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Brig Gen Kenneth Newton Walker

Kenneth Walker enlisted at Denver, Colorado,
on 15 December 1917. He took flying training
at Mather Field, California, getting his com-
mission and wings in November 1918.

After a tour in the Philippines, he returned
to Langley Field, Virginia, in February 1925
with a subsequent assignment in December
1928 to attend the Air Corps Tactical School.
Retained on the faculty as a bombardment in-
structor, Walker became the epitome of the
strategic thinkers at the school and coined the
revolutionary airpower “creed of the bomber”:
“A well-planned, well-organized and well-flown
air force attack will constitute an offensive that
cannot be stopped.”

Following attendance at the Command and General Staff School at Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, in 1933 and promotion to major, he served for three
years at Hamilton Field, California, and another three years at Luke Field,
Ford Island, and Wheeler Field, Hawaii. Walker returned to the United States
in January 1941 as assistant chief of the Plans Division for the chief of the
Air Corps in Washington, DC.

He was promoted to lieutenant colonel in July 1941 and colonel in March
1942. During this time, when he worked in the Operations Division of the
War Department General Staff, he coauthored the air-campaign strategy
known as Air War Plans Division—Plan 1, the plan for organizing, equipping,
deploying, and employing the Army Air Forces to defeat Germany and Japan
should the United States become embroiled in war. The authors completed
this monumental undertaking in less than one month, just before Japan at-
tacked Pearl Harbor—and the United States was, in fact, at war.

In June 1942, he was promoted to brigadier general and assigned by Gen
George Kenney as commander of Fifth Air Force’s Bomber Command. In this
capacity, he repeatedly accompanied his B-24 and B-17 units on bombing
missions deep into enemy-held territory. Learning firsthand about combat
conditions, he developed a highly efficient technique for bombing when air-
craft faced opposition by enemy fighter planes and antiaircraft fire.

General Walker was Killed in action on 5 January 1943 while leading a
bombing mission over Rabaul, New Britain—the hottest target in the theater.
He was awarded the Medal of Honor. Its citation, in part, reads, “In the face
of extremely heavy anti aircraft fire and determined opposition by enemy
fighters, General Walker led an effective daylight bombing attack against
shipping in the harbor at Rabaul, which resulted in direct hits on nine enemy
vessels. During this action, his airplane was disabled and forced down by the
attack of an overwhelming number of enemy fighters. He displayed conspicu-
ous leadership above and beyond the call of duty involving personal valor and
intrepidity at an extreme hazard to life.” Walker is credited with being one of
the men who built an organization that became the US Air Force.
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Air Force Fellows

Since 1958 the Air Force has assigned a small number of
carefully chosen, experienced officers to serve one-year tours
at distinguished civilian institutions studying national security
policy and strategy. Beginning with the 1994 academic year,
these programs were accorded in-residence credit as part of
professional military education at senior service schools. In
2003 these fellowships assumed senior developmental educa-
tion (SDE) force-development credit for eligible officers.

The SDE-level Air Force Fellows serve as visiting military am-
bassadors to their centers, devoting effort to expanding their
colleagues’ understanding of defense matters. As such, candi-
dates for SDE-level fellowships have a broad knowledge of key
Department of Defense (DOD) and Air Force issues. SDE-level
fellows perform outreach by their presence and voice in spon-
soring institutions. They are expected to provide advice as well
as promote and explain Air Force and DOD policies, programs,
and military-doctrine strategy to nationally recognized scholars,
foreign dignitaries, and leading policy analysts. The Air Force
Fellows also gain valuable perspectives from the exchange of
ideas with these civilian leaders. SDE-level fellows are expected
to apprise appropriate Air Force agencies of significant develop-
ments and emerging views on defense as well as economic and
foreign policy issues within their centers. Each fellow is ex-
pected to use the unique access she or he has as grounds for
research and writing on important national security issues.
The SDE Air Force Fellows include the National Defense Fellows,
the RAND Fellows, the National Security Fellows, and the Sec-
retary of Defense Corporate Fellows. In addition, the Air Force
Fellows program supports a post-SDE military fellow at the
Council on Foreign Relations.

On the level of intermediate developmental education, the
chief of staff approved several Air Force Fellowships focused on
career broadening for Air Force majors. The Air Force Legisla-
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tive Fellows program was established in April 1995, with the
Foreign Policy Fellowship and Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency Fellowship coming under the Air Force Fellows
program in 2003. In 2004 the Air Force Fellows also assumed
responsibility for the National Laboratories Technologies Fellows.
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Foreword

Looking back 20 years, it is astounding to contemplate the
profound changes that have occurred in the political geography
of Eurasia. The massive geopolitical shifts witnessed in this
period rival those of any previous era in modern history. From
the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the subsequent unravel-
ing of the Warsaw Pact, the collapse of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR) in 1991, the birth (or rebirth) of
democracy in the states of Central and Eastern Europe, and
the expansion of NATO and the enlargement of the European
Union into these former communist countries, the pace and
scope of political, social, and economic change has been breath-
taking. From the wreckage of the Soviet empire there emerged
15 new states, all formerly constituent “republics” of the for-
mer USSR. Among them are the five new states of Central
Asia: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan. Although far removed from the dramatic events
occurring in Central and Eastern Europe, Russia, Ukraine,
and other western regions, the terrible events of September
2001 thrust the distant and exotic lands of Central Asia into
the center of American strategic thought.

Until then only a small number of academics, human rights
activists, and oil company executives were familiar with Central
Asian cultural, political, and economic dynamics. However, un-
known to most Americans for almost a decade, the US military
has been discretely establishing relationships with the armed
forces and security services of these nations through a variety
of security-cooperation programs. As America’s interest in the
region grew, so did the volume and range of military activities.
But to what ends? Are these programs simply payoffs for access
to the region in order to conduct operations in Afghanistan? Or
do they represent more complex reasons? What have these pro-
grams really accomplished? Have these military-cooperation
programs produced tangible, long-term results?

In the first comprehensive study of US security cooperation
in Central Asia, Michael J. McCarthy explores these efforts,
seeking to understand not only the details of the individual
programs but, more importantly, to understand the objectives
of those activities and the policies and strategies that drive
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them. The Limits of Friendship: US Security Cooperation in Central
Asia unravels 15 years of military activities in this pivotal re-
gion, tracing the ebb and flow of the bilateral and multilateral
relationships and how they translate into specific security-
cooperation programs. In this historical context, McCarthy il-
luminates the differences between the successful implementations
of policy into practice and the unintended consequences when
these programs become disconnected from their original intents.

The title, The Limits of Friendship, captures the essence of
McCarthy’s thesis, that there are constraints on security-policy
objectives that can be accomplished through security-cooperation
programs. Foreign military forces can only absorb a finite
amount of assistance, and the US military, for a variety of op-
erational, budgetary, and programmatic reasons, can only pro-
vide so much assistance. Further, each type of cooperative ac-
tivity has its own strengths and weaknesses. The patron-client
dichotomy, present in every bilateral relationship, adds friction
to even the most well-intentioned programs, especially in coun-
tries (such as the Central Asian states), where the political sys-
tem is not in harmony with democratic principles or transparent
governance. McCarthy explores deeply into these limitations,
addressing not only how they have shaped the bilateral and
regional relationships, but he also draws out methodologies for
planning and implementing security-cooperation programs in
ways that could help to mitigate the limitations that seem to be
inherent in security-cooperation programs.

McCarthy’s work crosses many boundaries. The Limits of
Friendship offers a unique insight into an aspect of US relations
in Central Asia that, until now, has not been fully explored.
Most academic works on Central Asia address US relations
only to the extent of describing how diplomatic initiatives indi-
cate a shift in policy one way or the other. This work provides
policy makers a range of concrete proposals for using security
cooperation to advance US interests with Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz-
stan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. Recent events
underscore the need for informed and in-depth analyses such
as those McCarthy provides. The resurgence of Russia as a
major player in the region, the creation and strengthening of
the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (bringing Russia, China,
and the Central Asian countries together into a fledgling, but
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strengthening military/political alliance), the crucial petroleum
and natural gas export routes from Central Asia to the world
market, and the potential for further political turmoil in a re-
gion plagued by civil war and authoritarianism all demand the
attention of both the academic and policy communities.

Finally, many of these policy considerations have value and
applicability beyond Central Asia. Policy makers would be well
advised to draw from them when crafting guidance for use in
other regions. Additionally, The Limits of Friendship gives
security-cooperation practitioners a valuable set of techniques
that, if properly implemented, can help ensure successful re-
sults. McCarthy’s analysis has already set the framework for
the revision of US Central Command’s Theater Security Coop-
eration strategy for Central Asia and the Middle East, and many
of his recommendations are being adopted throughout the De-
partment of Defense. This work is the product both of extensive
research and a career spent in the field, a combination that
makes this a major addition to our knowledge of this increas-
ingly vital region and to the practice of military-security pro-
grams. As such, the author is to be commended for his devo-
tion to the subject and the contribution he makes to the
furtherance of US national security.

Ralph S. Clem, PhD
Florida International University
Maj Gen, USAFR, Retired






About the Author

Lt Col Michael J. McCarthy, USAF, is chief of the Central and
South Asia Branch of the Security Cooperation Division, US
Central Command (USCENTCOM), MacDill AFB, Florida. Colo-
nel McCarthy'’s past operational assignments include squadron
intelligence officer in the 309th Tactical Fighter Squadron, and
then as chief of both the Intelligence Operations and Target
Operations Branches in the 31st Tactical Fighter Wing Intelli-
gence Division, Homestead AFB, Florida; watch officer, Base
Warning Office, Ramstein AB, Germany; command intelligence
briefer, Headquarters, US Air Forces in Europe; senior analyst
for Russian political and military affairs, National Air Intelli-
gence Agency, the Pentagon, Washington, DC; the speechwriter
for the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence. He helped estab-
lish the Special Programs Office, the Office of the Assistant
Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Headquarters, US Air Force (HQ
USAF). Other assignments included serving as information
warfare requirements officer; the executive officer to the Direc-
tor of Plans and Programs, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Intelligence, HQ USAF; a plans and exercises officer, Joint
Intelligence Center (JIC), Central, USCENTCOM; the chief of
the Central Asia Analysis Team, JIC, USCENTCOM; operations
officer, 23d Information Operations Squadron, Lackland AFB,
Texas; United Nations (UN) military observer, senior liaison of-
ficer in the UN Headquarters; and the commander of assigned
US forces, UN Observer Mission in Georgia, Tbilisi, Republic of
Georgia. Colonel McCarthy also was assigned as country direc-
tor for Russia, Caucasus, and Central Asia, Office of the Deputy
Under Secretary of the Air Force, International Affairs, the Pen-
tagon, Washington, DC; and senior executive officer and mili-
tary assistant to the Deputy Under Secretary of the Air Force,
International Affairs.

Colonel McCarthy was made National Defense Fellow of the
Center for International Relations, Queen’s University, Kingston,
Ontario. He is a graduate of the Air War College, US Marine
Corps (USMC) Command and Staff College, the Air Command
and Staff College, Squadron Officer School, and Officer Training
School. He also holds a bachelor of arts degree in International
Studies of the Soviet Union, the Ohio State University; a di-

Xiii



ABOUT THE AUTHOR

ploma in Russian Language, Pushkin Institute of the Russian
Language, Moscow, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; and
master of science degrees in International Relations, Catholic
University, Washington, DC; in Military Science, USMC Com-
mand and Staff College, Quantico Marine Corps Base, Virginia;
and in Air Warfare, American Military University, Manassas,
Virginia.

Colonel McCarthy is married to Col Muriel R. McCarthy,
USAF, who currently serves as the mobilization assistant to the
Chief of the Air Force Reserve, HQ USAF, the Pentagon, Wash-
ington, DC. They have a Yorkshire terrier named Webster.



Abstract

This research paper explores the history of US security-
cooperation programs in Central Asia from 1993 to the present,
identifying five distinct phases of development as those pro-
grams sought to achieve US objectives in denuclearization and
proliferation prevention, democratization and military reform, re-
gional cooperation, and improvement of military capabilities. These
security-cooperation efforts were limited by a variety of factors,
including the lack of political and economic reform in the re-
gion, Russian influence through bilateral cooperation agree-
ments and multilateral security institutions, constrained re-
sources, diffuse objectives and multiplying recipients, and US
policies that restrained commitment to Central Asia. Each of
the programs available to US planners had strengths and weak-
nesses, but these programs were not always integrated in a
fashion to achieve the best results. The linkages between the
specific activities and the ultimate objectives have not always
been constant and still may not always be clear. As a result, the
United States has had mixed results in building relationships,
developing capabilities, and providing access. The United States
should focus its efforts on Kazakhstan, more closely integrate the
existing security-cooperation programs within the Defense De-
partment and across the US government, leverage the assis-
tance programs of North Atlantic Treaty Organization partners,
and seek to employ a strategy of persistent engagement against
a limited number of clearly defined objectives.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

In 1999, teams of Green Berets arrived at_former Soviet
garrisons outside the capital here. They were some of
the Army'’s finest soldiers, they traveled in small groups
and in the two years that followed they came and went
every few months. The mission was straightforward: to
train the army of a former foe, in part to prepare its
inexperienced conscripts for skirmishes with the Islamic
Movement of Uzbekistan, a terrorist group accused of
setting off bombs in Tashkent earlier that year. The
long-term goal was more ambitious. The Green Berets
were one element of an accelerating security arrange-
ment in which the two nations were laying the ground-
work _for more extensive military cooperation. In recent
weeks this relationship has blossomed into the large-
scale American deployment of Special Forces units and
aircraft on what was once enemy soil.

—C. J. Chivers, New York Times, 25 October 2001

Evaluating US Security Cooperation

In the days and weeks following the terrible terrorist attacks
against the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon
in Washington, DC, American military forces quietly began to
deploy to forward bases in Central Asia (fig. 1) to begin combat
operations against the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. At
the time, few Americans knew anything of these exotic coun-
tries in this far off region, but soon Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan,
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan began to figure
prominently in the news reports of the campaign. The “Stans,”
as they were called, were identified as critical partners in America’s
new war on terrorism, and the American public began to learn
that the seeds of this partnership had actually been planted
years before.
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Figure 1. Central Asia (Reprinted from Central Intelligence Agency [CIA]
Web site, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/cia-maps-publications/
maps/802868.jpg.)

The Central Asian nations proved surprisingly willing to
support American combat operations in Afghanistan. All five
offered overflight privileges, allowing US military aircraft to
transit their airspace. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and
Uzbekistan also offered the use of their military facilities to sta-
tion US forces (Turkmenistan permitted refueling privileges for
humanitarian flights); ultimately, the Pentagon selected Karshi-
Khanabad in Uzbekistan and Manas International Airport in
Kyrgyzstan for its deployments (Dushanbe in Tajikistan hosted
a small US contingent). Among other nations, France and the
United Kingdom deployed combat units to Dushanbe, and Ger-
many deployed to Termez in southern Uzbekistan.! The value of
this support cannot be overstated: the early successes of Op-
eration Enduring Freedom (OEF) against Taliban and al-Qaeda
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forces simply would not have been possible without the coop-
eration of the Central Asian states.

Most observers viewed these deployments as a visible suc-
cess for US security-cooperation programs in Central Asia. One
of the earliest reports, a New York Times article by C. J. Chivers
published on 25 October 2001, described reunion scenes—
“hearty bear hugs and backslaps”—when US Army Green Be-
rets met with their Uzbek counterparts at Karshi-Khanabad.
The Green Berets had been rotating through Uzbekistan since
1999, training Uzbek military forces to deal with a growing fun-
damentalist Islamic insurgency and laying the groundwork for
a stronger and deeper relationship between the two militaries.?
Implied in this article, and others like it, was the belief that the
security-cooperation activities the United States had been con-
ducting since the early 1990s directly led to the overflight priv-
ileges and basing rights offered by the Central Asian states in
late 2001.

Within a few years, however, the situation had dramatically
changed. In December 2003, Secretary of State Colin Powell's
refusal to certify Uzbekistan as having made progress in respecting
human rights put a freeze on most security-cooperation activities
between the two countries, and in July 2005, facing condemna-
tion of its response to civil unrest in Andijon, Uzbekistan directed
the withdrawal of all US military forces from Karshi-Khanabad.
Immediately before Tashkent’s ultimatum, the Shanghai Coop-
eration Organization (SCO), a regional security forum that
included Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan,
Russia, and China, urged the United States to set a specific
date for the withdrawal of all American military forces from
Central Asia. Kyrgyzstan, not demanding an immediate with-
drawal of US forces, was asking millions of dollars as payment
for the use of the facilities at Manas; in the wake of the Karshi-
Khanabad withdrawal, these demands have escalated with the
importance of Manas to the US military that Bishkek perceives.
In Turkmenistan, the government publicly denied that the visit
of a US commander was the first step in allowing American
military forces into the country. The relationships that had
seemed so successful in late 2001 appeared to be stumbling
badly by late 2005.
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The reality of both situations—the apparent successes of
2001 and failures of 2004-2005—may be less dramatic than
the media reports would suggest. US security-cooperation ef-
forts in Central Asia began in the early 1990s with a simple goal
of eliminating the nuclear weapons left stranded in Kazakhstan
as a result of the collapse of the Soviet Union. Over time, ad-
ditional objectives were added, but gaining basing rights was
never one of them. Uzbekistan had offered permanent bases as
early as 1998, but US officials politely brushed aside the invita-
tions: until the dramatic attacks on 11 September 2001, few in
the US military could conceive of conducting military opera-
tions from or in Central Asia. And while security-cooperation
efforts with Uzbekistan are currently limited, US military rela-
tions with Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are excellent (notwithstand-
ing the current negotiations over Manas), those with Tajikistan are
steadily growing, and those with Turkmenistan remain relatively
untroubled.

The collapse of the security-cooperation relationship between
the United States and Uzbekistan, however, offers the opportu-
nity to evaluate these programs. How did US security-cooperation
efforts in Central Asia develop? What are the US national-security
interests in Central Asia, and how can security-cooperation ini-
tiatives work to achieve them? What were and are the specific
objectives of the security-cooperation programs, and how success-
ful has the United States been in achieving them? What changes
should the United States implement to improve the effectiveness
of these programs? In evaluating US security-cooperation efforts
in Central Asia, this paper seeks understanding on how specific
activities have and can assist in building relationships, develop-
ing capabilities, and providing access; and how they may be lim-
ited by internal and external factors. It will do so in the context
of evaluating the particular themes that have run through US
security-cooperation efforts since 1992: promoting denucleariza-
tion, democratization, regional cooperation, and improving mili-
tary capabilities.

US National-Security Interests

Daniel Fried, assistant secretary of State for European and
Eurasian Affairs, offered the most recent official explanation of
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US security interests in Central Asia. Testifying in front of the
House International Relations Committee on 27 October 2005,
Assistant Secretary Fried identified three interconnected sets
of interests: ensuring security, in which he grouped efforts to
counterterrorism and proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion; promoting energy development and economic cooperation;
and supporting political reform, including respect for human
rights. As these objectives are indivisible, mutually reinforcing,
and ultimately interconnected, US policy is to advance all three
sets of interests simultaneously, seeking to maintain a balance
between them: “failure in one area will undermine the chance
of success in another.”

The US national-security interests for Central Asia, as out-
lined by Assistant Secretary Fried, have evolved and expanded
over the past 15 years, but the three fundamental objectives
were evident as early as 1995. Given the nuclear arsenal in the
newly independent Kazakhstan, security issues arose first. As
US energy companies began to invest in the region and reform
efforts in Eastern Europe began to demonstrate success, more
emphasis was placed on economic and political considerations.
The terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001, raised the impor-
tance of this region in US security planning and brought an
increased emphasis on security issues, but they did not funda-
mentally change the goals that had developed over the 1990s.
Concerns generated by the Kyrgyz revolution and the Andijon
situation in 2005 have resulted in a new focus on developing
integrated strategies for addressing these concerns and ultimately
a new balance in pursuing the national-security objectives.

Security cooperation is one of many tools used by the United
States to advance its national objectives in Central Asia. These
objectives are interrelated and often complementary—programs
that contribute toward building capabilities will usually result
in stronger relationships, and programs designed to establish
relationships can contribute to developing capabilities. How-
ever, they can at times be contradictory—for example, creating
capabilities for participation in coalition operations can detract
from efforts to improve defensive capabilities. These objectives
should be directly related to the national-security objectives for
the region; but, again, they can be supporting, or, at times,
contradictory in the actual execution of the programs.
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Defining Security Cooperation

The initial challenge for a study such as this is defining the
meaning of security cooperation. The Department of Defense
(DOD) officially defines security cooperation more in terms of
what it is supposed to accomplish rather than what it is: “All
Department of Defense interactions with foreign defense estab-
lishments to build defense relationships that promote specific
US security interests, develop allied and friendly military capa-
bilities for self-defense and multinational operations, and pro-
vide US forces with peacetime and contingency access to a host
nation.” In this sense, it addresses and includes those positive
activities that strengthen military ties between the US armed
forces and those of allied and partner nations. Security coop-
eration is not altruistic, nor is it conducted without purpose.
With this definition, security cooperation has three objectives:
to build relationships so that the United States can influence
other countries and their military forces, to develop capabilities
of foreign military forces so they can conduct operations on
behalf of or in coalition with the United States, and to provide
access so that the US military has strategic flexibility to conduct
its own operations. Security cooperation is, at its core, specifically
intended to achieve specific US national-security objectives.

Security cooperation is a relatively new term within the DOD,
encompassing the traditional programs of security assistance
that provide equipment and training to foreign military forces,
as well as the programs of military engagement such as joint
exercises, senior leader visits, and military contact events.® Se-
curity cooperation also includes a range of other activities which
serve to promote defense relationships.® Some examples of
security-cooperation activities are shown in table 1.

Despite the official definition and examples above, there is
still considerable debate within the DOD as to what constitutes
security cooperation. Often this challenge comes from bureau-
cracies, fearing a loss of control over specific programs, which
resist having their activities fall under this definition. Col Albert
Zaccor, USA, a senior fellow at the Atlantic Council of the United
States, relates one example: “Officials in [the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense’s (OSD)] Counter-proliferation Policy office
refused to admit that activities intended to improve the mari-
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Table 1. Examples of Security-Cooperation Activities

* Appointment of defense attachés

* Appointment of exchange officers, liaison officers, military advisors, or security assis-
tance personnel

* Visits of senior defense and military leaders

* Contact visits of military delegations, including ship visits or air deployments, for ori-
entation or familiarization

¢ Participation in military workshops, seminars, symposiums, and conferences

¢ Training of foreign military and civilian defense personnel, including attendance at
language schools, technical training, or combat training

* Professional military education of foreign military and civilian defense personnel,
including attendance at service academies and war colleges

* Combined exercises

* Sales of defense equipment and material goods, including appropriate logistics support
* Cooperative weapons development or coproduction

¢ Cooperative logistics support agreements

* Intelligence exchanges

* Cooperative use of military communication and information systems

* Integration and joint command of specific military units

* Provision of permanent basing and port rights and overflight privileges

* Cooperative efforts to reduce or eliminate specific categories of weapon systems

Adapted from Andrew Cottey and Anthony Forster, Reshaping Defense Diplomacy: New Roles for
Military Cooperation and Assistance, Adelphi Paper 365 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004),
7; and Security Cooperation with the United States Army Forces Central Command Brochure, US
Army Forces Central Command, undated.

time security capabilities of Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan in sup-
port of counter-proliferation would be included under the defi-
nition of Security Cooperation and declined to integrate their
program formally with other DOD Security Cooperation efforts”
(emphasis in original).” The result of these types of disagree-
ments over definitions, of course, has been the “proliferation of
narrowly focused, redundant, and generally uncoordinated as-
sistance programs,” an issue that will be raised later in this
paper.®

The definition does not specify whether the “interactions with
foreign military establishments” include only those that occur
in peacetime, or if they embrace the range of cooperative inter-
actions that occur between allied and coalition partners en-
gaged in peacekeeping, humanitarian, or combat operations.
Given the history of major security-cooperation efforts, such as
the Lend-Lease program and the military assistance programs
of the Cold War, and nature of the current war on terrorism,
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most DOD policy and doctrinal publications imply that secu-
rity cooperation extends up to, but does not include, actual
operations. Likewise, most US security-cooperation practitio-
ners view their role as preparing for, rather than participating
in, combat operations.

Given the rather broad definition, security cooperation can-
not be easily defined by the source of funding, known within
the US federal budget process as programs. Many individual
programs lie clearly and completely within the scope of security
cooperation: Foreign Military Sales (FMS), Foreign Military Fi-
nancing (FMF), Excess Defense Articles (EDA), and the interna-
tional military education and training (IMET) programs are
governed by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and are inher-
ently and completely part of security cooperation. However, the
funding for other initiatives, such as allowing foreign cadets to
attend US military academies or providing flight training under
the Aviation Leadership Program (ALP), are absorbed by the
DOD within its normal operations budget.

Likewise, security cooperation cannot be easily defined by
the organizations which conduct the activities. Some DOD or-
ganizations are dedicated to security-cooperation activities,
such as the Air Force Security Assistance Center (AFSAC) or
the US Army’s Security Assistance Training Field Activity
(SATFA). Others conduct security-cooperation activities based
on functional expertise, such as the Defense Intelligence Agency
(DIA) or the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA). However,
almost every organization within the US military has or may be
called upon to contribute in security-cooperation efforts, whether
it is hosting a foreign military delegation or participating in a
combined exercise.

Despite the relatively short period of cooperation and rather
limited scope of its engagement, the United States has em-
ployed most of the activities described above in its security-
cooperation efforts in Central Asia. The definitional debates,
wide range of programs and funding sources, and variety of
organizations that have participated in security-cooperation
events make it difficult to identify all of the activities that have
occurred in or with the Central Asian nations. In particular, the
historical record is very weak on the details of military contact
events, exercises, and training programs. This paper makes no
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claims to have captured all of those activities, but it includes
the majority of them, and certainly a sufficient quantity to allow
for an evaluation of their role in meeting US national-security
objectives in the region.

It is also important to note the wide variety of other programs
executed by other US government agencies that have similar
objectives as the DOD’s security-cooperation program. The US
Coast Guard, for example, has helped develop the maritime
security capabilities of Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbeki-
stan; the State Department’s export control and related border
security (EXBS) program provides equipment and training to
border services in the region. Non-DOD security-cooperation
efforts comprise almost half of the security and law enforcement
funding to Central Asia in recent years.® These efforts, while they
are often very similar and complement the DOD efforts, lie out-
side of the scope of this study. In this regard, this paper only
addresses military security cooperation—generally speaking,
those activities conducted by the DOD with other military orga-
nizations. The need for greater integration, however, is briefly
addressed in the recommendations.

Structure of the Study

US security-cooperation activities with the Central Asian
states span just over a dozen years, having started in 1993.
Chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5 trace the evolution of those activities,
addressing the six stages of development between 1993 and
the present, and describing the various programs introduced
by US national-security policy makers to meet changing
and multiplying national-security objectives for the region.
This review is necessary for two reasons: first, security-
cooperation efforts take years, sometimes decades, to
achieve results, and only a historical perspective can fully
illustrate the linkages between the original goals, current
programs, and ultimate results. The review will help estab-
lish the framework for understanding the current status of
US security-cooperation efforts in Central Asia and their
prospects for success in the future. Second, a historical re-
view can help identify lessons from previous successes or
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failures and demonstrate how those lessons may be applied to
current programs.

These perspectives influence the execution of current US
security-cooperation efforts and shape the development of
those for the future. Many observers view Central Asia as a new
“Great Game” played with Russia and China; others see these
nations as “front-line states” in the long war on terrorism.
Chapter 6 examines the external and internal constraints on
US security-cooperation programs in Central Asia that limit
them from meeting the objectives set by the US government. It
explores the different types of programs, describing their
strengths and weaknesses in a manner that addresses the best
methods for utilizing them. Chapter 7 offers an evaluation of
the effectiveness of US security-cooperation programs in Cen-
tral Asia. Given the absence of accepted measures of effective-
ness and the paucity of data from which to make an assess-
ment, this evaluation must be considered tentative. Chapter 8
offers specific recommendations for national-security policy
makers and security-cooperation practitioners, and analyzes
the prospects for US initiatives in the future.

US security-cooperation efforts in Central Asia are limited by
a host of internal and external factors, and the linkages be-
tween the specific activities and the ultimate objectives is not
always clear. In the years ahead, Central Asia will remain a
critical region in America’s long war against terrorism. Security
cooperation has been and can be a valuable tool in building
relationships with allies and partners, developing capabilities
of foreign militaries so they can join in this struggle, and pro-
viding access so American forces can take the war to the enemy.
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Chapter 2
Conception

The Safe, Secure Dismantlement [SSD] Agreement
marks the beginning of an entirely new relationship
between Kazakhstan and the United States.

—Vice Pres. Al Gore at the signing of the
SSD Agreement in Almaty, Kazakhstan,
December 1993

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991,
Pres. George H. W. Bush sought to develop an aid program for
the newly independent states in Eurasia. The resulting Free-
dom Support Act, signed into law on 24 October 1992, was
largely intended for the European states of the former Soviet
Union, but it also laid the foundation for a variety of assistance
programs, including the beginnings of a security-cooperation
relationship, with the new states of Central Asia. Beginning in
1993, when the first programs were officially established, the
United States slowly built a web of ties to the military forces of
the Central Asian nations. Progress was slow and uneven, largely
due to limited funding, multiplying objectives, and the effect of
outside factors, such as reversals in democratic reform and the
insurgent attacks in the region in 1999 and 2000. This devel-
opment went through three distinct stages prior to the turning
point of 11 September 2001, and two more stages afterward.

In December 1991, when the new states of Central Asia were
handed their independence, the United States had little inten-
tion of establishing lasting security relationships in the region.
Within Eurasia, the foreign and security policy focuses of the
Bush administration were on the political, economic, and mili-
tary disintegration in Russia, and, to a lesser extent, on the
dynamic transformation in the emerging democracies in East-
ern Europe. Central Asia, tacitly acknowledged to be within
Russia’s sphere of influence, was an exotic, distant, and strate-
gically unimportant region in which the United States had few
national-security interests and even fewer reasons for security
cooperation. Equally important, the US military was recrafting
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its view on the use of security-cooperation tools: instead of the
Cold War programs designed to develop foreign military forces
capable of defeating Communist threats, military-to-military
contacts, exercises, and security-assistance programs were
now intended primarily to promote and permit “forward pres-
ence”—the stationing or deployment of US troops overseas.'
With little intention of deploying forces to Central Asia, the US
military had little interest in, or need for, security cooperation
with these countries.

Denuclearization

The exception to the relative neglect of Central Asia was the
critical concern of securing the nuclear weapons stranded in
the region, and, as a corollary, eliminating the potential threat
of the proliferation of the materials, technology, and knowledge
needed to develop nuclear weapons. Even this concern, how-
ever, was seen in the larger context of relations with Moscow:
Kazakhstan, one of the four successor states that now pos-
sessed nuclear weapons, had to be convinced to relinquish
them to Russia, and Moscow had to be convinced to accept and
destroy them.

Fortunately, the US military had been involved in denucleariza-
tion efforts in Kazakhstan since 1988. When the Intermediate-
range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was signed by the United
States and the Soviet Union in December 1987, it established
four points of entry in the former Soviet Union for inspectors,
one of which was located in Almaty, Kazakhstan. (In Central
Asia, only Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan have fa-
cilities subject to inspection under the INF Treaty; the last two
have only a single facility each and do not participate in on-site
inspection activities or the related meetings.) Beginning in July
1988, US inspection teams from the On-Site Inspection Agency
(OSIA) routinely visited the four sites in the Kazakhstan Soviet
Socialist Republic that had missile and missile-related facilities
subject to inspection under the treaty. For the first few years of
inspections in Kazakhstan, these teams most often visited the
elimination facility at Saryozek to monitor the destruction of
SS-12 and SS-20 missiles. Under the eyes of US military officers,
the first SS-12 missiles were destroyed at Saryozek on 1 August
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1988; the final missile was destroyed on 27 October 1989, with
Capt John Williams, USN, serving as the chief of the American
inspection team.?

Although short-notice inspections under the INF Treaty
continued irregularly after 1989, the primary concern after
December 1991 was Kazakhstan’s new strategic nuclear ar-
senal. Almaty had inherited 1,040 nuclear warheads mated
to 104 SS-18 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), 320
nuclear warheads for AS-15 cruise missiles, and 40 TU-95
strategic bombers as launch platforms.® Initially, the new
Kazakhstani government was reluctant to denuclearize, cit-
ing its two nuclear-armed neighbors—Russia and China—as
potential threats. Ultimately, with the promise of substantial
US aid, Pres. Nursultan Nazarbayev consented to relinquish
these weapons. On 13 December 1993, the Kazakhstani par-
liament ratified the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as a
nonnuclear state. On the same day, Nazarbayev and US vice
president Al Gore signed the SSD Framework Agreement and
a series of subordinate implementing agreements that estab-
lished a wide range of efforts between the two nations de-
signed to eliminate the nuclear weapons, the delivery plat-
forms, and the corresponding infrastructure.*

The signing of these agreements opened the gates for sig-
nificant US financial assistance via the cooperative threat
reduction (CTR) program. The CTR program, also known as
Nunn-Lugar, had been initiated in 1991 by Senators Sam
Nunn (D-GA) and Richard Lugar (R-IN) in response to con-
cerns about the control of the nuclear arsenal throughout
the former Soviet Union, but primarily in Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus, and Kazakhstan. The DOD initially allocated $85
million to fund projects for withdrawing the nuclear weap-
ons and destroying the missile silos, strategic bombers, and
weapon storage areas (table A.1, figure A.1, appendix A).
The program also provided emergency response equipment
for use during the transport of nuclear weapons from
Kazakhstan to Russia and established a government-to-
government communications link with the Kazakhstani
Ministry of Defense (MOD) to manage the arms control no-
tification requirements.®
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Although these efforts started slow, within 18 months, two
highly successful goals had been accomplished: the transport
of almost 600 kilograms of highly enriched uranium (HEU),
sufficient for at least 20 nuclear weapons, from the Ulbinsky
Metallurgy Plant in Ust-Kamenogorsk, Kazakhstan, to the Oak
Ridge Plant in Tennessee in November 1994 (an effort known
as Project Sapphire); and the final transfer of all deployed nu-
clear warheads from Kazakhstan to Russia in April 1995. The
successes of the CTR program in initially eliminating the nuclear
legacy established a solid foundation for security cooperation
between Kazakhstan and the United States that continues to
the present.

Related denuclearization efforts progressed as well. The first
INF inspection in independent Kazakhstan was made at Pet-
ropavlovsk in February 1994, although a practice inspection
had been conducted at Saryozek earlier to ensure the Kazakh-
stani side was prepared for the actual event. Short-notice in-
spections at the four facilities continued irregularly thereafter.
Kazakhstan acceded to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START) on 5 December 1994, and OSIA teams began visiting
the five facilities subject to inspection under that agreement
soon thereafter. (In Central Asia, only Kazakhstan has facilities
subject to inspection under the START and Conventional Forces
in Europe [CFE] Treaties.) These denuclearization efforts led to
increasing interaction between the armed forces of Kazakhstan
and the United States.®

Democratization

The CTR program also offered the opportunity for a broader
security-cooperation relationship with Kazakhstan. Among the
subordinate documents of the SSD Framework Agreement was
the “Memorandum of Understanding and Cooperation on Defense
and Military Relations” between the MOD and DOD, signed by
Kazakhstani minister of defense Gen Sagadat Nurmaganbetov
and US secretary of defense William Perry on 14 February
1994.7 This agreement established a broad program of defense
and military contacts (DMC) between the two nations and out-
lined specific actions that each agreed to undertake. It was the
first establishment of a US military-to-military contact program
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in Central Asia, and it later served as the model for others in
the region. The military contact program was designed “to in-
crease understanding and promote more stable military rela-
tions between the U.S. and the FSU [former Soviet Union]
states, to encourage support for reform and the development of
military forces under civilian control which are more responsive
to democratically elected officials, to promote denuclearization
of forces in the FSU, and to encourage cooperation in regional
crises.”® These military contact events, therefore, were part of
an objective much broader but much more nebulous than se-
curing the nuclear weapons: they also were intended to “de-
mocratize” the military forces of Kazakhstan. The DOD initially
notified Congress of the intent to allocate approximately $1.9
million from the CTR program to the military contact program
with Kazakhstan, although much of this funding remained un-
spent (table A.2, figure A.2, appendix A).°

Military Contact Program

During this early period, these military contact events were
planned and executed by several different commands and or-
ganizations in a rather unsystematic manner and funded
through a variety of programs beyond just CTR.!° Kazakhstan
and the rest of Central Asia, like the other regions of the former
Soviet Union, were not assigned to any of the geographic uni-
fied commands under the US Unified Command Plan, which
establishes missions and delineates areas of responsibility to
the major commands in the US armed forces. As such, there
was no single headquarters tasked to establish and maintain
military relationships with these countries. (The Joint Staff re-
tained responsibility, but was unable to provide much more
than guidance and oversight.) Based on the success of its Joint
Contact Team Program (JCTP) in Eastern Europe, US European
Command (USEUCOM), based in Stuttgart, Germany, initiated
many of the first contacts with Kazakhstan, but US Pacific
Command (USPACOM) in Honolulu, Hawaii; US Atlantic Com-
mand (USACOM) in Norfolk, Virginia; the US Coast Guard in
Washington, DC; and others also began to conduct military
contact activities and establish relationships.!! Each command
funded, planned, and executed the events it perceived as use-
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ful, but the program lacked an overall plan or schedule that
could coordinate and deconflict the range of events conducted
with each country. In all cases, Central Asia was seen as periph-
eral to the other regions within the commands’ areas of inter-
est. The initial military contact events, although few in number
and limited in scope, were a patchwork quilt of disparate ac-
tivities with little integrating strategy beyond the idea that con-
tacts, in and of themselves, would foster open, positive relation-
ships and promote the democratization of these countries.
Unfortunately, the ad hoc nature of the military contact pro-
gram meant few records were kept that would provide details
on the number or type of events that were conducted. By Octo-
ber 1995, at least eight military contact events were conducted
with Kazakhstan using CTR funds, including visits to Kazakh-
stan by a US Army general officer and a US Coast Guard avia-
tion assessment team; and visits by Kazakhstani delegations to
the United States to participate in defense conversion meetings,
a disaster relief conference, and an orientation visit to US Coast
Guard facilities.'?

Training and Education Programs

Along with the military contact program, the Central Asian
states also benefited from other security-cooperation initiatives
originally designed to promote democratic transitions in the
emerging nations in Eastern Europe and the European portion
of the former Soviet Union. The final year of the Bush admin-
istration brought recognition that security-cooperation ac-
tivities could do more than promote forward presence, but
could also promote the transition process within these
countries to democratic governments and market-based
economies: “It is time to refashion our security assistance.
. . . We need to increase funding for military and defense
contact programs and other activities designed to facilitate
the successful transition of foreign militaries to democratic
systems.”!® The Clinton administration expanded this con-
cept, linking the existing IMET program, funded by the De-
partment of State (DOS) but executed by the Department of
Defense, to this goal.'* The Department of State advocated
for these funds under the Freedom Support Act within the
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broader construct of assisting political- and economic-re-

form efforts throughout the former Soviet Union. The proposal

argued:
Providing professional education to foreign defense personnel, both ci-
vilian and military, particularly in the proper role of the military in a
democracyl|,] is an effective way to support countries in transition to
democracy. This training helps produce a professional and politically
neutral armed forces under civilian control. . . . [Dlirect civil-military
relations training will: 1) promote the development of institutions and
processes that will permit a more thorough integration of the armed
forces into the larger national society; 2) encourage military personnel
to respect their national constitutional framework, and its implications
for the role of the military in a democracy; and 3) promote the develop-
ment of civilian specialists in military affairs.!®

But this effort was largely for Russia and Eastern Europe;
the small amount of funding for Central Asia was included al-
most as an afterthought. In 1993 Congress first authorized
$163 thousand for Kazakhstan, sufficient for the training of
only eight students. It approved funding for Kyrgyzstan and
Turkmenistan the following year and for Uzbekistan in 1995.
(Tajikistan, embroiled in a civil war until 1997, would not re-
ceive funding until 2002.) IMET funding remained symbolic for
the first few years: in 1995 the State Department requested
$900 million for transition assistance in the former Soviet
Union, of which $2.375 million was for the IMET program. Only
$250 thousand was allocated for Central Asia (table A.5, figure
A.4, appendix A).'® The funds were intended to be used specifi-
cally for English language training and for instruction, via ori-
entation tours, professional training, and mobile training
teams, on appropriate civil-military relationships.!” The modest
level of funds was sufficient for a single language lab for each
defense ministry and the training of a small number of stu-
dents, most of whom received instruction to be English lan-
guage teachers (fig. 2). From 1993 through 1995, Kazakhstan
had 42 students come to the United States for training, while Uz-
bekistan had five, Turkmenistan had four, and Kyrgyzstan only
three (table B.1 and figure B.1, appendix B).!® Most of the train-
ing was accomplished at the Defense Linguage Institute Eng-
lish Language Center (DLIELC) in San Antonio, Texas (table
B.2 and figure B.2, appendix B).
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Figure 2. US-funded English language laboratory, Ministry of Defense,
Ashgabat, Turkmenistan, July 1998 (Reprinted from Author’s Personal
Collection.)

The Central Asian states were also included in another ini-
tiative designed to promote democratic transitions in Eastern
Europe. In June 1993, using the facilities of the US Army’s
Russian Institute in Garmisch, Germany, USEUCOM estab-
lished the George C. Marshall European Center for Security
Studies “to positively influence the development of security
structures appropriate for democratic states.” The Marshall
Center offered a series of resident educational courses for civilian
and military officials, and beginning in 1994, individuals from
all five of the Central Asian states began to participate. (Of note,
this was one of the very few US security-cooperation programs
during the 1990s in which Tajikistan participated.)!® The original
curriculum consisted of a five-month course offered twice a
year titled Program in Advanced Security Studies (PASS) on
national security and defense planning in democratic societies.
(The course is now three months long and offered three times a
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year.) In 1994 15 military officers and senior defense civilians
representing all five Central Asian states attended the Execu-
tive PASS course; in 1995 another 26 completed the program
(table B.5 and figure B.3, appendix B).2° The Marshall Center,
which also offered a variety of shorter courses and conferences,
would play a significant role in the efforts to democratize the
armed forces of Central Asia.

A Modest Beginning

Between 1993 and 1995, the US military had taken a few
tentative steps toward building security relationships in Central
Asia. These first efforts were almost entirely with Kazakhstan,
although there were some tenuous ties with the armed forces
of the other nations. But these programs, and their objectives,
were largely viewed as a subset of the security-cooperation ef-
forts in Eastern Europe and the European portion of the for-
mer Soviet Union—an afterthought, small efforts added on to
the much larger initiatives conducted elsewhere. The goals—
denuclearization and democratization—were ambitious. While
the resources for denuclearization were extensive—and probably
sufficient for the task—those for democratization were modest:
adequate only for a few military contact events and some limited
training opportunities. Given the very limited resources, US at-
tempts to promote democratization within the armed forces of
Central Asia could have made little progress.
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Chapter 3
Expansion

The goal is to prepare in advance, so that if we are ever
called to do a mission likce this, we are not meeting people
for the first time.

—Brig Gen Martin R. Berndt
explaining the CENTRASBAT
exercise in September 1997

The period from 1996 though 1998 marked a steep increase
in US security-cooperation efforts in Central Asia. Although
funding for the denuclearization efforts began to decline, fund-
ing for the IMET program tripled, funding for new initiatives
such as the ICP and FMF was initiated, military contacts and
exchange visits expanded and deepened, and many of the security-
cooperation programs began to focus on a new unit, the
CENTRASBAT. By the end of this period, USCENTCOM had
assumed responsibility for military relationships in Central
Asia. Most of the increase in activities was with Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan, and, to a lesser degree, Kyrgyzstan. Turk-
menistan, with a foreign policy of positive neutrality, limited its
interaction with the US military; Tajikistan was still suffering
from its civil war.

Roots of Expansion

There are a number of factors that contributed to the dra-
matic expansion of the security-cooperation programs in Cen-
tral Asia. Most importantly, by the end of 1995, the nuclear
weapons in Kazakhstan had been secured, eliminating what
had been the primary and most immediate concern for the
United States. The ballistic and cruise missile warheads were
returned to Russia by April 1995, and the last nuclear device
in Kazakhstan, in limbo at the Semipalatinsk Nuclear Test Site
since 1990, was destroyed in May. Although much more work
remained on the program (the SS-18 ICBMs were returned to
Russia in September 1996 and the missile silos destroyed in
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September 1999), the initial concerns regarding the nuclear
warheads had been resolved.! Both the United States and
Kazakhstan viewed these initial denuclearization efforts as
successes in military cooperation, and senior policy officials
and military officers in both countries were ready to build on
those achievements.

Additionally, US perspectives on the role of security coopera-
tion had continued to evolve during the early years of the Clin-
ton administration. Security-cooperation activities were now
seen as valuable tools to support engagement, the process of
assisting the political and economic transformations in Eur-
asia, and in doing so expanding the number of nations with
democratic governments and open economic systems. Engage-
ment, in short, would lead to enlargement of stable, secure,
prosperous, and free states—as described in the 1995 National
Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement.? This new
perspective fundamentally altered the role of US military forces
in peacetime. Armed forces were no longer simply preparing
and training for the next war. Instead, they were a critical tool
used to promote US foreign policy objectives:

The U.S. military plays an essential role in building coalitions and shap-

ing the international environment in ways that protect and promote

U.S. interests. Through means such as the forward stationing or de-

ployment of forces, defense cooperation and security assistance, and

training and exercises with allies and friends, our armed forces help to
promote regional stability, deter aggression and coercion, prevent and

reduce conflicts and threats, and serve as role models for militaries in
emerging democracies.?

In 1995 the United States still had hopes that the Central
Asian states would continue the modest steps taken toward
political and economic reforms, although in reality very little
had been accomplished. But a new concern arose: potential
Russian monopolization of the energy infrastructure in Central
Asia. By this time, it was clear that the oil and natural gas de-
posits in Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan could
form a significant percentage of the world’s energy resources,
and Washington wanted to ensure Moscow did not control their
exploitation and shipment to the West. At the time, all of the
existing oil and gas pipelines from Central Asia transited Russia,
giving Moscow a monopoly in the export and distribution pro-
cess. Promoting new pipelines that did not transit Russia had
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both a practical and a political aspect: while it would help guar-
antee free access to these resources, Washington also saw the
development of the oil and gas deposits as the platform for eco-
nomic prosperity and political development in Central Asia.*

These factors drove the Clinton administration to adopt a
more active foreign policy in Central Asia, but also to alter its
foreign policy toward Russia with regard to Moscow’s involve-
ment in the Caucasian and Central Asian states and their en-
ergy resources. Washington had originally viewed a democra-
tizing Russia as a source for stability and security in these
southern areas. By the mid-1990s, however, US officials had
concluded this approach had failed. Although Russia had stra-
tegically and militarily withdrawn from the region, except for
the deployment of forces in Tajikistan, it continued to deal with
the Central Asian states with a heavy hand. The United States
sought to promote the independence and sovereignty of the
Central Asian states as a means of decreasing Russian influ-
ence, and in doing so increase the potential of these nations to
adopt political and economic reforms. This challenge toward
Russian hegemony in Central Asia marked the beginning of a
new rivalry.

Washington’s approaches to Central Asia were not unwelcome.
By the mid-1990s, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan
were eager to develop new military ties with Western nations,
particularly the United States. The defense structures of the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) had proved to be
completely inadequate, and Russia had quickly established bi-
lateral military agreements with each nation to provide struc-
ture and continuity to the relationships. The Central Asian
states largely welcomed the support, but by the mid-1990s had
recognized its limitations. The Russian military was collapsing—
deployments in Moldova, Georgia, and Tajikistan and the stra-
tegic morass in Chechnya left little to offer. Almaty, Bishkek,
and Tashkent began searching for additional security partners,
particularly in the West. Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan sought to
balance new relationships with their existing ties to Russia,
but Uzbekistan sought a strategic shift, and ultimately saw the
United States as its primary partner.®

An important element of the desire to seek outside partners
was the state of development of the armed forces of these nations.
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Through this period, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan,
and Uzbekistan continued to grow, stabilize, and mature their
armed forces. All had established their own defense ministries,
and most had created specific offices within them responsible
for international military cooperation.® Kazakhstan'’s first defense
attaché to the United States, Lt Col Muslim M. Altynbayev, the
son of Defense Minister Col Gen Mukhtar Altynbayev, was ac-
credited by the DOD in May 1997.7 The establishment of these
organizations and the growth of indigenous capabilities meant
these forces were better poised to absorb the increased pro-
grams offered by the United States.

A bureaucratic constituency similarly began to develop within
the Departments of Defense and State that could advocate for
increased resources and attention. By 1995 defense attachés
had been assigned to the embassies in Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan; attachés would be assigned to the other countries in
1997.% Desk officers within various offices in the Defense and
State Departments were specifically assigned to manage these
growing programs in Central Asia and, by extension, the relation-
ships with these countries. Offices, organizations, and com-
mands no longer viewed security cooperation with Central Asia
as a adjunct to the programs in Eastern Europe and Russia,
but strategically important in its own right.

By the mid-1990s, the conditions were set for the United
States to increase its military cooperation activities in Central
Asia. Additional resources were found, new programs were
added, and new relationships were built. Through its security
-cooperation programs, the United States sought to balance its
relationship to Kazakhstan with a new one involving Uzbeki-
stan. At the time, many observers saw Uzbekistan to be the key
to regional stability and advocated that Tashkent should re-
ceive primacy in US foreign policy in the region. Frederick Starr,
soon to be the director of the new Central Asia—Caucasus Insti-
tute at Johns Hopkins University, argued in an influential For-
eign Affairs article in early 1996 that Uzbekistan was “uniquely
positioned to anchor the security of the region.” His thoughts
were echoed by Zbigniew Brzezinski and others, including Sec-
retary of Defense William J. Perry, who praised Uzbekistan as
“an island of stability.”'° Nonetheless, US policy sought a bal-
ance between Tashkent and Almaty in this period, and security
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assistance funding continued to favor Kazakhstan, if only by a
small amount.!!

The United States and Uzbekistan initiated this new relation-
ship when, on 13 October 1995, Secretary Perry and Uzbekistani
minister of defense Lt Gen Rustam Akmedov signed a “Memo-
randum of Understanding and Cooperation on Defense and
Military Relations,” similar to the framework document agreed
to by Kazakhstan in early 1994.!2 Both of these agreements
established bilateral working groups (BWG) between the United
States and each country. These working groups would meet on
an annual basis to negotiate the broad areas of cooperation the
two countries would undertake during the following year. The
results of the BWGs were captured in a Plan of Cooperation
that was signed by the secretary of defense and the respective
minister of defense. The United States conducted separate
BWGs with Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan that outlined coopera-
tive efforts for 1996, providing a certain measure of structure
to the activities. Washington wanted to avoid favoring one over
the other, so along with relatively equal levels of funding and
comparative levels of interaction, it promoted multilateral initia-
tives such as CENTRASBAT to encourage regional cooperation
and reduce Russian influence.

Denuclearization

Denuclearization and democratization continued to be im-
portant objectives for the expanded security-cooperation ef-
forts, but they became increasingly disconnected. Although the
denuclearization effort originally spawned the military contacts
program, one of the original methods for promoting democrati-
zation, by the mid-1990s these activities were almost completely
separate. Part of this was due to the elimination of nuclear
weapons in Kazakhstan, which meant there was no longer a
need to establish military ties designed specifically to defuse a
potential nuclear crisis; instead, the defense ties established
through the military contact programs primarily were used to
promote other objectives. Additionally, the CTR program in-
creasingly used US (and occasionally Kazakh or Russian) con-
tractors to carry out the actual activities in Kazakhstan, thereby
reducing the interaction between uniformed members of the
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two military forces. Bureaucratically, the denuclearization ef-
fort was executed by the OSD, the Defense Special Weapons
Agency (DSWA),'® and the OSIA, while the military contact pro-
grams generally were conducted by the combatant commands
such as USEUCOM, USACOM, and USPACOM.!" Likewise, the
bureaucratic structures in the Central Asian states separated
the two activities. In Kazakhstan, denuclearization and arms
control activities were managed by the Kazakhstan Center for
Monitoring Arms Reductions and Supporting Inspection Activi-
ties (established in 1992, but beginning actual operations in
1995), while other security cooperation programs were man-
aged by the International Military Cooperation Department
within the Ministry of Defense.!® As DOD agencies (including
those conducting the CTR Program) began to increase their at-
tention on proliferation issues, they began to work more closely
with nonmilitary organizations within Kazakhstan, such as the
Customs Service and Border Guards. (Although frequent re-
structuring and reorganization of governments ministries
within Kazakhstan meant these services were occasionally sub-
ordinated to the Ministry of Defense.) Finally, USEUCOM,
which conducted a significant percentage of the military con-
tact events during the early years, increasingly linked those
activities with programs such as the Marshall Center to rein-
force the concept of democratization.

Proliferation Prevention

The CTR program continued to eliminate the remaining ves-
tiges of the nuclear weapons infrastructure in Kazakhstan, but
the emphasis and funding slowly began to shift toward secur-
ing and eliminating biological and chemical weapons and to-
ward preventing the proliferation of the materials, technology,
and knowledge needed to develop any type of weapon of mass
destruction (WMD).

Based on the personal relationships established through the
denuclearization effort, US and Kazakh officials agreed in June
1996 to jointly eliminate a legacy of the vast Soviet biological
weapons program, the anthrax production facilities at Stepno-
gorsk, (for which $5 million was specifically authorized by Con-
gress). Other initiatives soon followed, including an agreement
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to eliminate partially constructed chemical weapons facilities
at Pavlodar and the expansion of the CTR program to Uzbeki-
stan. In 1997, under a temporary umbrella agreement with the
Uzbekistani Ministry of Defense, DOD began a five-year pro-
gram to eliminate the chemical weapons production facility at
Nukus, and, in October 2001, started to demilitarize the bio-
logical weapons testing range at Vozrozhdeniye Island.!® Secur-
ing and eliminating biological and chemical weapons formed the
core of the CTR program’s work in Central Asia for the next six
to seven years (table A.6 and figure A.5, appendix A).

The CTR program also initiated proliferation prevention efforts
in Central Asia, but these were soon shifted to other agencies.
From its inception, the CTR program included the objective of
improving export controls and border security in recipient na-
tions in order to prevent the proliferation of nuclear materials.
In Kazakhstan, this effort included assistance in drafting the
necessary legislation to support the new State Border Service
and Customs Service and building infrastructure, but it also
included the first transfer of equipment to Kazakhstani secu-
rity forces. Six patrol boats, including five 27-foot Boston Whal-
ers and one 42-foot Sea Ark, were delivered in late 1995 and
early 1996 to assist with enforcement capabilities on the Cas-
pian Sea. Originally intended for the Kazakhstani Customs
Service, a ministerial restructuring meant these boats were ul-
timately delivered to the new Kazakhstani Navy, which was
given the responsibility of maritime security. (Another ministe-
rial reorganization in 1999 shifted these patrol boats to the
State Border Service.) In conjunction with the transfer of the
patrol boats, the US Army Corps of Engineers conducted a Port
Engineering Infrastructure Survey at Aktau and Bautino, Ka-
zakhstan, in July 1996. At the time, the Kazakhstani Ministry
of Defense planned to establish a naval headquarters and train-
ing institute at Aktau, and the port survey was intended to
determine its suitability for military use.!”

At the end of 1995, however, the export controls initiative
was removed from the CTR Program and the Defense Depart-
ment and transferred to the Department of State, becoming the
EXBS Program.!® In 1995 Congress mandated DOD and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) establish a joint program
to “deter, interdict, and prevent the possible proliferation and
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acquisition of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) by orga-
nized crime groups and individuals” within the former Soviet
Union, primarily through law enforcement training and the
provision of some equipment. Similarly, in 1997 DOD estab-
lished a joint effort with the US Customs Service (USCS), now
part of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to improve
the counterproliferation capabilities of border services. While
this program included some training, it primarily focused on
providing equipment.'® These two programs have been com-
bined under the title of the ICP. Funding for the program has
been modest—just over S$3 million was spent in Central Asia
from 1995 through 1999 (table A.4, appendix A).2°

Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan were the first nations in Central
Asia to benefit from the ICP. Joint DOD-FBI teams traveled to
Almaty and Tashkent in late 1996 to explain the program and
conduct country assessments. Both countries were invited to
send delegations to the DOD-FBI-sponsored WMD Executive
Seminars held in Budapest, Hungary; the Kazakh representa-
tives attended in June 1997 and the Uzbeks in August. Kyrgyz-
stan was also admitted to the program in August 1997 and
attended the seminar the following February. Soon the ICP pro-
gram began executing events in Central Asia: ICP teams man-
aged a colloquium on legal issues in Uzbekistan in April 1998
and conducted a series of training events in Druzbha, Aktau,
and Almaty in July. Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Uzbek delegations also
attended training through the ICP at the Department of Energy’s
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory Radiation Academy in
Washington State in October 1998.%!

Democratization

Simultaneously, the efforts to promote democratization within
the military forces in Central Asia also began to narrow its fo-
cus toward more specific objectives, although this development
was slow, uneven, and generally applicable only to Kazakh-
stan. Two specific objectives were deliberately identified through
bilateral Plans of Cooperation—noncommissioned officer pro-
fessional development and defense resource management—and
one emerged through opportunity rather than deliberate plan-
ning—civil-military relations in the context of disaster response.
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Military Contacts Program

The military contacts program matured and expanded dur-
ing this period, assisted by several new initiatives. In 1992, as
USEUCOM solidified its JCTP as the military contact program
with nations of East Europe and the European portion of the
former Soviet Union, the National Guard Bureau in Washing-
ton, DC, proposed creating a parallel State Partnership Program
(SPP) to link specific state National Guard organizations with
these same nations. The SPP started in the Baltic region (largely
because the withdrawal of Soviet forces left these new states
with no military forces, institutions, or equipment) with agree-
ments signed in early 1993 with Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania,
but soon grew to include most of the nations in the region.??
Kazakhstan was partnered with Arizona in 1993, but events
did not start until 1995; Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uz-
bekistan were partnered in 1996 (table 2). (Tajikistan was even-
tually partnered in 2002.)

The SPP offered many advantages: having the National Guard
as a resource ensured the military contact programs were not
unduly affected by the major reductions in the active duty force
structure through the 1990s; the Guard’s role as citizen-soldiers
provided increased exposure to the concepts of civil-military
relations, and the SPP included opportunities for broad govern-
mental, academic, and commercial ties between these states
and nations.?® The National Guard units began to conduct an
increasing number of the military contact events each year.

The second initiative started with NATO. In January 1994 at
the Brussels Summit, NATO leaders established the Partner-
ship for Peace (PfP) Program as a means of developing practical

Table 2. State Partnership Program (SPP) agreements

Country Partner State Date of Agreement
Kazakhstan Arizona 31 August 1993
Kyrgyzstan Montana 30 July 1996

Tajikistan Virginia 20 October 2003

Turkmenistan Nevada 30 July 1996
Uzbekistan Louisiana 30 July 1996

(Reprinted from National Guard Bureau, International Affairs [J5-IA)] http://www.ngb.army.mil/ia/
states/states_map%5B1%5D.htm.)
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military ties with its former adversaries in the Warsaw Pact
that would lead to partnerships, and for some, membership.
These ties were bilateral between NATO and the partner nation,
but the structure and many of the specific events conducted
under this program fostered increased multilateral ties. A na-
tion joined the P{P program by signing a Framework Document,
in which it commits:
to preserve democratic societies; to maintain the principles of inter-
national law; to fulfill obligations under the UN Charter, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki Final Act and international
disarmament and arms control agreements; to refrain from the threat
or use of force against other states; to respect existing borders; and to
settle disputes peacefully. . . . to promote transparency in national de-
fense planning and budgeting to establish democratic control over
armed forces, and to develop the capacity for joint action with NATO in
peacekeeping and humanitarian operations . . . The Framework Docu-
ment also enshrines a commitment by the Allies to consult with any

Partner country that perceives a direct threat to its territorial integrity,
political independence or security.2

The partner nation defines the areas in which it wishes to
cooperate through a presentation document and then develops,
in concert with NATO, an Individual Partnership Program (IPP)
describing specific events that will help it meet its goals. These
events could be conducted by a NATO organization or by a
NATO member state under the PfP program. Over time, this
process can ultimately lead some nations to a Membership Ac-
tion Plan, which identifies the specific actions necessary to be
eligible for full membership within NATO (table 3).

Most nations in Central Asia joined P{P soon after it was an-
nounced but it took until mid-1996 for Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
and Uzbekistan to develop their first IPPs. NATO'’s interest and

Table 3. Partnership for Peace (PfP) program framework documents

Country Date Signatory
Kazakhstan 27 May 1994 Foreign Minister Saudabayev
Kyrgyzstan 1 June 1994 President Akayev
Tajikistan 20 February 2002 Ambassador Rahimov
Turkmenistan 10 May 1994 Foreign Minister Shikmuradov
Uzbekistan 13 July 1994 Foreign Minister Saidkasimov

(Reprinted from NATO Partnership for Peace Web site http://www.nato.int/pfp/sig-cntr.htm.)
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involvement in Central Asia remained limited throughout the
1990s with only a limited number of multinational events such
as personnel exchanges, exercises, seminars, and conferences,
often conducted by the United States or Turkey. The Central
Asian states have been reluctant participants in NATO activities,
however, preferring bilateral relationships whenever possible,
and in recent years a number of NATO nations have estab-
lished bilateral security cooperation programs to complement
those done via the NATO channels. Often specific NATO activi-
ties are conducted by a single lead country such as Turkey and
are often portrayed or perceived in country as bilateral activi-
ties.?® Until 2002 the focus of these efforts was largely on civil-
military cooperation, defense reform, civil defense and emergency
response, peacekeeping, and with a few scientific and educa-
tional exchanges. While many of these efforts have continued,
much more effort is now given to counterterrorism and counter-
drug trafficking initiatives. But the PfP program helped rein-
force US objectives of denuclearization and democratization
and offered additional tangible objectives for its security coop-
eration efforts—increasing the interoperability of the Central
Asian military forces so they could participate in NATO-led
peacekeeping and humanitarian operations.2¢

To encourage the development of the PfP program, in July
1994 at a NATO meeting in Warsaw, Poland, Pres. William J.
Clinton announced his intent to ask Congress for up to $100
million in funding for a new Warsaw Initiative Fund (WIF).?’
These funds could be used to fund partner nation participation
in exercises, seminars, conferences, and other events that were
either part of the nation’s PfP program or that were agreed to be
“in the spirit of” the PfP objectives. WIF could also be used to
fund interoperability programs, including equipment transfers
(table 4).

Only a few of these WIF interoperability programs, including
the environmental exchanges, defense planning seminars, and
defense resource management studies (DRMS) were imple-
mented in Central Asia, and Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan were
the primary recipients. Some were more successful than oth-
ers: the defense environmental assessments and exchanges
later became an important element of the military contact pro-
gram, but the resource management studies were ultimately
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Table 4. Interoperability programs eligible for Warsaw Initiative Fund
(WIF) funding

Command, control, communications, com-  Regional airspace studies
puters, intelligence studies

Logistics exchanges Navigation aids studies

Public affairs exchanges Civil-military planning seminars
Legislative affairs exchanges Infrastructure assessments
Environmental exchanges Defense assessments and studies
Inspector general exchanges Defense planning seminars
Comptroller exchanges Defense resource management studies
Parliamentary exchanges Partnership information management

(Reprinted from DOD Manual 5105.38-M, Security Assistance Management Manual [Washington,
DC: Defense Security Cooperation Agency, March 2006], 514.)

cancelled in 1998-1999 because USCENTCOM planners be-
lieved the training was not effective and the Kazakhstanis and
Uzbekistanis were not focused on the effort.?®

Beyond promoting increasing interoperability and integra-
tion with NATO, the WIF program offered the practical benefit
of offering an additional source of funding, beyond CTR and
Combatant Commander’s Initiative Fund (CIF), for the military
contact programs. This funding became available in 1996, with
$1.125 million allocated for events with Kazakhstan, $25 thou-
sand for Kyrgyzstan, $25 thousand for Turkmenistan, and
$1.375 million for Uzbekistan allocated for that year.

Another source of funding for military contact events, known
as the traditional commander in chief (CINC) activities (TCA)
program, was initiated in 1996 specifically to support the for-
eign military interactions by the unified commanders. With
certain restrictions, TCA funds could be used for:

Military liaison teams

Traveling contact teams

State Partnership Programs

Regional conferences and seminars

Personnel and information exchanges

Unit exchanges
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e Staff assistance/assessment visits

¢ Training program review and assessments

e Ship rider programs

¢ Joint/Combined exercise observers

e Combined exercises

e Humanitarian civic assistance projects

¢ Bilateral staff talks

¢ Host nation medical and dental support meetings

e Guard and Reserve participation in these types of programs
¢ Program administration®®

CTR and WIF, however, remained the most common sources of
funding for military contact programs, and USCENTCOM, after
it took over responsibility for the military contact program in
Central Asia in 1999, seldom used TCA, reserving it for use
with nations in the Middle East that were not eligible to receive
CTR and WIF funding.*°

In 1995, for the first time, the DOD developed bilateral an-
nual military contact plans with Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan
that attempted to capture all of the contact events scheduled
for the following year. The number of events for each country
grew dramatically as well. The program with Kazakhstan, for
example, had 19 scheduled events for 1996, 26 for 1997, and
41 for 1998; for Uzbekistan 14, 18, and 39, respectively (table 5).

Table 5. Military contact events planned with the Central Asian states,
1996-1999

1996 1997 1998 1999
Kazakhstan 19 26 41 40
Kyrgyzstan 12 22
Turkmenistan 7 15
Uzbekistan 14 18 39 34

Adapted from Director of Strategy and Plans, US Joint Chiefs of Staff, Bilateral Military Contact
Plans, Planning Reference Book, 2000 Joint Chiefs of Staff/Office of the Secretary of Defense Plan-
ning Conference for the NIS Peacetime Engagement, Washington, DC, June 1999.

Note: Although military contact events may have been conducted with Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan
prior to 1998, formal plans were not developed until then.
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The plans do not tell the entire story, as some events each
year were cancelled while others were added, but the growth in
the program is evident. In August 1998, the US defense attaché
in Tashkent, for example, noted that while 17 events were ac-
tually conducted in 1995, 27 were conducted in 1996, and 54
events in 1998.3! Unfortunately, few records were kept on the
number, type, or details of the military contact events that were
executed in these countries.

As these events were conducted by a variety of commands
(USEUCOM, USPACOM, USACOM, USCENTCOM, and the na-
tional guards from the SPP states), there was little focus to the
individual military contact plans. Kazakhstan, which had the
largest quantity of military contact events from 1996 through
1999 (for which the planning was done in 1995 through 1998),
also had the largest range of visits, covering 25 separate topics
over the four year period. Many of these topics, including the
counternarcotics, legal, military police, air traffic control, com-
munications, chaplain, financial management, personnel man-
agement, public affairs, engineering, logistics, and transporta-
tion functional areas, had only a single information exchange
visit, raising the question of how useful these visits were in
practical terms of influencing the development of the Kazakh-
stani armed forces. However, three main themes for coopera-
tion began to figure prominently in the military contact plans
of these countries through this period: officer and noncommis-
sioned officer professional development programs, civil-military
cooperation in response to natural disasters, and military medical
operations. These three themes accounted for over 40 percent
of the military contact events conducted in Central Asia during
this period.32

However, the military contacts program was not coming close
to achieving its primary objective of democratizing the armed
forces of the Central Asian states, and it is not clear that the US
planners involved in developing the events recognized democ-
ratization as a goal. The Military Contacts Program is autho-
rized under United States Code Title 10, Section 168, specifi-
cally states: “The Secretary of Defense may conduct
military-to-military contacts and comparable activities that are
designed to encourage a democratic orientation of defense es-
tablishments and military forces of other countries.”®® As de-
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scribed by Dr. Marybeth Peterson Ulrich, “the legal basis of
the program clearly supports military democratization activi-
ties aimed at influencing the ideological orientation of the par-
ticipant states.” Yet only about 40 percent of the planned con-
tact events during this period could be considered as promoting
a democratic orientation in this region. Surprisingly, almost 80
percent of those planned for Turkmenistan fall in this category
(primarily because of the emphasis on events relating to civil-
military responses to disasters), while the statistics for the other
countries fall off dramatically: 53 percent in Kyrgyzstan, 40
percent in Kazakhstan, and 30 percent in Uzbekistan.3*

Education and Training Programs

Commensurate with the expansion in military contacts was
a vast expansion of the training and education programs, in-
cluding increased attendance at the Marshall Center (which,
incidentally, was included on the military contact plans for
each country). Whereas only 14 individuals from Central Asia
attended courses at the Marshall Center in 1994, on average
26 attended each year between 1995 and 1997, and 46 in 1998.
(Many others attended shorter conferences at the Marshall
Center.) The Marshall Center also began sponsoring confer-
ences within the region that focused on democratization; the
first of which was in Tashkent in August 1996 on “Democratic
Oversight, Civil-Military Relations, and Regional Stability and
Security in Central Asia” and the second in Almaty in Decem-
ber 1997.

Significant increases in IMET funding began in 1996.%° IMET
funding for Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbeki-
stan, which totaled $370 thousand in 1995, more than tripled
to $1.125 million in 1996, and grew steadily for the next several
years. The State and Defense Departments continued to advo-
cate for the IMET funding by stressing its role in promoting
democratic reform in the region, arguing that the training pro-
vided by these funds would help establish military forces sup-
portive of the “democratic and economic transition and com-
mitted to a durable pattern of cooperation with the West.”
Initially most of this funding continued to be used primarily for
English language training, both for student attending follow-on
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courses and for training English language instructors, but the
increased funding allowed Central Asian military officers to
also attend courses in maritime search and rescue, military
justice, defense resource management, and infantry training.*¢
Central Asian officials were eager to take advantage of this op-
portunity; even Turkmenistani president Niyazov allowed one
of his lieutenants to attend infantry officer training in the
United States.®”

Another of the important aspects of the expansion of the IMET
program was having sufficient funding to allow offering seats to
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan at US staff and war colleges.*® Each
of the US military services operates its own tiered educational
system, known collectively as professional military education
(PME), for the development of its officer corps, with specific
schools and colleges for selected officers as they progress in
rank. Initially, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan were invited to at-
tend the staff colleges for mid-grade officers (majors and lieu-
tenant colonels, lieutenant commanders and commanders); the
curriculum at these schools lasts a full academic year. The first
Kazakhstani officers graduated from the Army Command and
General Staff College (CGSC) at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and
the College of Naval Command and Staff (CNSC) in Newport,
Rhode Island, in 1997 and from the Air Command and Staff
College (ACSC) at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, in 1998; the first
Uzbekistani officers graduated from ACSC in 1997 and CNSC
in 1998 (table B.4, appendix B). These courses, although
among the most expensive offered through the IMET program,
are the best methods for providing professional education, ap-
preciation of US perspectives on democratic principles, and
exposure to American life because of their length, exposure to
American military counterparts, and opportunities to live in
American communities.

Expanded IMET Program

The continuing emphasis on using security cooperation pro-
gram to promote democratic reform was encouraged by a modi-
fication to the IMET Program mandated by Congress in 1991.
Known as Expanded IMET (E-IMET), it had two significant impli-
cations. First, training could be provided to civilian personnel
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outside of the ministries of defense whose duties include defense
or security-related issues, such as individuals in the legislative
branch or members of a nongovernmental organization. Sec-
ond, a percentage of each country’s IMET allocation was re-
quired to be used for courses that emphasized themes that
supported democratization:

e Respect for democracy and civilian rule of law, including
the principle of civilian control of the military

e Respect for internationally recognized standards of human
rights

e Military justice systems in democratic societies
¢ Responsible defense resource management®

Some countries with poor human rights records, such as In-
donesia and Guatemala, were permitted to take only courses
that qualified under the E-IMET program (this restriction was
lifted from Indonesia in 2005). Initially the requirement to use
a certain percentage of funding on E-IMET courses was politi-
cally sensitive in some countries, but as a condition of receiv-
ing aid it proved very effective. After a few years it was dropped
as increasing numbers of courses had their curriculums modified
to qualify as E-IMET and as countries requested valued courses,
such as attendance at staff and war colleges (described below),
that met the criteria. Currently, security assistance program
managers simply seek to find a balance between E-IMET
courses and technical training, and E-IMET courses have con-
sistently made up a significant portion of the education and
training courses offered to the Central Asian military forces
under the IMET program. Appendix D provides a listing of
courses that qualify under the E-IMET Program.

The Expanded IMET program spawned institutes which of-
fered programs specifically designed to meet the goals of pro-
moting military justice systems, defense resource management,
and civil-military relations. The Defense Institute for Interna-
tional Legal Studies (DIILS), which originated as the Interna-
tional Training Detachment of the Navy Justice School at New-
port, Rhode Island, began providing courses named Disciplined
Military Operations and Military Justice in Kazakhstan and
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Uzbekistan, respectively, in 1996, and to date has trained over
400 students from Central Asia (table B.5, appendix B). The
Defense Resource Management Institute (DRMI) at the Naval
Postgraduate School (NPS) in Monterey, California, received its
first in-residence students from Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan in
1996, and subsequently trained a total of 87 students from the
region through in-residence courses and mobile education
teams (MET) (table B.6, appendix B). A third specialized insti-
tution, the Center for Civil-Military Relations (CCMR), also at
the NPS, accepted its first students from Central Asia in 2003
(table B.7, appendix B).

Military Academies and Flight Training

Two other specialized training and education opportunities,
not part of the IMET program, were also offered in Central Asia
during this period: attendance at the military service acade-
mies and participation in flight training. In 1998 the United
States invited Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan to
nominate promising young individuals to attend the US service
academies: the US Military Academy at West Point, New York;
the US Naval Academy at Annapolis, Maryland, and the US Air
Force Academy at Colorado Springs, Colorado.*® The nominees
were required to meet the same stringent physical and educa-
tional application requirements as US applicants to be selected.
(Frequently foreign nominees are academically deficient be-
cause of the differences in education systems or due to poor
English language skills.) There are nearly 10 thousand appli-
cants each year for each academy, and less than 20 foreign
students are admitted to each one. Foreign students are fully
integrated into every aspect of the academy program and upon
graduation are awarded a bachelor’s degree and are expected
to be commissioned in the armed forces of their parent nation.

Kyrgyzstan was the first to have a nominee selected—Cadet
Marat Davletshin entered West Point in 1998 and graduated
with the Class of 2002—and has been the most successful, with
a total of five individuals accepted at three academies. Kyrgyz-
stan currently has two students at West Point, both of whom will
graduate in 2008 and, despite a lack of a navy or a significant air
force, a student at the US Naval Academy and one at the US Air
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Force Academy, both in the class of 2007. Kazakhstan has had
two graduates from West Point (in 2004 and 2005), with another
graduating in 2007 (table B.8, appendix B, and fig. 3).*!

The second specialized training opportunity was the ALP,
funded by the US Air Force through its normal operating bud-
get. Established first in 1996, ALP offered a year of English
language training followed by a year of flight training at Colum-
bus AFB, Mississippi, in T-37 trainers, the same type of air-
craft used by US Air Force pilots as they begin flight training.
Upon graduation, the foreign officer is awarded US Air Force
flight wings. Only 20 such invitations are extended to foreign
air forces each year, and Uzbekistan was offered a slot in 1998.
The ALP program was discontinued between 1999 and 2001
because the increased requirement for flight training quotas
by the US Air Force left few available for optional security as-
sistance programs, but when it resumed, invitations were of-
fered to Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
(table B.9, appendix B).

Including the Central Asian states in these specialized, long
duration, training and education opportunities such as the
service academies and the ALP program, while supporting the

Figure 3. Kazakhstani Cadet Elena Milyuk with US general Richard
Myers, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at the West Point graduation,
June 2005 (Reprinted from the collection of Col Assylbek Mendygaliev,
defense attaché of the Republic of Kazakhstan. Used with permission.)
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objective of promoting democratization within the armed forces,
had a secondary objective. These programs were considered to
be long-term investments in the future military leadership of
the armed forces of Central Asia. It was assumed that the US
military education and training offered through the war col-
leges, academies, and flight training was so superior to other
avenues that these young officers would quickly rise to posi-
tions of authority and influence as they progressed in their ca-
reers. In short, these programs specifically sought to groom
future commanders of foreign militaries: “An ALP candidate
should be a top graduate of the participating country’s air force
academy or other young officer with potential to achieve top
leadership positions in their air force.”*? The experiences these
foreign officers gained through their long study programs in
the United States, side-by-side with young American military
officers and cadets, would leave them with a fundamentally
favorable perspective of the United States, and the personal
friendships created through these two- and four-year programs
would pay great benefits in future years when both the Ameri-
can and foreign officers reached higher positions.

Regional Cooperation

A key component of US policy in Central Asia in this period
was reducing Russian influence and integrating Central Asia
into Western economic and political structures, and the strategy
used to achieve this goal was to increase the national sover-
eignty of the Central Asian states and promote regional coop-
eration among them. In this way, it was believed, each of the
nations could individually and collectively oppose Russian
pressures in political, economic, and security matters, while
simultaneously advancing their own political and economic re-
forms. Regional cooperation became a new and important ob-
jective in US security cooperation programs.

US planners, searching for a means to put policy into action,
turned to a new initiative—the Central Asian Battalion, or
CENTRASBAT—a combined peacekeeping unit consisting of
companies from Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. From
the US perspective, CENTRASBAT would provide an alternative
to Russian predominance in managing regional crises and would
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give the Central Asian states a means to respond on their own.*?
Soon this unit and its related annual exercise would come to
dominate US security cooperation efforts in the region.

Central Asian Battalion

In December 1995, the Council of Defense Ministers of Kazakh-
stan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan proposed the creation of a
combined peacekeeping battalion that could operate in UN-
sponsored missions. This proposal was approved by the presi-
dents of the three nations, and the concept was expanded to
include requesting NATO assistance in training and equipping
CENTRASBAT under the PfP program.*

With a strength of approximately 500 men, CENTRASBAT
was to consist of a headquarters staff, three motorized rifle
companies (one from each nation), reconnaissance and medical
detachments, mortar and air defense batteries, and grenade
launcher and engineering platoons. All elements of the unit,
including those from Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, were to be
garrisoned at Zhibek-Zholy in the Chimkent region of Kazakh-
stan, near the border with Uzbekistan. Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan each contributed 40 percent and Kyrgyzstan 20 percent to
the estimated $2 million annual cost of maintaining the unit.*®

NATO did not rush to assist in the creation of the unit, but
US officials were eager to get involved. CENTRASBAT offered
several benefits. First, it could serve as a visible and active
method for promoting regional cooperation, and it would help
distance these nations from Russia. From the US perspective,
even President Nazarbayev appeared to agree with this approach
when he stated in May 1996 that the unit was not meant to
support territorial claims against another nation, “but we don’t
want other states to have territorial claims against us.”% Second,
it would help provide a nexus to focus the expanding elements
of US security cooperation programs. Third, following its expe-
riences in Somalia and the former Yugoslavia, the United States
was eager to train other nations to take over peacekeeping duties
in troubled spots around the world. USACOM, which had already
hosted Kyrgyz and Uzbek detachments at Fort Polk, Louisiana,
for Cooperative Nugget 95, a peacekeeping and refugee assis-
tance exercise, stepped forward to lead the US participation.
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USACOM conducted two major CENTRASBAT exercises. The
first started in August 1997 with detachments from Kazakh-
stan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan undergoing airborne re-
fresher training at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. On 14 Septem-
ber, these 40 soldiers plus 500 members of the US 82d Airborne
Division embarked on an 18-hour, 7,700 mile nonstop flight in
six C-17 cargo aircraft from Pope AFB, North Carolina, to Chim-
kent, Kazakhstan, for the longest airborne drop in history.
There they were joined by another 80 troops from Turkey and
Russia, who also arrived directly from their home countries,
and the 620 airborne troops, hit the landing zone within a short
two-hour period. Marine Corps general John Sheehan, com-
mander of USACOM, led the airborne drop as the first one out
of the aircraft. On the ground, the forces practiced securing the
Sairam airport against a simulated adversary. Joined by the
remainder of the CENTRASBAT unit, they practiced peacekeep-
ing skills such as controlling checkpoints, inspecting vehicles, pro-
viding humanitarian assistance, and maintaining separation
zones. After two days of training, all but 120 of the US soldiers
returned home, and the exercise shifted to Uzbekistan for the
second stage, which consisted of additional peacekeeping train-
ing with Turkish, Russian, Latvian, and Georgian troops.*’

CENTRABAT 97 served its purposes. First, it visibly demon-
strated to Russia that the United States was engaging in a new,
active role in promoting stability and security in Central Asia.
General Sheehan emphasized both points when he remarked
that the exercise indicates “the US interest that the Central
Asian states live in stability,” and the fact that “there is no na-
tion on the face of the earth where we can’t go.”® These senti-
ments were not lost in Moscow. In less than a week, the Rus-
sian State Duma issued a statement condemning the exercise,
claiming: “Under the guise of statements on the peacekeeping
nature of such maneuvers, the US Armed Forces are inten-
sively developing new potential theaters of military actions in
the immediate vicinity of Russia’s frontiers. It cannot be ruled
out that in the course of such long-range troop landings, a pos-
sible landing of US Army units on Russian territory is also be-
ing developed.”#°

CENTRASBAT 97 also demonstrated to the Central Asian
leaders that mutual cooperation can bring results. Sheehan
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laid the credit directly at their doors: “Three years ago, people
said this type of operation was not possible. I say, look at what
is happening today. It did happen, because the three presi-
dents [of Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Kyrgyzstan] wanted it to
happen, and the three ministers [of defense] made it happen.”s°
But CENTRASBAT 97 also carried with it the seeds of its own
demise. The exercise scenario was artificially constructed to
include the first stage in Kazakhstan and the second in Uzbeki-
stan to avoid slighting one of the two major participants. Seek-
ing balance, or at least avoiding the appearance of favoritism,
became a fundamental rule for US planners. The exercise also
included elaborate opening and closing ceremonies which
tended to overshadow the more mundane training aspects. In
time, CENTRASBAT would become more of a showcase unit
and exercise rather than one preparing for potential combat or
peacekeeping operations. And while the Central Asians were
generally enthusiastic participants, even to the point of paint-
ing their vehicles white with big blue UN markings, American
observers were disappointed in their skills and concluded it
would be years before CENTRASBAT became a viable unit. Re-
tired US Army major general James Johnson, then serving as
DOD’s military representative to Central Asia, remarked: “As
far as it went, the training conducted for this exercise was good,
but it didn’t teach proficiency. The 82d’s training doctrine is to
teach soldiers to crawl, walk, and run. Here, they are learning
to crawl and beginning to walk, but they aren’t learning to run.
That’s going to take a lot more time.”! It is not clear, however,
that this assessment was ever passed to the ministers of de-
fense of the Central Asian states, and their frustration with the
slow progress of the unit would soon become evident.
USACOM repeated the exercise in September 1998, this time
with 259 soldiers from the 10th Mountain Division from Fort
Drum, New York, and 272 members of CENTRASBAT. Another
200 soldiers from Turkey, Russia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan also
participated in the peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance
exercise. Again, the exercise was split, starting at the CENTRASBAT
garrison in Zhibek-Zholy in Kazakhstan, moving to Chirchik in
Uzbekistan for seminars, and then to Osh in Kyrgyzstan for
field training (fig.4). Notably, the Kazakhs angered their Uzbek
hosts by conducting their airborne drop ahead of schedule.5?
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Figure 4. Uzbekistani army contingent of CENTRASBAT, Chirchik,
Uzbekistan, July 1998 (Reprinted from author’s personal collection.)

Multilateral and Bilateral Exercises

CENTRASBAT was not the only exercise used to promote re-
gional cooperation. The United States also invited these na-
tions to a series of multilateral exercises it had been conduct-
ing under NATO'’s PfP program. As mentioned above, in August
1995, even before formal military cooperation programs had
been established with Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, platoons
from those two countries were invited to Fort Polk, Louisiana,
to participate in Cooperative Nugget 95, a peacekeeping and
refugee assistance exercise. Along with being the first PfP exer-
cise held in the United States, Cooperative Nugget 95 was the
first time US and Central Asian troops had trained together in a
combined exercise. The following year, a platoon from Kazakh-
stan’s CENTRASBAT element joined them at Camp Lejeune,
North Carolina, for a peacekeeping and amphibious assault ex-
ercise called Cooperative Osprey 96. These exercises, conducted
by USACOM, soon became a routine part of the growing mili-
tary cooperation program during this period, and the three na-
tions generally sent elements of their CENTRASBAT unit to
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participate. All three nations returned to Fort Polk in June-
July 1997 for Cooperative Nugget 97 and then again to Camp
Lejeune in June 1998 for Cooperative Osprey 98. The Central
Asian states also participated in NATO PfP exercises sponsored
by USEUCOM,; including the communications and information
systems interoperability exercise Combined Endeavor 98 in
Sembach, Germany. These exercises offered the Central Asian
states opportunities to train with other NATO nations as well
as work together in a relatively benign training environment.
(Kazakhstan was to participate in the Combined Endeavor ex-
ercise each year thereafter.)%

Concurrent with these multilateral exercises, but not directly
designed to promote regional cooperation, the United States also
began a series of bilateral special operations forces exercises
(SOFEX) with the special forces of Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan.®* As Central Asia was not assigned to any of the regional
unified commands, US Special Operations Command, Pacific
(USSOCPAC) in Hawaii initiated the program, turning to its 1st
Special Forces Group (SFG) at Fort Lewis, Washington, for the
personnel. This was an unusual choice, as the 1st SFG’s skills
include Asian languages such as Korean, Chinese, or Japa-
nese, rather than Russian, Uzbek, or Kazakh, but it reflects the
challenge of establishing a new program and the multiple com-
mands operating in the region during this period. Balance
Kayak exercises were held in Kazakhstan in August 1996, June
1997, August 1998, and spring 1999, focusing primarily on
combat medical training and civic action. Balance Ultra exer-
cises were held in Uzbekistan in autumn 1996, June 1997,
September 1998, and June 1999 in the Ferghana Valley, and
focused on combat medical training and mountain training. In
1999 US forces planned to expand the program to Turkmeni-
stan with a counter-drug exercise using personnel from the
5th SFG at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, subordinate to US Spe-
cial Operations Command, Central (USSOCCENT), but it is not
clear whether this exercise ever took place.®®

Equipment Transfers

The emphasis on the CENTRASBAT unit, peacekeeping op-
erations, and NATO interoperability through the P{P program
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also opened the door to the first set of military equipment trans-
fers from the DOD to the armed forces of Central Asia.%¢ Under
certain conditions governed by the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA)
of 1961, the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) of 1976, and the
International Traffic in Arms Regulation (ITAR), foreign mili-
tary forces are permitted to purchase defense goods from the
United States via the FMS program. On 19 March 1997, Presi-
dent Clinton issued Presidential Determination 97-19 autho-
rizing Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
to use the FMS program—and, except for Tajikistan, the last of
the post-Soviet states to gain this approval. As for all countries,
however, this authorization was not a carte blanche—all re-
quests for military equipment were carefully controlled by DOD
and DOS, with significant Congressional oversight on major
weapon sales. Simultaneous with the Presidential Determina-
tion, the State Department requested Congress authorize FMF
grant funds in 1997 for Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmeni-
stan, and Uzbekistan to purchase US defense goods and ser-
vices. The State Department justified this request by linking it
with the missions of the CENTRASBAT unit: “to enhance . . .
capability to operate jointly with NATO forces in peacekeeping,
search and rescue, humanitarian and other operations,” a ra-
tionale that stayed consistent for the next several years.%”

In 1997 the first year FMF was authorized for Central Asia,
Kazakhstan received $1.5 million; Kyrgyzstan, $800 thousand;
Turkmenistan, $500 thousand; and Uzbekistan, $1 million. In
1998 these amounts increased by about 50 percent, and then
stabilized for the next several years (table A.6 and fig. A.5, ap-
pendix A). In 1998 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan,
and Uzbekistan were also authorized to receive surplus US mili-
tary equipment at no cost through the Euro-Atlantic Excess
Defense Articles (EDA) program.5® The provision of FMF and
the authorization for EDA, however, did not lead to immediate
deliveries. It would take several more years before US military
equipment began arriving in Central Asia.

Reaching the Summit

From 1995 to 1998, US security cooperation objectives in
Central Asia expanded; while some become more diffused, oth-
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ers became more focused. The major programs for denuclear-
ization were completed in Kazakhstan and efforts to address
proliferation and export control issues began. US efforts to pro-
mote democratization became somewhat more focused during
this period, with military contact events and education pro-
grams starting to focus on defense resource management and
officer and noncommissioned officer professional development,
particularly in Kazakhstan. And only in Kazakhstan, however,
was this objective formally stated in the planning documents.
But the military contact program also became much more dif-
fuse, with multiple commands executing events across a broad
range of topic areas. And despite the fact that both the military
contact program and the training and education programs were
justified as promoting the democratization of the armed forces
in Central Asia, there was little evidence that US security-
cooperation planners saw themselves in that role and actively
pursued that fairly vague objective, except in the case of de-
fense resource management and officer and noncommissioned
officer professional development. Likewise, US and Central
Asian forces began to exercise together in both multilateral and
bilateral forums, including in the hallmark annual CEN-
TRASBAT event, and the United States initiated the FMF and
EDA programs to offer military equipment to these nations.
The rapid growth in security cooperation programs appeared to
be having some impact, but the Central Asian states were still
waiting for the true benefits to appear.

This growth, however, must be put into context. Central Asia
remained strategically unimportant in US security cooperation
planning, greatly overshadowed by larger and more complex
programs conducted in other regions such as Eastern Europe.
The US military planned approximately 100 military contact
events with Kazakhstan from the beginning of the program
through 1998, while it planned almost 700 events with the
Czech Republic in essentially the same period.*® The State De-
partment provided just over $4 million in IMET funding from
1996 to 1998 to Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan, a combined total of only 80 percent of what was
provided to the three Baltic States during the same period.
Likewise, FMF funding in the same period totaled $9.4 million
for the four nations, roughly equivalent to what was offered to
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Uganda. Despite the relative expansion of the programs com-
pared to what had been conducted through 1995, Central Asia
remained a backwater in US security cooperation efforts.
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Chapter 4
Reassessment

The goal of U.S. policy in Central Asia would be not to
dominate the region, but to malke it free of other powers’
domination, thus making it possible for the five Central
Asian states to become stable and peaceful. In other
words, instead of dominating Central Asia, the United
States would be satisfied to see it as a no-man’s land.

—Dr. Eugene B. Rumer, National
Defense University, Washington, DC

By 1999, the dramatic increase in security-cooperation pro-
grams reached a plateau. The foundations of US security-
cooperation efforts with Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan,
and Turkmenistan had been established, and the programs
proceeded for the next few years without significant changes.
The contact programs had reached a sustainable level of inter-
action between the partner militaries, although coordinating
the events was beginning to tax the resources of the US defense
attachés in the region. US special operations forces were rou-
tinely conducting small but focused training exercises with
their counterparts. The four nations were receiving modest levels
of IMET and FMF funding for training and equipment. Improv-
ing the capabilities of the CENTRASBAT unit provided the fo-
cus for many of the programs, and its annual exercise served
as the centerpiece of the US security-cooperation efforts. In the
words of Kyrgyz defense minister Lt Gen Esen Topoyev, meet-
ing with US Marine Corps general Anthony Zinni, commander
of USCENTCOM, in the spring of 2000, the relationship “had
acquired a continual and steady nature.” In total, these pro-
grams were very modest compared to US efforts in other re-
gions, but seemed sufficient for the limited interests Washing-
ton had in the region. But other geopolitical currents began to
unsettle the ties that had been built; all participants were be-
ginning to reexamine the newer, stronger, relationships and re-
evaluate whether these linkages were meeting their objectives.
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Roots of Reassessment

This period of reassessment was most evident in US-Uzbekistani
relations, and it derived from Washington’s increasing concerns
over Pres. Islam Abdughanievich Karimov’'s growing authori-
tarianism. Since Uzbekistan’s independence in 1991, the Karimov
regime has been noted for its systematic abuse of human rights
in attempts to eliminate opposition and maintain political sta-
bility. Both the Clinton administration and Congress were be-
coming increasingly frustrated with the lack of progress on po-
litical and economic reform and the abysmal state of human
rights. But, by the late 1990s, the persecution of the relatively
moderate opposition groups and increasing instances of “ha-
rassment, arrests, beatings, and attempted assassinations,”
fostered the creation of more radical groups.?

In February 1999 Tashkent was rocked by a series of explo-
sions set off by the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU), a
militant Islamic group that sought to establish a caliphate based
in the Ferghana Valley. The Uzbekistani government reacted
strongly to the bombings, seeing them both as an attempt to
assassinate Karimov (who was traveling by car nearby) and to
overthrow the government. The bombings were followed by an
IMU invasion of the Batken Valley in Kyrgyzstan in 1999, and
a second invasion in 2000. Along with military operations coor-
dinated with Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, Uzbeki-
stan stepped up its internal repressive measures and human
rights abuses.?

The United States reacted with mixed signals. At USCENTCOM
(which had recently assumed responsibility for the region),
General Zinni sought to increase military engagement programs
in order to try to influence the Karimov regime, but the Clinton
administration and State Department were unwilling to expand
the security-cooperation activities for fear of being seen as re-
warding repressive regimes.* Visiting officials routinely lectured
Karimov on the importance of respecting human rights, but
took little other action.®? Trying to balance the competing aims
of security and promoting human rights, Washington neither
expanded the cooperation programs nor reduced them; instead,
it maintained them at a level that ensured it could not accom-
plish any of its strategic objectives. It also demonstrated to
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Karimov that he could safely ignore American pressures to
improve Uzbekistan’s internal political situation and that he
could not rely on the United States to satisfy his fundamental
security concerns.

The IMU invasions in 1999 and 2000 also undermined US ef-
forts to promote regional security cooperation. While Uzbekistan,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan made some attempts to
coordinate their military response to the incursions, the first three
did not use the joint CENTRASBAT unit to counter the threat, and
instead used other national forces. The states then began a series
of mutual recriminations, blaming each other for conditions that
permitted the attacks. Uzbekistan also established minefields along
its border with Kyrgyzstan to prevent future attacks through that
country, which dramatically reduced cross-border trade and re-
sulted in several deaths. Both Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan had
been concerned about the growth in Uzbekistan’s military capa-
bilities, and now both began to see Tashkent as a possible future
threat. US efforts to promote regional cooperation through pro-
grams began to meet with resistance, as the fundamental distrust
between Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan began to over-
shadow the modest attempts at collaboration.®

Washington was also reassessing its relationship with Al-
maty. Kazakhstan may have adopted some of the trappings
of democracy, but had never implemented them in practice.
The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) considered the March 1994 parliamentary elections
neither “free nor fair,” and by the middle of 1995 Nazarbayev
had dissolved the parliament, instituted presidential rule,
and adopted a new constitution which gave him far-reaching
powers. But, until the late 1990s the Clinton administration
still hoped that these trends could be reversed. The January
1999 presidential elections and the October 1999 parliamen-
tary elections, both of which were orchestrated by Nazarbayev
to ensure favorable results, were seen as final death blows to
any efforts toward democratic reform. Instead of offering
congratulations, Clinton’s post-election letter to Nazarbayev
recommended that “a deeper commitment by Kazakhstan to
democracy and market reform” would be “very important” for
both Kazakhstan and bilateral relations.” Nazarbayev re-
jected the recommendation because he considered it inap-
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propriate and threatening to his hold on power. In April 2000
at the Eurasian Economic Summit, he declared “We in Central
Asia are not going to blindly run for [all] our worth after the
United States in the issues of democratizing our countries.”®
In Washington’s view, Kazakhstan appeared to be backslid-
ing on cooperation in security issues as well. In March 1999
senior Kazakh defense officials, including Minister of Defense
Altynbayev, were implicated in a scheme to smuggle MiG-21
fighter aircraft to North Korea. Altynbayev was removed from
office, but in November 1999 a similar episode led to the dis-
missal of his successor, acting Minister of Defense Bakhytzhan
Ertaev, and head of the National Security Council Nurtai Abukaev.
Although Almaty removed the offending leaders, they were not
severely punished (and Altynbayev returned later as Minister
of Defense). Both sides recognized these events severely strained
US-Kazakhstani relations. Foreign Minister Kaymzhomart Tokaev
remarked: “We used to be very good partners. Big damage has
been brought to our cooperation. I as Foreign Minister understand
the seriousness of the situation. We are ready to do our part.”
Washington curtailed many of its security-assistance programs,
and some military aid packages were completely cancelled.
Washington was also concerned about the continual back-
sliding on democratic reform in Kyrgyzstan. Pres. Askar Akayev,
the darling of Western observers, in the early 1990s when he
instituted a broad set of political and economic reform initia-
tives, had slowly increased his personal control over the Kyrgyz
government, reduced the role of civil society, and clamped down
on his political opposition. In 1998, presidential pressure con-
vinced the constitutional court that Akayev was eligible to run
for president for a third time in 2000, sidestepping the consti-
tutional clause that permits only two terms by claiming the
first, which started before independence, did not count. Parlia-
mentary elections in 2000 fell short of international standards,
and the presidential elections the same year were worse. Kyr-
gyzstan was clearly backsliding on democratic reform.*
Struggling with the competing interests of influencing these
regimes through military cooperation, while trying to punish
them for violating human rights, the Clinton administration
tried to walk a fine line in the 1999 National Security Strategy:
“With countries that are neither staunch friends nor known
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foes, military cooperation can serve as a positive means of
building security relationships today that will contribute to im-
proved relations tomorrow. At the same time, we will remain
firmly committed to ensure that we do not train or assist known
human rights violators.”!!

Denuclearization and
Proliferation Prevention

Despite the leveling off of security-cooperation programs and
setbacks caused by political events, two organizational changes
brought new structure, focus, and objectives to the US security-
cooperation efforts in Central Asia: the establishment of the DTRA
and the assignment of the Central Asian states under the Unified
Command Plan to USCENTCOM. Additionally, the creation of the
Central Asia Border Security Initiative (CASI) in April 2000 marked
the first attempt to synchronize security-cooperation programs
across departments within the federal government.

A series of terrorist attacks in 1995, including the Aum Shin-
rikyo use of sarin gas in the Tokyo subway system in March
and the Oklahoma City bombing in April, deeply influenced
Senator William S. Cohen’s thinking on the nature of future
threats against the United States. When he became secretary
of defense in 1997, Cohen argued that proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and their potential use by terrorists was
the most important security challenge faced by America. In a
major reorganization that took affect in October 1998, he com-
bined the OSIA, DSWA, Defense Technology Security Adminis-
tration (DTSA), CTR, and chemical/biological defense programs
previously executed by OSD into a new organization, the
DTRA.'? The reorganization placed greater emphasis on prolif-
eration prevention, by ensuring that chemical, biological, and
nuclear materials and technology did not get passed from the
former Soviet Union to states or terrorist organizations that
might use them against the United States, linking (but not in-
tegrating) the biological and chemical weapons elimination pro-
grams conducted under CTR and the border security programs
under the International Counterproliferation Program (ICP).
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The merging of these organizations did not have an immedi-
ate effect on the execution of the proliferation prevention pro-
grams in Central Asia, which, like the other security-cooperation
efforts, experienced a general slowdown during this period.
DTRA continued slow but steady efforts via the CTR program to
eliminate nuclear weapons infrastructure in Kazakhstan and
the biological and chemical weapons facilities in Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan. DTRA officials managing ICP attempted to ex-
pand the program into Tajikistan and Turkmenistan with no
success; delegations from both countries attended a WMD
executive seminar in May 2001 but otherwise shunned the pro-
gram. There were no ICP activities in Kyrgyzstan, and those in
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan stalled. Funding dipped in 2000
and only 12 training events occurred between 1999-2001,
compared to 19 between 1996-1998.! Despite these setbacks,
the proliferation prevention programs began to show some
modest results. In early 2000, a shipment of 10 lead-lined
boxes containing radioactive material was stopped by Uzbeki-
stani officials at the border with Kazakhstan using a $1,200
detection device provided by the ICP, and the following year
Kazakhstani officials who had received ICP training in 1998
seized another illegal shipment.!*

The ICP was one of several programs executed in Central
Asia by the United States that were designed to improve bor-
der security capabilities in these countries. For most of the
1990s, these programs had been relatively small and inde-
pendently managed. The IMU invasions in 1999, however,
prompted Clinton administration officials to try to link these
programs together to better meet this regional threat. In April
2000, during a tour of Central Asia, Secretary of State Madeline
Albright announced the new CASI that encompassed six as-
sistance programs, including EXBS, ICP, and other counter-
terrorism, counternarcotics (CN), law enforcement, and cus-
toms reform efforts, that had been designed to improve border
security operations. ICP was the only DOD program under
CASI, and it is unclear whether the subsequent funding in-
creases in later years was as a result of this connection. But,
CASI marked the first real attempt to harmonize these pro-
grams across federal agencies.!®
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Democratization

As with the consolidation of denuclearization and prolifera-
tion prevention programs under DTRA, changes in the unified
command structure centralized the programs that promoted
military democratization and regional cooperation. As previ-
ously indicated, Central Asia had remained a responsibility of
the Joint Staff, and a number of commands were conducting
military cooperation activities in the region. USCENTCOM be-
gan to take a more active role in the region starting in early
1997 and was ready to assume control of the security-cooperation
efforts when the decision was publicly announced in February
1998.'¢ In fact, in July 1998 General Zinni, who became the
commander of USCENTCOM in August 1997, hosted General
Altynbayev, minister of defense of Kazakhstan, the first senior
military officer from Central Asia to visit CENTCOM in Tampa,
Florida.'” General Zinni was a strong proponent of increased
engagement with Central Asia, advocating that the region’s en-
ergy resources and potential instability from terrorism, drug
trafficking, and corruption (largely stemming from Taliban-
controlled Afghanistan) made these countries “front line
states.”!® General Zinni made his first trip to Central Asia in
September 1998, a year before USCENTCOM officially assumed
full responsibility for the region, and made a total of five trips
before his retirement in the summer of 2000."°

USCENTCOM’s assumption of responsibility for the region
brought greater structure to the security-cooperation pro-
grams. Secretary of Defense William Cohen had directed each
regional commander to create theater engagement plans, out-
lining how they intended to create positive and constructive
relationships with the friendly military forces in their respec-
tive areas of responsibility. General Zinni leveraged this effort
to create the first US military strategy for Central Asia. He recog-
nized that USCENTCOM was institutionally focused on the con-
tinual confrontation with Iraq, and any remaining attention
was devoted to planning for a potential conflict with Iran. To
avoid other important but less critical efforts being overlooked,
General Zinni divided Central Command’s area of responsibility
into four separate subregions: East Africa, Persian Gulf, Egypt
and Jordan, and South and Central Asia (the latter of which
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included Afghanistan and Pakistan). Although there were many
issues that crossed boundaries, each subregion had unique
challenges and required specific strategies. General Zinni un-
derstood the long-term imperative of building security relation-
ships in Central Asia, as reflected in his strategy: “the impor-
tance of the South and Central Asian subregion will continue to
grow as the economies of these countries and access to the
subregion’s natural resources develop.”® General Zinni also as-
signed each subregion to one of his subordinate commanders;
USSOCCENT was tasked to act as the lead agency for building
relationships with South and Central Asia.?!

Military Contact Program and
Education and Training Programs

Despite the new strategy, there was little immediate change
in the military contact or training and education programs.
USCENTCOM exercised influence over the development of the
1999 plan and had complete authority over the development of
the 2000 plan. USACOM, USPACOM, and USEUCOM (with the
exception of the Marshall Center) withdrew from participating
in military contact events in Central Asia. Nonetheless, the military
contact programs continued to emphasize largely the same func-
tional areas as before, including officer and noncommissioned
officer professional development, medical information exchanges,
and civil-military responses to environmental disasters. The
notable exception was an increase in senior-leader and staff-
exchange visits to Central Asia, a reflection of USCENTCOM'’s
efforts to become more familiar with the region. But the mili-
tary planners also started to propose, plan, and execute events
that built on the experiences of previous events, rather than
simply repeat an exchange or offer an event on a completely
new topic. This trend is particularly evident in officer and non-
commissioned officer development, civil-military responses to
environmental disasters, defense resource management, and
defense planning. Additionally, in 1999 and 2000 USCENTCOM
planned 21 events with the CENTRASBAT elements of Kazakh-
stan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan on peacekeeping and search
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and rescue as a means to help prepare these detachments for
the annual CENTRASBAT exercise.??

IMET funding was advocated by the State Department gener-
ally using the same arguments, although regional stability and
cooperation began to gain equal billing with democratization.
IMET funding and the number of students trained remained
consistent through this period, with a slight dip for Kazakhstan
in 1999 due to the MiG-21 incident.?® Given the amount of
available resources, there were few alternatives, so USCENT-
COM continued with the modest programs it had inherited.
However, increasing numbers of military students attended
combat training courses as opposed to English language in-
structor courses, professional courses such as defense resource
management, or war colleges. This trend toward increasing
combat skills is addressed in more detail below.

Regional Cooperation

USCENTCOM inherited the CENTRASBAT program when it
assumed responsibility for the region, and it conducted the
May 1999 exercise as a peacekeeping and humanitarian assis-
tance seminar in a hotel in downtown Tampa, just outside of
its headquarters at MacDill AFB. The seminar format allowed
the USCENTCOM staff to become more familiar with the needs
and perspectives of the Central Asian states and also gave the
delegations from Central Asia an opportunity to become familiar
with USCENTCOM'’s perspective on the region. For the first
time, Turkmenistan participated as an observer.?

The Demise of CENTRASBAT

But by late 1998, US efforts to encourage regional coopera-
tion through CENTRASBAT were faltering. Originally conceived
as a combined battalion with a company from each of the three
participating nations and rotating command structure, it never
achieved this goal. Despite the original plan, each company
was garrisoned in its own country and the battalion came to-
gether only for the annual exercises.?® The command and con-
trol structure, with rotating commanders and geographically
dispersed elements, were too challenging to overcome. The
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battalion was never used in an operational mission, despite op-
portunities in post-civil war Tajikistan and against the IMU in-
cursions in 1999 and 2000.26 CENTRASBAT may have been
overly ambitious—Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan
were new nations still attempting to establish their own sover-
eignty and develop indigenous armed forces, and the establish-
ment of a joint rapid reaction/peacekeeping force detracted
from both objectives. In the end it proved to be counterproductive.
Although the concept originated with the three participating
nations, the United States assumed ownership of the effort
when it began funding and orchestrating the annual exercises.
In time, CENTRASBAT came to be seen as an “American proj-
ect,” and the Central Asian states lost a sense of ownership.
Kyrgyzstani Defense Minister Topoyev captured this sense in a
July 2004 interview:

This was a good example of how any international program should pri-

marily meet the interests of the country where it is being carried out. It

is necessary to take into account the interests and positions of the re-

gion’s countries on regional security issues. The degree to which they

[the interests] coincide with foreign programs’ goals should be taken

into consideration as well. The peacelkeeping battalion created in Central
Asia did not prove relevant exactly for these reasons [emphasis added].?”

By 1999, General Zinni recognized Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
and Uzbekistan were discouraged with the program. He had
observed the 1998 exercise in Central Asia and participated in
the 1999 seminar, so he recognized the limitations of the pro-
gram. The apparent irrelevance of CENTRASBAT in the face of
the IMU incursions brought the issue to a head, particularly
when one Kazakh observer noted: “The question arises of what
the real significance of the CENTRASBAT exercises is for
strengthening security.”?® General Zinni and other US officials
abandoned the concept of a joint CENTRASBAT unit as a means
for promoting regional cooperation and encouraged each of the
three nations to form separate battalions which could operate
independently, collectively, or with other international peace-
keeping forces.?® The multinational unit was disbanded at the
end of 1999, although the CENTRASBAT name continued to be
used for exercises for a few years. Planning for the September
2000 exercise was based on each country providing an entire
battalion, and it ultimately became the largest in the series
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with approximately 1,400 participants. But the IMU incursions in
the summer of 2000 forced Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to with-
draw from the exercise in August, only to reconsider and rejoin
prior to the opening ceremonies. In response to the new threats to
the region, last minute changes to the scenario allowed the exer-
cise to focus more on border security and counterinsurgency
rather than on peacekeeping operations. In 2001, the exercise
was renamed Regional Cooperation and was executed as a small
command post drill at the US training facilities at Ramstein Air
Base, Germany.*® The United States cancelled the exercise in
2002 because of ongoing combat operations in Afghanistan, the
one for 2003 remained on the books for a while but was also can-
celled because of the invasion of Iraq.?! While CENTRASBAT was
the centerpiece of the US security-cooperation programs with
Central Asia in the late 1990s, few officers at USCENTCOM today
even know what it was.??

Disaster Response and Environmental
Security

But the demise of CENTRASBAT did not end US efforts to
promote regional cooperation. General Zinni saw new opportu-
nities with a theme that had started with the expansion of the
military contact program in the mid-1990s—disaster response
and environmental security. The National Guard had always
played an important role in responding to natural disasters in
the United States, primarily in its responsibility to the state
governor, so the Arizona and Louisiana National Guards in-
cluded a small number of disaster response events in their pro-
posals for the military contact plans with Kazakhstan and
Uzbekistan. The 1996 plans, for example, included a proposal
for a Kazakhstani delegation to observe a disaster response ex-
ercise at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station in Arizona,
in which the Arizona National Guard would participate. Two
proposals for Uzbekistan were made to observe the Louisiana
National Guard in a disaster response command and control
exercise in New Orleans, and to have an Uzbek platoon partici-
pate in a Combat Engineer disaster response exercise with the
225th Engineering Group in Pineville, Louisiana.
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Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan quickly appreciated the value of
these events. Central Asia is subject to devastating natural di-
sasters such as seasonal flooding, landslides, and earthquakes,
the latter of which have completely destroyed Almaty, Ashgabat,
and Tashkent at various times over the last century. In both
countries, the military would be called upon to respond to a disas-
ter, whatever the source. These military contact events helped
them formulate plans and requirements. From General Zinni’'s
perspective, these events also fostered democratization of the
military as they demonstrated in a very practical manner the
civil-military coordination needed to address these catastrophes:
“We decided to hold conferences on disaster assistance in some
of these countries. They brought their fire, police, emergency
service units, and military; we brought experts from the U.S.,
who showed them how to intermix the civilian and military and
cooperate with each other; and we did all this in the name of
the U.S. ambassador.”??

General Zinni also used the growing set of disaster response
activities to promote regional cooperation. In 1999 the military
contact plans included a three-phase International Workshop
on Earthquake Response (IWER), later renamed International
Workshop on Emergency Response. IWER was hosted by the
Arizona National Guard and conducted in both Phoenix, Arizona,
and Almaty, Kazakhstan. IWER included large delegations from
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, and
represented the first US-sponsored regional exercise beyond
CENTRASBAT. The Arizona National Guard sponsored a sec-
ond exercise on flood management in 2000, and the IWER ex-
ercises became a significant pillar of US security-cooperation
efforts in the region. The Montana National Guard and Kyrgyz-
stan hosted IWER 2002 in Bishkek, again with an earthquake
scenario, and the Louisiana National Guard and Uzbekistan
hosted IWER 2003, focusing on petrochemical disasters, in
Baton Rouge.

Concurrent with these efforts were military contact events,
including assessments and information exchanges, which fo-
cused on environmental security. In the second half of the 1990s,
these were primarily conducted with Kazakhstan, which suf-
fers from the effects of over 470 nuclear explosions at the Semi-
palatinsk test site during the Soviet era. At least one event was
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also executed in Uzbekistan. General Zinni built on these early
bilateral efforts on environmental security to support his objec-
tive of regional cooperation. In April 2000, USCENTCOM spon-
sored an environmental security conference in Oman that included
delegations from the Central Asian states. Subsequent confer-
ences in 2001 and 2002 were hosted by the Marshall Center.
Kazakhstan hosted the conference in 2003, and the following
year it was combined with the IWER exercise in Tashkent.3*

Military Capabilities

Although it was becoming more apparent that CENTRASBAT
would be unsuccessful in its role of promoting regional coop-
eration, US planners still saw value in developing the peace-
keeping capabilities of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan.
Additionally, as the Central Asian military leaders became more
discouraged at the lack of US response to the IMU incursions,
US security-cooperation officials saw the need to focus more
attention on building indigenous military capabilities for each
country. Developing military capabilities through exercises,
training courses, and equipment deliveries began to develop as
a distinct objective for US security-cooperation programs.

Equipment Deliveries

The United States continued to provide funding (FMF) for
equipment purchases in small amounts to Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan through this period.
The total amount provided to these nations each year, on aver-
age, was $5.7 million; not much more than the total provided in
1998. This aid was again justified as supporting CENTRASBAT,
NATO interoperability, and the development of capabilities for
peacekeeping, search and rescue, and humanitarian operations.
The only new proposal was the request for FMF for Turkmeni-
stan, where the State Department indicated Ashgabat was con-
sidering a project that would provide “Western-standard, day/
night, all-weather approach capability for a Turkmen airfield
that will be open to US Air Force aircraft.” Unfortunately, this
initiative, which could have directly supported future US mili-
tary operations, was later cancelled. Despite the concerns in

71



REASSESSMENT

Central Asia over the IMU incursions, there was no mention in
the 2000 or 2001 FMF justifications of using the aid to develop
counterinsurgency capabilities in these countries.3®

Ironically, just as CENTRASBAT was collapsing, the military
equipment purchased for it under the FMS program began to
arrive in Central Asia. Despite having first received FMF in
1997, the Central Asian states did not begin to receive equip-
ment deliveries under the FMS program until 1999, and the
first deliveries were so inconsequential as to almost be insulting.
When the new security assistance officer arrived in Almaty in
May 2001, he found that of the $7 million in FMF allocated for
Kazakhstan since 1997, only $29 thousand worth of flight suits
had actually been delivered.*®* USCENTCOM officials began to
understand Central Asian frustrations with the FMS pro-
gram on the first official visit to the region in the summer of
1998. In Tashkent, Minister of Defense Gen Hikmetulla Tur-
sunov pleaded for USCENTCOM assistance in receiving the
16 high mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicles (HMMWYV)
Uzbekistan had ordered, wanting to receive them prior to the
CENTRASBAT exercise in September. Those vehicles would not
arrive until February 2000 (fig. 5). In Turkmenistan, Gen
Danatar Kopekov, the minister of defense, castigated American
officials, stating he had been unable to use the approximately
$1 million in FMF funds promised to date: “We don’t owe you,
and you don’t owe us, but if you make a promise we would like
an answer. I am fed up with promises and I have seen no re-
sults.”®” In fact, Turkmenistan was not to come to an agree-
ment with the United States on equipment sales until 2002,
and the first deliveries did not occur until 2003.%®

Some equipment did start to slowly trickle into Central Asia,
with most of it going to Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. In Febru-
ary 2000, Tashkent finally received its HMMWVs, a delivery
many observers, not fully appreciating the slowness of the FMS
system, claimed was a US response to the IMU incursions the
previous year. Uzbekistan also started to receive several Eng-
lish language laboratories and Kyrgyzstan received uniforms,
mountaineering equipment, and radios. Kazakhstan, dismayed
at the lack of responsiveness to its requests, cancelled its open
FMS agreements, and directed all available funds be used to
refurbish the barracks at the Atyrau Naval Base on the Caspian
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Figure 5. US ambassador Joseph Pressel delivering first high mobility
multipurpose wheeled vehicle (HMMWV) provided under the foreign
military sales (FMS) program, Tashkent, Uzbekistan, February 2000
(Reprinted from US Embassy, Tashkent. Used with permission.)

Sea, a project that would take four years to complete. Fortu-
nately, by December 2001, $2.500 million worth of radios and
communications gear and $850 thousand worth of web belts,
rucksacks, and body armor arrived. These were the first deliv-
eries for the Kazakh element of CENTRASBAT, over five years
after military aid under the FMF program was first proposed.*

Likewise, some of the Central Asian states began to receive
US equipment under the EDA program. This equipment, no
longer deemed useful by the US military, is offered on an “as is,
where is,” and usually on a “first-come, first-serve” basis. In
1998, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan
were first authorized to receive grant EDA.*° The State Depart-
ment initially advocated approval by arguing that it would pro-
vide radios and other communications equipment for the CEN-
TRASBAT unit (and for Turkmenistan, which was not a part of
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CENTRASBAT). But, it was unlikely that NATO-interoperable
communications equipment would be available through EDA.

It was not until 2000 that equipment under this program
was first delivered, and most of the EDA provided to the Cen-
tral Asian states was miscellaneous office or kitchen equip-
ment, tools, or uniform items. The primary exception was the
82-foot patrol boat, Point Jackson, delivered to Turkmenistan
for maritime security on the Caspian Sea. Given the type of
equipment and timing, it is possible that some of it was surplus
materials left behind after the CENTRASBAT 2000 exercise. Of
note, Kazakhstan was slated to receive the USCGC Mariposa
(WLB-397), a Basswood-class 180-foot buoy tender originally
built in 1944, through the EDA program. However, due to the
disruption in the security-cooperation programs caused by the
MiG-21 sale to North Korea, the deal was cancelled in 1999
(table 6).4!

Table 6. Excess defense articles (EDA) deliveries to Central Asia

- Deliver . Acquisition | Deliver
Recipient Date y Equipment c\llalue Valuey

Kazakhstan 2000 Office furniture and $159,283 $55,749
computer equipment

Kazakhstan 2004 2 UH-1 helicopters $922,704 $185,440

Turkmenistan 2000 Point Jackson patrol boat $575,000 $230,000

Uzbekistan 2000 Hand tools $113,783 $0

Uzbekistan 2000 Clothing and individual equip- $113,783 $105,777
ment

Uzbekistan 2000 Textiles $113,783 $52,817

Uzbekistan 2000 Miscellaneous kitchen $113,783 $0
equipment

Uzbekistan 2000 Rope, cable, chain, and fit- $113,783 $0
tings

Uzbekistan 2000 Mountaineering equipment $113,783 $50,575

(Reprinted from Congressional Budget Justification for Foreign Operations, Fiscal Year 2002 [Wash-
ington, DC: Department of State, 2001], 511; and Defense Security Cooperation Agency EDA Data-
base http://www.dsca.mil/programs/eda/search.asp.)

Note: Given the identical acquisition values reported for all equipment transferred to Uzbekistan in
2000, this data likely has been incorrectly reported. Additionally, the total delivery value of these
items reflected in the EDA Database, at $209 thousand, differs slightly from the value of $239
thousand which was reported to Congress in 2001.

Not all US offers to help build necessary military capabilities
met with success. On a visit to Ashgabat in 2000, General Zinni
proposed assisting the Turkmen government in addressing pipe-
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line security issues. The Turkmen minister of defense brushed
aside this offer, stating “Well, this will be addressed as soon as
the pipeline is arranged.”*? Ashgabat had limits on the type of
military aid it would accept from the United States, and clearly
assistance in securing the pipelines was outside of those limits.

Training Courses

As previously mentioned, during the three-year period 1999-
2001 there was a shift in the type of training courses provided
through the IMET program. Previously, the IMET program in
Central Asia had focused primarily on English-language courses
to build a cadre of in-country English-language instructors, and
later on professional courses that would advance military democ-
ratization and defense reform. As late as 1998, less than 32 percent
of the students from Central Asia attending IMET courses in the
United States were gaining combat skills in such courses as in-
fantry, armor, or field artillery officer training.** Additionally, almost
320 students attended Disciplined Military Operations, Military
Justice, Peace Operations, and Defense Resource Management
courses taught by DIILS and DRMI METs in Central Asia.**

From 1999 to 2001, almost 55 percent of the IMET courses
were focused on combat skills. Central Asian military personnel
came to the United States for Ranger training, Special Forces
operations qualification, Special Forces sergeants course, air-
borne training, winter mountain leader course, and infantry,
armor, and field artillery officer courses.*> Attendance at the
war colleges dropped by a third, and only a single MET visited
the region, training only 16 Uzbekistani students. The empha-
sis on CENTRASBAT had finally caught up with the IMET pro-
gram, as most of the personnel attending these courses were
assigned to that unit. But it is clear that the IMET program had
started shifting away from promoting military democratization
and defense reform toward providing combat skills. This trend
was partially offset by a 50 percent increase in the number of
students attending the Marshall Center, which is not funded
through IMET. What is not clear is whether this shift was delib-
erate or simply a function of the emphasis on CENTRASBAT.
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Exercises

Officers and enlisted personnel from Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
and Uzbekistan continued to participate in NATO PfP exercises
such as Cooperative Nugget, Cooperative Osprey, Combined
Endeavor, and others more often in Europe than in the United
States. The US- and NATO-funded Central Asian participation
was funded with WIF and matching PfP funds. US officials en-
couraged Central Asian military leaders to take part in as many
exercises as possible, believing that increasing the linkages to
Western institutions such as NATO would help reform Central
Asian military establishments. These exercises became a routine
but important element of the security-cooperation program.

While the NATO exercises continued unchanged, the rest of
the exercise schedule underwent a transformation. The most
important change to the exercise program stemmed from General
Zinni’s decision to task USSOCCENT, his special operations
component command, to act as the lead agency for building
relationships in Central Asia. In a 1999 interview, US Army
Brig Gen Frank J. Toney Jr., then USSOCCENT’s commanding
general, outlined his new mission: “We've just been given respon-
sibility for Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
and Uzbekistan. General Zinni has made us the operational
lead, and he wants to use SOF [special operations forces] with
our military-to-military peacetime engagement techniques to
open up those particular countries for training with US forces.”¢
General Toney ramped up the SOFEX and JCET programs to meet
this need and he turned to the subordinate 5th Special Forces
Group (5 SFQG) at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, for the A-Teams.

Each of the seven SFGs in the US Army specializes in operat-
ing in a particular area of the world, and the 5 SFG’s region
was the Middle East and Southwest Asia. Some members spoke
Russian, Uzbek, Tajik, or another of the indigenous languages
of Central Asia. With approximately 54 A-Teams, each with 12
personnel, available for missions, the 5 SFG began conducting
month-long exercises up to four times a year in Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. Those in Kyrgyzstan were known
as Balance Knight and Balance Knife exercises. Balance Umbra
was held in April 2000 with Uzbekistani special forces in Chirchik
and focused on counterinsurgency operations in mountain en-
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vironments; Balance Empire was held in June 2001 and focused
on desert operations. Some sources suggest exercises were also
conducted in Tajikistan and Turkmenistan during this period.
The training in these exercises focused on combat skills: pa-
trolling, small arms training, and explosives handling.*”

The 5 SFG was not the only special operations unit to exer-
cise in Central Asia. The Air Force’s 6th Special Operations
Squadron (6 SOS), specializing in training foreign aviation units
in internal defense, deployed operational detachments to Cen-
tral Asia several times during this period. Two members of the
unit were in Uzbekistan for language training in September
2001 and played a minor role in coordinating basing rights at
Karshi-Khanabad. And on at least one occasion, US Navy sea-
air-land teams (SEAL) passed through the region.*®

One of these events was expanded to meet a specific Kazakh
desire for bilateral field training. In late 1998, as Kazakh mili-
tary leaders debated the future of CENTRASBAT, they wanted
to continue field exercises with the US military in order to train
their peacekeeping company as it expanded to a battalion. They
invited the United States to participate in a bilateral exercise in
the summer of 1999 called Zhardem. Linked to the Balance
exercises, it is often referred to as Balance-Zhardem. From 14
July-10 August, 54 Americans and over 150 Kazakhs from the
peacekeeping unit conducted a crisis response, humanitarian
assistance, and refugee management exercise that included
combat drills such as mountain training, artillery raids, and
defending against combined arms assaults. Zhardem was a
success and became a permanent element of the exercise
schedule, with evolutions in March 2002 and March 2005.%°

Following the IMU incursions in the summer of 1999, these
special operations training exercises took on a new significance
as the most responsive and effective means of providing US
support to the Central Asian military forces. Other elements of
the security-cooperation toolset were not flexible enough to
meet this new need. Training courses available through the
IMET program took too long to schedule and generally provided
only basic skills. The bureaucracy of the FMS program meant
that it could take years before new equipment could be deliv-
ered. (The HMMWVs delivered to Uzbekistan in February 2000
had been on order since 1998.) The CENTRASBAT exercise
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program, concerned with peacekeeping and humanitarian op-
erations, was focused on the wrong skill sets. But the special
operations exercises provided a means to quickly and effec-
tively train counterinsurgency forces in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz-
stan, and Uzbekistan.

On the Eve

In the final months of 2001, few expected many major changes
to the security-cooperation efforts in Central Asia. Funding levels
and programs had generally reached a plateau and political
developments in the region appeared to have placed a cap on
what Washington was willing to provide. Central Asian political
and military leaders began to appreciate the limits to which the
United States was willing to assist in their security. As it would
turn out, they had expected more funding, more equipment,
more training, and more security guarantees than they actually
received. Some programs generated more frustrations than oth-
ers. The slowness of the equipment deliveries and the increas-
ing irrelevance of the CENTRASBAT unit made it clear that US
aid would not fundamentally transform the capabilities of these
military forces. And the struggle to find additional resources
made it clear to US officials that they had few available means
to influence political and military developments in the region.

When USCENTCOM assumed responsibility for Central Asia
in 1999, few in the headquarters thought that the relationships
they needed to build through security-cooperation programs
would so quickly be put to the test. Most probably assumed the
programs would continue in the long, slow process common to
these efforts. Perhaps a few dreamed of small improvements
such as those being gained through the JCETs and special op-
erations exercise programs. On the eve of 10 September, most
US officials engaged in the security-cooperation programs in the
region expected another year of modest advancements. The
terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001, would change those
perspectives overnight, and the security-cooperation pro-
grams in Central Asia would see growth on a scale never
before seen.
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Chapter 5
Rewards and Rebalance

Can we count on overflight rights for the duration?
And where do we stage? Where do we base? . . . In
the north, maybe we can strike a deal with President
Karimov in Uzbekistan. Maybe even with the Turlk-
menbashi . . . Uzbekistan, of course, will be vital to
the operation. . . . But President Karimov is sitting on
the fence. But we've got to convince him we’ll stay
the course once we go in. . . . I think we can work out
our issues with Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.

—Gen Tommy Franks, US Central Command
speaking to his staff on 12 September 2001

In the weeks following the terrorist attacks on 11 September
2001, the Central Asian region, which had for so long been
underappreciated by strategic planners in Washington, gained
new value. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State B. Lynn Pascoe
asserted in testimony before Congress that “it was critical to
the national interests of the United States that we greatly en-
hance our relations with the five Central Asian countries” to
prevent them from becoming harbors for terrorism.! US mili-
tary forces deployed to bases in Central Asia to conduct offen-
sive operations against the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghani-
stan. All five of the Central Asian states granted the US and
coalition forces overflight privileges and most offered basing
rights. US forces were established primarily at Karshi-Khanabad
in Uzbekistan and Manas in Kyrgyzstan, but were also permit-
ted to use, with certain restrictions, facilities in Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan.

Army general Tommy Franks, the successor to General Zinni
as USCENTCOM commander, knew the overflight and basing
rights came at a price.? Although these nations were reimbursed
for costs associated with using the facilities,® General Franks
wanted to do as much as possible to ensure rapport with the
civilian and military leaders in these countries so he could
maintain access into Afghanistan. General Franks sought every
opportunity to increase the existing security-cooperation pro-
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grams and develop new ones as a means of rewarding the Central
Asian nations for their support in Operation Enduring Free-
dom. He told his staff he wanted to bring “goodies” each time
he traveled to the region, making four trips by January 2002.4

High Watermark

From September 2001 to August 2002 marked the high water-
mark of US security-cooperation efforts in Central Asia. Instead
of being viewed as the backwater in Washington’s and USCENT -
COM'’s security-cooperation calculus, Central Asia moved to the
forefront. Resources were redirected and new programs were
established. Among the first steps in this expansion was estab-
lishing a security-cooperation relationship with Tajikistan.

For the previous decade, Tajikistan had been left out of most
US security-cooperation initiatives. Until 1997 the civil war
and resulting turmoil provided few opportunities for security-
cooperation activities, and concern over human rights and the
integration of the opposition forces meant Washington kept
Dushanbe at arms length. Tajikistan was not eligible for WIF
funds as it had not joined NATO’s PfP, and with no nuclear,
chemical, or biological weapons facilities, there was little justi-
fication for including Tajikistan in the CTR program.® The only
program Tajikistan participated in was attending the Marshall
Center, and by the end of 2000 some 42 Tajik officers and civil-
ians had graduated.® By 2001, however, US policy makers be-
lieved the country had stabilized enough to allow for a few ten-
tative links, and in January, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense Jeffrey Starr visited Dushanbe to initiate discussions.”
General Franks followed with a visit in May 2001 during which
he conveyed Pres. George W. Bush’s message that Tajikistan
was considered to be a “strategically significant country” for
stability and security in Central Asia and offered to initiate spe-
cific security-cooperation programs.® Little of substance had
been accomplished by September, but Tajikistan was soon to
benefit from its willingness to host US forces. When Tajikistan
joined the NATO PfP program in November 2001, it became eli-
gible for WIF funding and began participating in related mili-
tary contact events and exercises.
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The United States also formalized and expanded its security re-
lationships with the other countries in the region, most notably
Uzbekistan. On 12 March 2002, US Secretary of State Colin Powell
and Uzbekistani foreign minister Adulaziz Kamilov signed a Strate-
gic Partnership and Cooperation Framework which offered the
strongest statement Washington had ever issued regarding secu-
rity in Central Asia: “The U.S. affirms that it would regard with
grave concern any external threat to the security and territorial
integrity of the Republic of Uzbekistan.” It was much less than
President Karimov wanted, but it marked a significant, if only tem-
porary, step in the relationship between the two countries. Like-
wise, USCENTCOM sought to reinvigorate its relationship with
Turkmenistan, particularly by way of the SPP with the Nevada Na-
tional Guard which had been dormant for several years.'°

With a supplemental authorization from Congress, over $55.650
million in FMF funds were provided to the Central Asian states in
2002—almost twice as much as had been provided for the entire
region from 1997 through 2001. The overwhelming majority,
$36.207 million, was given to Uzbekistan, but Kyrgyzstan received
S11 million and Kazakhstan $4.750 million. Tajikistan received
$3.700 million, almost as much as longtime partner Kazakhstan.
Although all four nations were willing to host US forces, the in-
crease in FMF was clearly directed to those countries chosen by the
United States for its basing needs. Fortunately, over $8.462 million
in equipment previously ordered also began to arrive in Central
Asia, more than twice as much as had been delivered to that point,
and much of that went to Kazakhstan (the radios and individual
equipment for KAZBAT identified in the previous chapter). Training
and education programs also saw an increase: IMET funding al-
most doubled to over $3 million, and war college quotas doubled.

New programs were initiated as well. The Regional Defense
Counterterrorism Fellowship, established in March 2002, supple-
mented IMET by providing Defense Department (as opposed to
State Department) funds for attendance in nonlethal counter-
terrorism training and education courses. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz-
stan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan began to receive funds in 2003
(table A.9, appendix A). In most cases, this funding was used to
attend courses that would have normally been funded through
IMET, such as Air Command and Staff College, Signal Officers
Basic Course, and the International Defense Management Course.
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However, in some cases, the Regional Defense Counterterrorism
Fellowship (RDCTF) program was used to fund attendance at new
courses specifically focused on counterterrorism, such as Com-
bating Terrorism in a Democratic Society and Civil-Military Re-
sponses to Terrorism offered primarily at the same institutions
that had previously seen students from Central Asia, such as the
Center for Civil-Military Relations at NPS and the DIILS.!!
Similarly, in June 2002, Uzbekistan, while considering using
its FMF to purchase radios and other communications gear,
requested an assessment of its communications systems and
networks. USCENTCOM tasked the US Air Force’s Electronic
Systems Center to conduct a command, control, communica-
tions, computers (C4) study under the Regional Airspace Initia-
tive Program, one of the interoperability programs eligible for
WIF funding. This study was completed in September 2003.'?
Not all programs showed such a dramatic increase. Because
of ongoing combat operations in Afghanistan, the special op-
erations exercise program had to be scaled back and some
military contact events were cancelled due to the lack of avail-
able US forces to participate. In Uzbekistan, for example, three
of eight special operations exchanges and 14 of 37 military
contact events scheduled for 2002 were cancelled.'® Fortu-
nately, some critical events continued: for example, the 6 SOS
was still able to deploy to Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in 2002,
and the 10 SFG from Fort Carson, Colorado, sent a twelve-
man team to train Kazakhstani forces in counterterrorism op-
erations in February and March, 2002.'* The Regional Coop-
eration exercises for 2002 and 2003, which had supplanted
CENTRASBAT, were also cancelled. To make up for these can-
cellations, the Central Asian states, particularly Uzbekistan,
were invited to participate in many more multilateral NATO
PfP exercises, hosted by USEUCOM and US Joint Forces Com-
mand (USJFCOM). Uzbekistan, for example, participated in
Cooperative Endeavor 02, Cooperative Nugget 02, Cooperative
Safeguard 02, Cooperative Zenith 02, and Strong Resolve 02.'°
The Central Asian states reciprocated to Washington'’s overtures
by sending liaison officers to USCENTCOM headquarters in Tampa.
Five Uzbek officers arrived in December 2001, five from Kyrgyzstan
arrived in May 2002, and three from Kazakhstan in June 2002.¢
Although the purpose of assigning these officers to USCENTCOM
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was to facilitate the coordination of support for Operation Enduring
Freedom in Afghanistan and, in the case of Kazakhstan, Operation
Iraqi Freedom, their presence at the headquarters marked a major
step in the bilateral relationships and occasionally assisted in plan-
ning and executing security-cooperation activities. Likewise, as a
reflection of the new relationship between Uzbekistan and the
United States, in June 2002, Tashkent sent Lt Col Ilkhomjon Bek-
mirzaev, who was serving as a liaison officer at USCENTCOM, to
Washington to serve as its defense attaché, the first new attaché
since 1997.7

New Equilibrium

As quickly as the programs increased in the fall of 2001, they
began to decrease a year later. FMF allocations, which exceeded
$55 million in 2002, dropped to just over $16 million in 2003 and
then below $10 million in 2004. The downward trend continued
through 2006 and the projections for 2007. IMET funding con-
tinued to increase for a year, but then returned to its 2002 level of
approximately $3 million per year. Part of this decrease is a reflec-
tion of the end of combat actions in Afghanistan and the perceived
decreasing need to reward the Central Asian states for their sup-
port, but there were other factors that led to a rebalance of the
security-cooperation programs in the region. Increasing concern
over human rights abuses led to a slow but steady decline in US
relations with most of the Central Asian states, culminating in an
almost complete severing of the security-cooperation relationship
with Uzbekistan following the Andijon incident in May 2005 and
the subsequent eviction of US forces from Karshi-Khanabad. Si-
multaneously, the increasing pressures of the war in Iraq led to
additional tensions and distractions.

Human Rights and the Colored Revolutions

Some Central Asian leaders saw the new relationship with
the United States in the war on terrorism as an opportunity to
eliminate any remaining opposition to their rule. US officials
continued to advocate that human rights considerations would
continue to factor heavily in US policy toward the region, but
Central Asian elites, particularly in Tashkent and Bishkek, be-
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lieved their cooperation with the United States would inoculate
them against US disapproval for their repressive actions and
quickly labeled any opposition group as terrorist. Within
months, both the US State Department and international po-
litical activists were noting that the human rights situation had
demonstrably worsened since the US involvement started. In
March 2002, US assistant secretary of state Lorne Craner ad-
mitted the Uzbekistani government was using the war on ter-
rorism as a pretext for cracking down on domestic political op-
ponents, but argued that more US involvement, rather than
less, would eventually influence President Karimov to permit
greater freedoms.'®* By December 2003, US secretary of state
Powell declined to certify Uzbekistan as having made progress
in respecting human rights an act which put a freeze on most
security-cooperation activities between the two countries. Mili-
tary contact events could continue, but Uzbekistan would not
be granted any additional IMET or FMF funding.

Uzbekistan was not the only Central Asian state with a wors-
ening human rights record during this period. An assassina-
tion attempt against President Niyazov on 25 November 2002,
led to harsh repressive measures against opposition groups in
Turkmenistan. While Niyazov has never been afraid of using
force to maintain his hold on power, the aftermath of the attack
brought particularly egregious abuses, including arresting family
members of the accused conspirators, an unauthorized search
of the Uzbekistani embassy, and the expulsion of the Uzbeki-
stani ambassador. The United States, instead of backing Niyazov
as he expected, called for an investigation into human rights
abuses and condemned Turkmenistan for violating international
conventions protecting diplomats. The relationship between
the United States and Turkmenistan cooled as Niyazov turned
to Russia for support.'®

In November 2003, following what many believed to be rigged
parliamentary elections, popular opposition overthrew the gov-
ernment of Pres. Eduard Shevardnadze in Georgia in what
came to be known as the “Rose Revolution.” Central Asian lead-
ers were quick to note that Georgia had sided with the United
States in the war on terrorism and hosted US forces under the
Georgia Train and Equip Program (GTEP). The following autumn,
a similar political upheaval—the “Orange Revolution”—in
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Ukraine after fraudulent presidential elections once again drew
an apparent linkage between military cooperation with the
United States and internal instability and an overturning of the
existing political order.

Soon the colored revolutions would come to Central Asia. In
March 2005, demonstrators chased Pres. Askar Akayev from
power. Although the US forces at Manas were not involved,
President Karimov in Uzbekistan began to believe that the US
military presence at Karshi-Khanabad, rather than serving as
a force against insurgents such as the IMU, offered no protec-
tion to his regime and may in fact be a source of instability.
When the United States called for an independent investigation
of the deaths of hundreds of civilians at Andijon in May 2005,
Karimov began to distance his government from the United
States. Restrictions were placed in US operations from Karshi-
Khanabad and on 29 July 2005, Karimov exercised a provision
in the original basing agreement and gave US forces six months
to leave.?° By the spring of 2006, US Army major Paul Schmitt,
the US SAO in Tashkent, characterized his work as “trying to
conduct security cooperation in a hostile environment.”?!

The War in Iraq

Washington was increasingly concerned over the human rights
situation in Central Asia becoming increasingly sensitive to
charges that its security-cooperation efforts with these authori-
tarian leaders were exacerbating the abuses. But other factors
were also impinging on Central Asia’s primacy in security-
cooperation affairs. Within USCENTCOM, the effort required
to plan for the invasion of Iraq began to divert attention away
from Central Asia. President Bush began seriously considering
options against Iraq as early as November 2001, and planners
at USCENTCOM immediately began updating and modifying
existing war plans. When the original war plans proved inade-
quate, they developed a new concept of operations which Gen-
eral Franks briefed to President Bush on 5 August 2002. The
president approved the concept and the following day General
Franks issued orders to his subordinate commanders to start
detailed planning actions.?? Two weeks later he left Tampa on
what was to be his last trip to Central Asia as the USCENTCOM
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commander. When he returned, his attention and that of the
USCENTCOM senior leadership and staff was focused increas-
ingly on the coming conflict with Iraq. Despite the continuing
operations in Afghanistan and continuing deployment of US
units to the region, Central Asia again became a secondary
consideration. Without the constant attention and influence of
the senior leaders, the security-cooperation efforts in Central
Asia began to lose momentum.?®

The Iraq war had a negative impact on relations throughout
most of Central Asia. With the exception of President Karimov
(at least initially), Central Asian leaders were opposed to US
operations against Saddam Hussein. Almaty was concerned
that a successful US invasion would lead to a drop in oil prices
and reduced investment in Kazakhstan’s growing oil industry.
Most of the leaders were also concerned that the war in Iraq
would bring a resurgence in Islamic radicalism and terrorism
throughout Central Asia. Soon, however, they began to under-
stand the implications of the US efforts to overthrow the des-
potic regime of Saddam Hussein for their own futures—if Wash-
ington was willing to invade Iraq to install a new regime, what
would it be willing to do against Turkmenistan and Uzbeki-
stan??* The Iraq war both decreased US attention and increased
Central Asian concerns.

Planning and Organizational Changes

Since the establishment of the JCTP program by USEUCOM in
1989, there had always been a distinction between security-
assistance activities and military-engagement activities. This bi-
furcation was perpetuated by the military organizations that con-
duct each type of activity. Training and equipping programs were
(and are) largely conducted by the military services (Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps) within their respective systems of
training and acquisition organizations—often referred to as the
institutional element of the service—as part of the military ser-
vices’ organize, train, and equip responsibilities under Title 10 of
the US Code. Security-assistance training and education pro-
grams conducted by the Air Force, for example, are executed by
Air Education and Training Command (AETC) as an embedded
subset of the larger training and education programs for the US
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Air Force. Likewise, the Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is
responsible for executing foreign military sales within the pro-
cesses used to acquire weapon systems and military equipment.

However, engagement activities such as military contact
events and exercises are usually conducted by the combatant
commanders and their subordinate component commands.
USCENTCOM, is responsible for military contact programs and
joint exercises, and relies on its subordinate commands—US
Army Central Command (USARCENT); US Central Command
Air Forces (USCENTAF); US Naval Forces, Central Command
(USNAVCENT); US Marine Component, Central Command
(USMARFORCENT); and USSOCCENT—to execute these activi-
ties. Although security-assistance programs and engagement
activities could be directed toward the same goal, as they were
for CENTRASBAT, they were viewed as independent and distinct
activities governed by separate regulations and bureaucracies.

The publication of the Quadrennial Defense Review in late
September 2001 for the first time drew together these separate
activities and organizations under a new term, security-cooperation.?
Security cooperation encompassed virtually all of the activities
conducted by the US military during peacetime with the mili-
tary forces of other nations, including the activities outlined in
table 1. The process of integrating these activities and improving
the long-term planning process for security-cooperation pro-
grams was significantly advanced in 2003 with the publication of
the first DOD Security Cooperation Guidance. Defense Secre-
tary Donald Rumsfeld wanted to bring more structure and in-
tegration to the various security-cooperation programs and ini-
tiatives the United States was conducting around the world,
and he wanted to have those programs linked to specific goals
and objectives for each region and country rather than the
broad “show the flag” engagement activities of the 1990s. The
2003 Security Cooperation Guidance (a classified document
not available to the public) provides that focus, and each re-
gional command was tasked to revise its Theater Security Co-
operation Plans (now called Theater Security Cooperation Strat-
egies) to match this guidance.?®

These two structural changes, along with the massive increase
in security-assistance funding in 2002, forced USCENTCOM to
reevaluate how it was organized to execute security coopera-
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tion within the command. Within the region, security-cooperation
programs had largely been executed by the US defense atta-
chés assigned to the US embassies as an additional responsi-
bility. With the expansion of the programs in the late 1990s, it
became clear that additional personnel were required. Perma-
nent billets had been authorized as early as 1998, but were
never filled. Instead, Army officers (usually captains and ma-
jors) undergoing training to become foreign area officers (FAO)
at the Marshall Center were detailed to the embassies on three-
or six-month rotations.?” While this eased the workload of the
defense attachés, the constant rotation of officers undermined
continuity and the ability to develop and execute long-term
programs. The first full-time security assistance officer (SAO),
US Army lieutenant colonel William Lahue, arrived in Almaty
in May 2001. USCENTCOM assigned full-time SAOs to Bish-
kek and Tashkent soon thereafter and in Tajikistan a full-time
officer was assigned in the summer of 2004.?® In Turkmeni-
stan, the relatively small security-cooperation program is still
managed by the US defense attaché.?®

By mid-2002, it was clear to the security-cooperation plan-
ners in Tampa that simply pushing assistance to the region
was counterproductive and they searched for ways to integrate
the programs and build long-range plans. Within USCENT -
COM, there traditionally had been little synchronization be-
tween the IMET and FMF programs, which resided in the logis-
tics directorate, and the military contact program in the plans
and policy directorate. In the spring of 2001, even before the
new Quadrennial Defense Review introduced the concept of
“security cooperation,” General Franks reorganized his head-
quarters staff to combine these programs into a single, ex-
panded “engagement” office to facilitate integration. Still,
change came slowly. The normal rotation of staff officers
brought in new personnel who were more receptive to the
merger of the offices. With his attention more focused on Iraq,
General Franks made his last trip to Central Asia in August
2002. After that, there was less pressure on the USCENTCOM
staff to find “deliverables” and more time to develop long-term
integrated programs. Staff members began developing strate-
gies to harmonize the various programs, including those exe-