtml (accessed May 1, 2007).
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north-south regional split remains the most reléwarKyrgyzstan's politics toda¥’° Akaev’s
ability to manage regional competition diminishagidg his time in office. In 2005, protests
against him were fiercest in the south, and afeefléd the country, a southerner, Kurmanbek
Bakiev, replaced him. Bakiev entered office weakd anmediately faced regional tensions.
Thousands of squatters mostly from southern Kyrngyzseized land near Bishkek, spurring
anger from northernefg’ In need of external support to strengthen histjowsiBakiev seemed
unable to decide which way to le&fi.He bowed to Russian and Chinese pressure toarall
negotiations with the United States on the closiirgs airbase in Kyrgyzstan. The base proved
too potentially lucrative for Bakiev, however, ahd instead demanded more money for the
base, securing a large aid and rent package faincea use of the airfield. As mentioned
earlier, Kazakhstan is a potentially important seuof support for Bakiev and investments for
Kyrgyzstan. But because regional cleavages aredifferent nature and much more salient in
Kyrgyzstan than in Kazakhstan, it is almost certthat Bakiev will not be able to meet
Nazarbaev’s conditions for investment. While Balgdworeign policy may superficially seem to
be a copy of Kazakhstan’s multivector foreign pglits failure to fully gravitate toward any
pole is far more likely a result of the pressuresegional competition among political elites.

The effects of regionalism on foreign policy cam $een in post-Soviet states beyond
Central Asia. In Ukraine, foreign policy is a bagtound for political elites from the country’s

east who want to maintain close ties to Russialeaders from the west who want to cultivate

196 i

Ibid., 82.
197 Antoine Blua, “Kyrgyzstan: Authorities, Bishkek fldents Alarmed at Land SeizureRFE/RL,April 15, 2005,
http://www.rferl.org/featuresarticle/2005/04/998883566-4ffa-bcfb-61301739ac53.html  (accessed Map, 1
2007).
1% Gulnoza Saidazimova, “Kyrgyzstan: What Will Be N&wvernment's Domestic, Foreign Policie§FE/RL
July 12, 2005, http://www.rferl.org/featuresarti@@05/07/ca28cb36-daf6-44a3-ba2f-7935e7e0f5ad.(dndessed
May 15, 2007).
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ties with the United States and the European UrRoesident Viktor Yushchenko proclaimed his
intention to move Ukraine toward NATO and the EUfical statements showed inconsistency
even before the pro-Russian eastern leader ViktanuKovich became Prime Minister in
August, 2006. Though Yushchenko favored integratiotin the West, he voiced support for
maintaining friendly relations with Russia, whilther officials announced Ukraine’s opposition
to abandon certain ties with Russia, such as meshigein the Single Economic Space After
Yanukovich became Prime Minister in 2006, Yushcloewias at pains to convince the West that
Ukraine still intended to join NATO and the EY. Staying on a Western course has become
much more difficult, however, as Yanukovich hasemsd himself and the parliament into
foreign policy making, reversing course on NATOippland revoking the Yushchenko’s right
to appoint the foreign ministé¥ Given Ukraine’s deep regional divisions and theesigy of the
conflict between the east and west of the coumégionalism will continue to shape Ukrainian

foreign policy for the foreseeable future.

Implications for Western Foreign Policy

Academics and analysts have not been the only tonfsl to recognize the importance
of regionalism to foreign policies of Central Asistates. With regionalism all but eliminated in
Kazakhstan'’s politics, foreign governments candyf confident that the central government is

in control and can deliver on promises. But withbEkistan, where regional concerns have

199 valentinas Mite, “Ukraine: Official Misstatemen@ow Lack Of Unity In Foreign Policy RFE/RL Aug. 23,
2005, http://www.rferl.org/featuresarticle/2005/82f167-6668-4c8b-a2bc-d760eab5d72c.html (acceessdls,
2007).

200 Ron Popeski, “Ukraine President Says Foreign pP@&iill on Course,'ReutersNov. 13, 2006.

201 Marc Champion, “In Ukraine, a Friend of Russiagé&Sweeping Political MakeoveiThe Wall Street Journal
May 15, 2007, page Al.
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played a very large role in informing foreign p@licdecisions, Western governments’
insensitivity to the nature of Uzbek politics hamtributed greatly to a souring of relations. The
West cannot use a cookie-cutter approach to reltwith governments in the former Soviet
Union, and particularly not with those in Centradi& For governments like Uzbekistan’s, the
most important task is the consolidation of thaées¢apower. Because Western governments
failed to recognize the fractured political natafdJzbekistan, they spoke in different terms than
did the Uzbek government. The West viewed libeation a matter of Karimov’s will, while
Karimov worried that calls for him to rapidly reforUzbekistan’s politics and economy were a
way to undermine his authority, especially in thekes of the “color revolutions.”

Should Western governments reengage with Uzbekidteey should not bend over
backwards to please the Uzbek government by dowimglahe seriousness of its human rights
abuses. The German government, currently holdiegeld presidency, has been pinning great
significance on human rights dialogue with Tashkeren as the Uzbek government has been
arresting journalists and human rights activistsaimew round of crackdowA% However,
should the US and European governments start to f@aw relationships with Uzbekistan, they
would be well advised to craft policies that recagnthat, despite appearances to the contrary,
its Soviet past left the Uzbek government weak ianteed of resources and assistance that will
help it undermine regional threats to stability fdct, because Soviet policy has left some of its
other successor states susceptible to differentfesations of regionalism, sensitivity to the
limiting effects of regionalism on state effectiess should be central to Western engagement

throughout the region. After all, Kazakhstan's gses are in large part due to the government’s

292 Ahto Lobjakas, “EU: Drive for Central Asia StrateGould Shape Uzbekistan Policygadio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty, April 20, 2007, http://www.rferl.org/featuresare¢2007/4/db0c0318-3aa9-4de9-ace7-71c5e5¢5d93b.html
(accessed April 21, 2007).
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ability to subdue regionalism’s threat. The taskobethe Uzbek government is more difficult

and still incomplete.
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