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ABSTRACT 
 
 
The period between the Soviet disintegration in 1990’s and 2005 has a 

well marked character of its own. In these years US foreign policy rapidly 

moved towards closer engagements with the five Central Asian states 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan with 

the ostensible object of promoting its influence beyond Europe and in the 

region that is contagious to China, the Middle East, and Russia.  

 

The US foreign policy in this region moved along many separate but 

convergent paths. Firstly, the US succeeded in entering for the first time 

into normal diplomatic relations with the states that were previously part 

of that Soviet Union. Secondly, the US started military, political and 

economic engagements that strengthened its relations and influence with 

the region. Third, it attempted to make up for the regions apparent 

weaknesses by supplementing the engagement with mutual and 

coordinated liaison with Russia the former colonial power of the region in 

which the US successfully moved the states towards nuclear proliferation. 

In the next phase it entered the region with military bases, investment 

ventures, projects at the private grass root level, projects in economic 

transition, relations with NGO’s, regional alliance and so on.  

 

This study puts forward security, political and economic linkages of the 

US policy toward CAR states – in the light of theoretical framework of 

the power play of realists, and the tools of foreign policy intending 

influence in a region.  
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union transformed the 

international system and led to the emergence of many new states on the world map. The new 

states in the Central Asian Region (CAR): Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, 

Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan were distinct given their geopolitical and economic 

importance and evoked scholarly interest in the discussion of their interstate relations in the 

global and regional politics.1 The region had been occupied by Russia since the 17th century 

and ruled by communists who demarcated the present borders of the states and left their 

traces on society and the system of governance. 

The end of the Cold War also brought a tangible shift in the international system that 

transformed the pattern of interaction among states. The new international system required 

the states to revisit their foreign policies to adjust to the new realities. At the time, the foreign 

policy of the United States (the US) was also stated to be “at a crossroad” to deal with the 

transition of the global system and the “generational conflict based on the memories” of the 

Cold War experiences.2 The US, which believed in the management of global politics 

according to its interests, standards and needs, did revisit its policy to deal with the 

transforming international system to retain its global role.3  

 

The US found itself at new strategic and political heights with no real challenger to its 

maneuvers for global domination.4 The US promoted a New World Order, that it said should 

meet the new global realities and the challenges arising out of the disintegration of the Soviet 

Union and the emergence of new states, a transformation of Europe, emerging civil wars in 

many third world countries, the rise of new middle-order powers replacing the old ones and 
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new globalization in which economic issues were prominent.5 With its newfound 

preponderance in global politics, the US would now manipulate the global events at the 

international level and strive to remake the international order on its terms as pointed out by 

Haas: 

 

the principal aim of the US foreign policy is to integrate other countries and 

organizations into arrangements that will sustain a world consistent with its interests 

and values and thereby promote peace, prosperity, and justice as widely as possible.6 

 

In the US post-Cold War global policy, the relationship with the new states of Central Asia 

attains significance as policy advisors called the CAR and the surrounding regions, a “grand 

chessboard”, where the US role “should be the dominant one.”7 Moreover, the success of the 

“New World Order” required that a “preponderant power could not leave any region 

unattended.”8 The CAR was also crucial for the US policy since it was earlier part of the 

former Soviet Union, a Cold War adversary. In the post-Cold War period the region has been 

in transition with apprehensions on its stability that would have an impact on regional and 

global security and stability.9  

 

The US recognized the states at their independence in 1991 and soon deepened its strategic, 

military, economic, and social interaction. In this relationship, the US military in coordination 

with NATO extended training programs for police forces, border troops, and military units of 

the CAR states. The US interacted with the transition process of the CAR states in their 

endeavor to transform the system of governance. The US facilitated the entry of the CAR 

states into global economic and financial institutions and negotiated and concluded with them 
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massive investment projects and aid programs to exploit economic resources, including oil 

and its supplies, and for societal transformation.  

 

The growing relations and the influence of the US in the CAR states aroused significant 

geopolitical and economic discussion.10 The multifaceted interaction of the US that ranged 

from internal security and economic policies to the external defense and security policies of 

the CAR states has been noticed by other regional and international powers and they adjusted 

their policies in response to the contours of the US moves. With it came the observations that 

the “Great Game” was reemerging in the CAR and the region would soon become a 

battleground for influence by superpowers.11  

 

This study aims to examine the US Policy toward Central Asia in the post-communist 

transition period (1991-2005). It will examine the foreign policy and its tools that were 

applied by the US in pursuance of its interests in the CAR states, be they strategic, political, 

social, or economic. It will look into the US policy toward the CAR from the perspective of 

the power politics and how they interfaced with the CAR states and region’s politics and led 

to regional and global implications. 

Significance and rationale of the Study 

 

When the CAR is referred to in studies, articles, and media, the issues related to stability, 

terrorism, and the future of democracy, energy, and oil are discussed. The scholars focus on 

the security and stability of the CAR region and internal structures of the states’ politics, 

economy, society, democracy, and social services.12 Prominence is also given to geopolitical 

and economic transformation and the building up of the CAR states into viable nation-states 

and their behavior as independent actors in the international system.13 However, some studies 
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also note that the existing research “lacks adequate and strong scientific approaches” in 

which the CAR has been “marginalized as a vaguely defined region.”14 

 

In respect to the US policy toward the CAR states, studies note that it emphasizes the aspects 

of security, oil and energy, and democracy, and these issues are discussed as part of the 

strategic policy concerning the regional security dynamics.15 The explanation of the power-

driven policy of the US that attempts to enhance its long-term influence and deepen 

engagement to establish an ascendency in the CAR is only briefly mentioned by some studies 

and reports without detailed analysis.  

 

In this background, this study attempts to fill the knowledge gap by exploring the details of 

the US policy toward Central Asia in the post-Cold War period in promoting it’s strategic, 

economic, and social interests and examine its implications. The knowledge would be 

valuable and important for scholars and policymakers in particular from the medium and 

small countries that need to get an insight into the policies of a superpower toward a region 

so as to learn from the relationship among unequal state actors and to draw lessons from the 

power politics of a superpower.16  

Hypothesis and the Research Question  

 

The thesis of the study is that the US policy toward the CAR from 1991-2005 followed 

realpolitik and used the tools of liberalism to its advantage. The US policy was aimed to gain 

influence, exploit opportunities and develop a meaningful long-term "engagement" with the 

CAR states and the region.17 The thesis is developed on the power politics framework and 

takes the stand that the US policy was offensive and encompassed not only security and 

military tools but also included socioeconomic tools to promote its interests.18 
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With the assistance of the realpolitik theoretical explanations and the theory of foreign policy, 

the study discusses the details of the US policy during the period 1991-2005. The global 

system was in transition in the early 1990s and it provided a space to each nation to enhance 

interaction and influence in an emerging region. It is also to note that the study of any 

country's policy towards a region requires an identification of the global and regional 

dynamics that play a dominant role and bring in changes in the power structure.  

 

To examine the formulation and conduct of the US policy toward the CAR states, the 

questions that have been explored in the following sections of the study are: 

 

1. What were the major premises on which the US built its policy toward CAR in 

the post-Cold War period?  

2. What events in CAR and at the global level shaped the US responses? 

3. What were the strategic, political, and economic policy measures? and  

4. How successful was the US policy in securing its objectives and interests? 

 

The study finds the logic of the use of realpolitik for this work in the observation that the 

tools could be modified, but "the substance of American foreign policy will remain roughly 

the same" [….] whatever the US administration or policy professionals.19 For the US foreign 

policy, it has also been observed that realism has been a dominant paradigm in its decision 

making during the Cold War period and many argued that the same influence of realism 

would continue in the post-Cold War period.20  

Realism suggests activism in strategic and economic interaction abroad in its policy tools that 

align with the interests and goals of a superpower of the magnitude of the US that aims to 
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gain influence and expand its values in the emerging regions and at the global level.21 The 

domestic opposition to realism in the foreign policy is countered by the decision-makers with 

the argument that the global order is a direct by-product of the primacy of the US and hence 

its active engagement with any region would serve global stability, peace, and prosperity.22 

 

A cursory look at the US policy toward the CAR suggests that most of its tools are the 

replication of the usual characteristics of realpolitik. The policy tools are multifaceted 

covering military interaction, political engagements, humanitarian and societal support, aid 

and assistance programs, energy cooperation, investments, etc. paving the way for the US to 

assume a role and influence in the states and the region.23 The US policy aimed to influence 

the decision-making apparatus of the CAR states and prevent other states to gain influence in 

the region. It intended to move affairs in the region in a preferred direction be it the internal 

affairs or the regional resolution of issues. 

 

 Methodology 

To evaluate a conceptual framework, a scientific mode of inquiry is adopted to focus on the 

recurring patterns in the foreign policy analysis. Primary sources for the study include 

documents of the US government, reports and testimonies presented in the US Congress and 

the US Senate and their committees, the reports of international organizations and groups, 

documents issued by the CAR states, and the declassified information available in the 

libraries and the internet. Secondary sources include books, newspapers, reports, studies, and 

articles by scholars and experts dealing with international issues of strategy, security, political 

economy, society, and the geopolitics of the CAR.24  
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To augment the discussion and the argument, interviews, and discussions with scholars and 

diplomats from the US, Russia, and Central Asia were held.25 Search engines and official 

websites were used for official viewpoints, news reports, statements of officials, and 

commentaries of analysts and journalists. The reports and literature from Russia, Central 

Asia, East Asia and South Asia published in the newspapers and journals and placed on the 

websites are relevant and useful and hence used in the discussion.  

 Outline of the study 

The study contains seven chapters including the introduction. The introductory chapter 

contains the research question and hypotheses and methodology. Chapter two brings in the 

theoretical parameters of realism, literature review of the relevant theories, and the US global 

and regional policy after the Cold War in the light of the views expressed by analysts. Its 

second part discusses the relevant theoretical framework that has been used in the 

examination of this study.  Chapter three is on the geopolitics of the CAR and the evolution 

of the US policy toward the CAR.  It provides information on the emerging Central Asian 

Region in the 1990s, the five states, and their transition process, and the roles and interests of 

the neighboring states in the region. The second part of it discusses the development of US-

CAR relations and the evolution of the US policy toward the CAR. 

The fourth chapter is a discussion on the US policy and relations with the CAR states in the 

strategic and military sphere. The discussion also includes the presence and interests of 

neighboring countries that have strategic interests and relations with the CAR states and 

become part of the emerging regional processes. The fifth chapter examines the US-CAR 

economic relations and how these relations progressed and were related to the strategic 

interests of the US.  
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The fifth chapter brings in the interaction of the US with the internal structures of the CAR 

states in which the prominent issues discussed are internal security, democracy, and 

interaction with social issues. The last chapter concluding the study examines the outcome of 

the US policy toward the CAR states, the degree of engagement, and its implications. The 

conclusion focuses that the assumption made by the study and corroborating ideas of many 

contemporary writers suggests that the US goal is a long-term geopolitical ascendancy in the 

CAR.  A handful of suggestions for a meaningful relationship of the US with the CAR are 

also presented. 

As for the limitations of the study, it is stated that the method of analysis, geopolitical and 

geo-economics approaches, and the theoretical framework limit the analysis of plausible 

things that “might happen” in the future. However, an implicit conclusion of this study – one 

that has emerged into clearer focus is that the only way for the US to obtain a lasting 

influence in Central Asia is through cooperation and power-sharing with Russia, China, and 

other regional states.  
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Chapter 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THE THEORATICAL FRAMEWORK 

FOR STUDY 

 

Introduction 

This section discusses the literature and theories related to Power politics, US foreign policy, 

its formation, and its global interests, and the US policy on Central Asia. The second part of 

this chapter will examine the theoretical framework which has been made a basis for this 

study and found relevant to the US policy on Central Asia.   

 

Theoretical Literature  

 

Theories of international relations are used to understand the complexities arising out of the 

foreign policy decisions of states. They help to “bring order and meaning to a mass of 

phenomenon without which it would remain disconnected and unintelligible.”1 During the 

transitive phase of world politics, at the end of the Cold War, policymakers and analysts use 

various theoretical paradigms to understand the emerging behavior of states which would 

redefine their interests to take care of new environments.2 This chapter develops a conceptual 

framework relating theory and foreign policy of the US in the post-Cold War period and 

toward Central Asia. 

  

Realism and Idealism are traditional theories that seek to explain a state's foreign policy 

behavior. Realism has been "the dominant model of international relations" that provided a 

"useful framework during the last six decades" on the global developments before and after 
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the Cold War.3 Realism has many complementary variants and "each purports to explain the 

certain phenomenon.”4 Realism is based on three beliefs for its explanation of foreign policy, 

the state, anarchic global system, and the pursuit of power by states.5 The state is a primary 

and autonomous actor pursuing power in the interests of its society. The global environment 

is anarchic and it compels states to respond by maximizing security. It drives statesmen to 

think and act in terms of power that constrains the range of rational choices for states and 

they to strive to obtain as many resources as possible.  

 

Classical realism is a system-level theory arguing that states seek as much political power as 

possible because they are social institutions, and therefore follow the drive of human nature. 

In competing for power, states face a conflict of interest and set their goal as to achieve the 

realization of the lesser evil rather than of the absolute good. This lesser evil is the ‘Balance 

of Power’ in which they try to maintain an existing equilibrium or constructing a new 

equilibrium.6 The US and the USSR were the most powerful states after the 2nd World War, 

remained rivals and wary of each other’s power during the Cold War. Balance of power 

prevented war between them.  

Neo-realism developed classical realism but its focus is on the anarchic structure of the 

international system. According to neo-realism, ‘structural constraints are more important 

than agents’ (states) strategies and motivations. Power struggle and rivalries among states are 

not a function of the nature of states, but a function of the nature of the international system.7 

The international structure is a separate and anarchic domain with its features and modes of 

operation which compel states to act in the realist mode to determine their interests and 

powers. A state’s freedom of choices and behavior is the function of absolute and relative 

power capabilities, though the “international structure provides opportunities and constraints 

to shape state behavior even if it does not determine it entirely.”8  
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Another variant, neo-classical realism revives classical realism and emphasizes that power 

rivalries seek to explain both international outcomes and the foreign policies of individual 

states.9 State characteristics (state-level variables) play a larger role in the behavior of states 

in seeking power and enhance defense capabilities. Seeking power by states is based on 

rationality and their fear of other states is also a rational behavior. It is a sort of combination 

of classical and neo-realism that factors in both system-level and state-level variables. Neo-

classical realists use structure to explain recurrence in international politics despite different 

actors.  

In the wake of transforming international politics in the post-Cold War period when states 

were adjusting their policies to the new realities, the realists asserted that power remained a 

reality and their theories best explained the global politics and provide policy guidelines for 

the future. However, “one theory of international politics is not sufficient, and cannot be 

made sufficient, for the making unambiguous foreign-policy predictions.”10  

Neo-realism dominated the International Relations theory and the foreign policy explanations 

of the US during the Cold War.11 For realists, seeking security is the foremost object for 

states to ensure survival through military capabilities and make alliances to preserve the 

balance of power and prevent other's dominance. It is criticized for its emphasis on the 

system structure instead of the states, power-driven foreign policies, and the limitations in 

predicting international events such as the end of the Cold War.  

Offensive realism, associated with Mearsheimer, is another approach under the rubric of 

structural realism. It draws different conclusions about state behavior and international 

outcome. Relevant to post-Cold War global politics, Offensive realism views that it is the 

anarchy that provides strong incentives to states to seek power and influence. States continue 

to follow the usual tenets of realism and their need to survive compels them to improve their 
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relative power positions through arms build-ups, unilateral diplomacy, mercantile (or even 

autarkic) foreign economic policies, and opportunistic expansion.12 For offensive realism, 

major powers ensure their survival and a role in world politics, seek to "control and manage 

various regions of the world to become a hegemonic power" and pursue expansionist policies 

when and where the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs.13 

 

Offensive realism helps in explaining the great power’s policies toward regions and reasons 

that the “pinnacle of power” for a great power is hegemony and once it is achieved a state 

will become a status quo power.14 The hegemony is a strategy to enter a contested 

geopolitical domain termed "offshore balancing” as a state will always be power-hungry until 

it dominates all other states and become a “global hegemon.”  A great power builds regional 

powers to check the influence of potentially hostile powers to seek an influence in a region to 

promote military and economic interests without the costs of large military deployments.15  

 

While offensive realism is mostly considered as explaining post-Cold War politics, many 

scholars express divergent views that are termed defensive realism. They argue that the 

international system provides incentives for expansion only under certain conditions, anarchy 

creates a zero-sum situation and security dilemma for states that cause them to worry about 

one another's future intentions and relative power.16 Alliances generate spirals of mutual 

hostility or conflict and state often pursue expansionist policies because their leaders 

mistakenly believe that aggression is the only way to security. For durable security, the states 

ought to pursue moderate military, diplomatic, and foreign economic policies that 

communicate restraint.17 
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All the variants of realism emphasize the security and military power and view that the states 

rely on hard power in their foreign policies. Realism, however, does not fully explain the 

states’ pursuit of the values, promotion of human rights, democracy, free trade, and culture. 

Realists faced criticism in explaining the post-Cold War transition since the states adopted 

"the elements and principles of strategic interaction and conflicts other than military 

power.”18 Similarly, realism lacks theoretical rigor and predictive power because it eschews a 

mono-causal focus on either domestic or systemic variables.19 The emphasis of realists on 

shifting alliances to increase power creates a security dilemma that in fluid situations makes 

states amenable to miscalculations in uncertainties.20  

Alternate to realism are variants of idealism such as Global Society, Complex 

Interdependence, and Liberal Institutionalism. These paradigms assert that the undue 

attention to the war and peace issue and nation-state renders realism as an increasingly 

anachronistic model of global relations.21 Idealism is a state-level theory and focuses on 

international law, morality, and international organization, rather than power alone, as key 

influences on international events.22 For it "all states, in their dealings with one another, are 

bound by the rules and institutions of the society they form.”23 

Liberals argue that states prefer cooperation over rivalry and try to build just world order, 

enforceable international law, and international organizations.24 States derive interests from 

the underlying preferences of societal actors mediated by political institutions since 

institution-building reduces uncertainty and communication ameliorates fear and antagonism. 

States are not merely sovereign self-interested agents but are progressive forces for social 

justice and have learned that cooperation is a better strategy than conflict. For Liberals, the 

'repressive and murderous nature of the Soviet state was the key to the US and USSR 

animosity though they have been cooperating on issue of interest even during the Cold War.  
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Neo-liberalism an offshoot of liberalism is a system-level version of the theory and focuses 

on how institutions can influence the behavior of states by spreading values or creating rule-

based behavior. Neo-liberals focus on the United Nations, and other global institutions in 

shaping the foreign policy behavior of states. Liberal theories support the pluralist model of 

foreign policymaking that predicts more variations in the conflict over policy and 

underestimates the importance of allegiance to nationalism.25 They neglect loyalties to 

nationalism in most of the post-Cold War events and civil wars in many regions. Their focus 

on domestic institutions and interest groups cannot explain shifts in US policy priorities that 

are not linked with changes in the relative political power of social groups. 

 

Institutionalism, a variant of liberalism, argues that development, welfare, environment, 

communication, narcotics, and other issues are crucial in interstate relations and need global 

structures for cooperation which could not be done within the national agendas. 

Institutionalism is criticized that at its core it is structural realism as "it starts with a structural 

theory, applies it to the origins and operations of institutions," and "ends with realists 

conclusions.”26 Here the realists agree with the contention of the liberals that the economic 

and social aspects and international cooperation are important elements. However, they stress 

that states would not behave in ways consistent with liberalism since the neglect of security 

would be ruinous.27  

Other theories explaining the policies of states in the international realm include Cognitive 

and Constructivism. Cognitive theories are based on psychological processes – perception 

and belief systems on the foreign policy behavior of states. The application of this theory is 

limited in the case of the US policy toward the CAR states that were new international actors 

and the US had no history of relations and interaction with them.28 Therefore, sufficient 
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information on the states and the region was not available which is necessary to develop 

workable perceptions.  

 

Constructivism examines state behavior in the context of state characteristics and rejects the 

assumption of neo-realism that anarchy is a structural condition in the international system. It 

asserts that all states are unique and have a set of political, cultural, economic, social, or 

religious characteristics that influence their foreign policy.29 Constructivism emerged in the 

discussion of international politics after the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the 

Soviet Union as it was a process without a significant shift in the distribution of capabilities 

in the international system and largely through domestic political transformation enabled by 

strategic actors. It was a period when the traditional theories got challenged due to their 

inability to predict such a revolutionary transformation.  

 

Constructivists view the world as socially constructed in which agents and structures are 

mutually constitutive. (Wendt 1987) The US and the USSR both had separate foreign policy 

characters and the Cold War was due to their clash of identities and ended because of the 

changes in Russian identity. The application of this theory is limited in international relations 

as it is a considered social theory, has problematic assumptions of the possibility for strategic 

action by political agents, and risks to downplay material factors and hard power in the 

dynamics of world politics. Wendt himself states that once a certain level of stability is 

reached, change is difficult to come by since even weaker members may act in the interest of 

preserving whatever is the current status quo.30 Moreover, for the period of this study from 

1991-2005 the CAR states were in political, economic, and social transition making it 

difficult to express their identities.  
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The study of the US foreign policy is incomplete if the structure of international security is 

not given due weight, since the US has developed global security institutions, unilateral and 

multilateral.31 Barry Buzan and Ole Woever map methodological tools to explain the 

behavior of states on the territorial aspects of security structures and regional security 

dynamics. They observe a phenomenon of "securitization" by great powers that are described 

as an extreme version of politicization and the use of extraordinary tools of foreign policy in 

the name of security to protect valuable interests in a region.32 

 

Buzan and Woever argue that regionalization is directly related to global dynamics and the 

great powers that are ranked in order of strength "penetrate" and "overlay" into the regions 

for security.33 The argument is extended in another work on the US foreign policy at regional 

and global levels in competition with other powers.34 The factors that compel shifts in the 

policy of great power are power projections of others in a region or in a conflict, 

overextension of its power at the global level, and domestic politics. Buzan and Woever 

relate liberalism with the foreign policy application of great power by saying that the 

operational autonomy of regions is triggered by the advent of "non-military actors" but does 

not give enough weight to economic and social dimensions. Analysts also find weaknesses in 

the applicability of their theory and their gradation of "powers.”35 

 

Literature on US Foreign Policy  

 

Moving from theory of International Relations to the conduct of the US foreign policy in the 

post-Cold War period, the readjustments in policy tools and national interests are noted by 

scholars. The US emerged as the only superpower which left its foreign policy without any 

"legacy with no anti-communist core, no political sector…left, liberal, centrist, conservative, 
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right…and no new vision for global engagement.”36 The policy advises to the US got at the 

time were that the balance of power was in its favor therefore it should attempt to perpetuate 

a preponderant global role and “contain the power of others and spread its values all over the 

world” to seek security.37 Realists and hawks argued for a hegemonic US foreign policy that 

should seek coalitions, control of the WMD, rebuilding of relations with the NIS and the 

Arab and Islamic world to counter instability and extremism, and intervene in the troubled 

nations that mattered.38   

 

In the post-Cold War period, the US pursued a “new world order” implying economic 

interdependence, the balance of power, fragmentation and the rise of nationalism, and 

technology advancement and integration.39 The US leadership recognized that “even the new 

world order cannot guarantee an era of perpetual peace” meaning that global conflicts would 

continue and security will be the major issue.40 It was looked by scholars as an order intended 

to create a global system based on the rules of "free market" interpreted following the 

economic needs and interests of the US capital, and policed by its military and the military 

forces of its allies.41 

 

At the change of government in the US in 1993, liberals hoped that their views would make 

imprints in the global politics as president Clinton under pressure to restore the weak 

economy of the country stressed to “elevate economics in foreign policy (to) create an 

economic security council and to give domestic prosperity a key goal of the US policy that 

included boosting exports and enhancing access to foreign markets.”42  

 

The rationale for such a policy was that a strong domestic economy depended on active 

global engagement and should be the basis of US diplomacy.43 In the early 1990s therefore, 
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the US policy emphasized security, non-proliferation, trade liberalization, open markets, 

assistance to developing countries in coordination with the World Bank and the IMF, and the 

formation of the World Trade Organization (WTO), which it had ditched in 1945 for the sake 

of bilateralism in trade and economics.44 For realists, however, such a policy is the pursuance 

of national interests in which the use of interdependence is an "ideology to camouflage the 

international politics.45 

 

The hopes of the liberals to transform the structure of international relations, however, 

remained unfulfilled.46 The US National security strategy (1994) called for aggressive foreign 

policy and the use of power for “common interests” stressing that the US forces must be 

forward deployed or stationed in key overseas regions in peacetime to deter aggression. Such 

overseas presence (....) underwrites regional stability (...) and provides timely initial response 

capabilities.”47 The US committed its forces to the peacekeeping efforts of the UN and also 

expanded its military deployment abroad. The policy was justified by saying that "enhancing 

security, prosperity, and promoting democracy were mutually supportive," and the security 

policy was integrated with economic goals.48  

 

President Bush (2000-2008) did not have the compulsion of a weak economy and the 

emphasis of the US foreign policy moved to pursue hegemonic policies.49 The US intervened 

in regional and global affairs with or without the authority of the UN on the pretexts of 

national interests, terrorism, weapons control, and human rights.50 The US moved to upgrade 

armed forces by inducting scientific innovations to create an agile and lethal expeditionary 

force.51 It reduced the salience of nuclear weapons in military strategy to minimize incentives 

for others to acquire equalizers and contain WMD.52 It went for unilateralism as in case of 

attacks on Panama and alliance politics as in cases of Iraq and Afghanistan adventures.53  
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The events of 9/11 led to the induction of “preemption in the US policy” that changed the 

Cold War period's strategic defense doctrines.54 The US declared terrorists as new threats to 

its security who could have access to weapons of mass destruction. Following it, the National 

Security Strategy (2002) announced that the US reserved the option to wage preventive wars 

and opened the possibility for the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states 

transforming the policy to be proactive and aggressive.55 It was also explicitly stated in the 

official statements such as: 

 

America has, and intends to keep, military strengths beyond challenge ... thereby, 

making the destabilizing arms races of other eras pointless, and limiting rivalries to 

trade and other pursuits of peace.56 

 

The US foreign policy in the post 9/11 period is noted by scholars as an extreme expression 

of realism in which there were efforts to expand the US influence as a “desirable feature of 

the international system to manage trade-offs inherent in the war on terrorism and to augment 

America’s economic foundations to sustain political hegemony.”57  

 

In concluding the discussion on the post-Cold War policy of the US, it is important to note 

the observations such as that the "end of history" was for the adjustment of resources and 

patterns of engagement with other international actors to avoid the zero-sum foreign policy.58 

In the emerging globalization, the US expanded its economic influence in conjunction with 

the military might that is called a strategy of dominance and Pax Americana.59 The US 

premised that global politics is cyclical and its preponderance allows it to set rules on other 
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states, shape issues and agendas at bilateral and multilateral levels, influence the terms of 

interaction between states, and to reward cooperation and penalize opposition.  

 

The US thus manipulated global politics and projected that its national interests were 

correlated with global peace, stability, security, and prosperity.60 As defined by realists, the 

US pursued the strategy by acting as an “offshore balancer” in a multi-polar regional balance 

of power and investing effort to strengthen regional indigenous economic and security 

institutions.61 The US promoted the restructuring of the global institutions under its 

leadership and managed the interdependence with military strength and multilateral means to 

advance its influence.62 

 

In pursuance to security through coalition and allies politics, the US-supported right-wing 

authoritarian regimes in the developing countries to maintain a regional balance and curb 

radical movements by supporting its partners internally and externally and through collective 

security systems by enhancing their leadership ability and in return ensured global political, 

military and economic role.63 The US used economic and political linkages, aid programs, 

and trade concessions. The US promoted bilateral and multilateral cooperation in managing 

regions and eschewed power rivalries by engaging the EU, Russia, and China to manage the 

third world countries through direct and indirect influence. 

 

The pursuit of economic and social dimensions is embedded in the US policy in which it 

promotes a liberal economic global system, calls for democracy, and engages with and 

promotes the regional systems that are established on the rules of the free market economy 

and in doing so interaction with military and the military forces of its allies is enhanced.64 In 

the post-Cold War period, the need for interdependence is prominent in the US officials’ 
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statements which stress that enhancing security, prosperity, and promoting democracy are 

mutually supportive and security policy is integrated with economic goals.65 Its rationale was 

linked with the needs of the domestic economy by stressing that the strong domestic economy 

depends on active global engagement which should be the basis of US diplomacy.66 

 

Moving from the US global policy to the US policy toward the CAR, it is observed that the 

scholars have examined it in the framework of various theoretical explanations such as 

offensive realism, regional complex theory, strategic theory, strategic geography as a 

geopolitical concept, and strategic interests of the regional powers.67 The studies note that the 

US policy on the CAR is articulated in a coherent way to pursue military and economic 

interests. The US policy concerns for the CAR are identified as stability, security, weapons of 

mass destruction, terrorism, energy, and promotion of western values related to democracy, 

economy, and human rights. 

 

Literature related to US Foreign Policy and the CAR 

 

Steffen Schwarz examines the US interest and the policy on the CAR in the light of Francis 

Fukuyama’s hypothesis of the “End of History” through the framework of realism. He 

concludes that it should not be expected that the US policy would be followed with moral 

values rather it is the national interest that is pursued. For him, the US engaged the CAR in 

the pursuance of stability, security, oil, and promotion of democracy in the early 1990s.68  

 

In the progression of relations, the scholars note an upward shift in the US policy from 1994 

to 1996 that many attributed to the oil and energy potential, a rise of militancy, the fears of 

Russian reemergence, and the power competition in the regional relationship.69 The US 
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engagement with the CAR is deepened by the mid-1990s moving to an active interaction with 

the CAR states on the issues such as Islam, military reforms, oil and its supply routes, 

regional identity, economic development, environment, corruption, crime, and drugs.70 

 

Fiona Hill observes the developing US relations with the CAR states that “crept from 

obscurity onto the US foreign policy agenda” with the concerns growing on security and 

stability in a region that was “rapidly becoming a base for extremism and terrorism,” and the 

US efforts to avert its "Afghanization.” 71 Hill views that realism was dominant in the US 

policy in which coordination with Europe and regional powers and a link between security 

and political developments, energy, human rights, and drugs control is found. 

 

Russia and perceptions over its expansion to regain influence in the new states remained a 

notable factor in the US policy toward the CAR.72 The US is advised that the region is prone 

to power rivalry and Russian influence (and also of China and Iran) and the US should limit 

the ingress and influence of other regional neighbors and the notion of “Russian sphere of 

influence” should be countered.73 The US broadened the strategic engagement with the CAR 

states in response to the expansion of military and economic influence by the regional 

neighboring powers and directed its policy to prevent regional hegemony, access by others on 

the energy resources, conflict prevention, and control over militancy and terrorism.  

 

Many scholars examine the possibilities of the conflict of interests and competition among 

great powers and validate the concept of a New Great Game.74 Their views are linked with 

the observations that the US emphasis on security, economy, and democracy in the CAR has 

implications on its Asia policy.75 The US thus adopted an offensive policy to make room for 

itself in the CAR in the shortest possible time to secure the “potential objective of containing 
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both China and Russia in geostrategic terms” for example, by the “military presence in 

Central Asia,” that was declared as deployed to combat terrorism but the real objectives were 

long term influence.76 

 

Linkages of the US policy toward the CAR with its global policy have also been examined by 

scholars with the observations that the instability, energy resources, and the existence of 

nuclear weapons and production facilities in the CAR had "direct implications on the US 

created security structures around the CAR including the Middle Eastern states.”77 Lena 

Jonson and Roy Allison discuss security and the CAR states’ relations with regional and 

international powers and the policies of Russia, China, Iran, and Turkey which in their view 

are related to the US policy.78 After analyzing the internal and external dynamics of the 

region, they note that the US policy toward the CAR is driven by security concerns, rivalry 

with regional powers, the existence of inter-regional and intra-regional conflictual dynamics, 

geo-economics, energy, and regional structures.  

 

Engagement on the security issues in the US policy toward the CAR is observed by Frederick 

Starr in which a balance of power to fill a forced vacuum to prevent regional hegemony of 

other powers is needed.79 On the US strategic engagement toward the CAR, Starr observes 

success on the issue of nuclear proliferation and WMD and later a three-pronged strategy 

about security, politics, and economics. Starr terms the US engagement with the CAR as a 

"partnership" in which the US extended extensive support to them to enhance their 

international interaction to reduce their dependence on Russia. However, in the interaction in 

the realm of internal security, Starr notes that it should not be linked with the promotion of 

democracy since a hegemonic relationship of the US with the CAR states or a forced 

transformation of the states is not sustainable.80 
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The US interaction with the CAR states aimed at the establishment of military bases in the 

early 21st century after it attacks Afghanistan to engage the states as allies not only for the 

war on terror but also for strategic reasons and to curb the influence of Russia and China is a 

major event in the US policy. It is viewed that the “US relations with the CAR states 

developed in an unpredictable manner” and depended on the degree of interest the US had 

“for a particular military facility, and not least, the host’s readiness for cooperation.”81 This 

means that the US was promoting strategic relations with the CAR states in its engagement. 

 

Transition process in the region and US Policy 

 

After independence from the Soviet rule, Central Asian States adopted the transition process 

in the realm of politics, economic and social sectors as independent nation states. One could 

observe the nature of the processes in a way that the transformation

 

 

For the Central Asian states, like other low-income developing economies transition was in 

part, from an agrarian to an industrialized economy and to catch industrialized countries.  It 

needed different strategies, and reforms. There was also a need for an efficient state to 
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provide basic public goods, social services, and infrastructure. An environment to promote 

investment through a better rule of law and order was crucial for the success of the 

transformation. Adjustments in systemic political and economic reforms depended on the 

efficiency or inefficiency of governments.84 Mainly theories of Political Economy and 

Constructivism are relevant to examine the process of transition. Since the transition of States 

is not the main focus of the study, rather US policy with the states in transition, a discussi

 

The US relations with the CAR states also witnessed a cooperative relationship with Russia 

and other regional powers on the issues of security, non-proliferation, and counter-terrorism. 

While this process of cooperation was going on, the military deployment of the US in the 

CAR in the aftermath of 9/11 events and the consequent military and strategic cooperation 

with the security establishments of the CAR states accompanied destabilizing rivalry and 

interstate enmity of the US with Russia and other regional states.85 It led to the increased 

interaction of Russia and China with the CAR states under a regional organization SCO 

leading to competitive processes in the region. 

 

Scholars have also noted the promotion of the liberal economic system, democracy, and 

human rights in the US policy toward the CAR. The US policy was directed to transform the 

structures of the states based on liberal economic and political values to promote democracy, 

foreign investments, and the access of multinationals.86 In its relations with the region, the 

US interaction included the establishment of free-market economies, democracy, integration 

of the states into the world community of political and financial institutions, engaging in the 
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Euro-Atlantic security dialogue and cooperative programs, and the promotion of regional 

cooperation. 

 

The explanation of the US policy toward the CAR has been examined by Fisher in the 

framework of offensive and defensive realism. He concludes that offensive realism better 

explains the US policy as it seeks no colonial empire and did try increased power and 

influence in the region in the 1990s.87  The work observes that the US was not overly 

ambitious in its policy toward the CAR, rather “it looked for opportunities to expand its 

influence in the power vacuum left after Soviet disintegration.”88 

 

The literature presented above on the US policy toward the CAR covers interstate relations in 

which scholars have attempted to examine the objectives of the US in the CAR states 

covering security, economic, and democracy promotion. There is an emphasis in the US 

policy on security and military relations the factors that are embedded in realism. The 

economic interests of the US were also promoted as part of power politics. The studies note 

the conflictual situation arising out of great power competition and the need for the US to 

cooperate or compete. In addition, scholars have noted efforts of the US to manage the 

internal transition in the politics, economy, and governance of the CAR states in a way that 

they transform to a system that is conducive for the West.  

 

Framework for the study of US Foreign Policy 

 

After having outlined the main tenets of theories and literature, a framework to study the US 

relations toward Central Asia is presented.  
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There is a wide view among scholars that each theory has limitations in explaining the 

foreign policy behavior of states and shifting priorities and interests in an ever-changing 

international system. In the study of the US foreign policy toward Central Asia more than one 

theory is required for adequate explanation. Before 1991, the US engagement with the Soviet 

Union of which the CAR was a part, revolved around bipolarity as central in all events in 

international relations. In the post-cold war period, the five states were engaged in political, 

social, economic, and foreign relations transformations. It had attracted an enormous amount 

of interest in the US and other Western countries since the fundamental change would now be 

the adoption of the Western model of systems. 

 

Many scholars have emphasized that the US follows realism and power politics in global 

relations with other states.89 For the post-Cold War period, realists argued that survival and 

security would remain dominant issues for the state and the insight of the use of power would 

remain a factor in the "general framework for understanding international relations" since the 

states would pursue a "balance of power and remain to worry about the possibility of major 

conflict.”90 Realists defend the criticism in failing to predict the future and being shy of 

specific policy prescriptions in the new environment of system change, by saying that others 

have also "failed to define policy lines of the US in the post-Cold War environments.”91   

 

Despite the claims of realists, the US foreign policy “has always fused the realist and liberal 

strands of statecraft.” 92 The US follows the tenets of realism which negates the “interference 

in the state structure of other countries,” but the tools of its foreign policy such as the 

promotion of market economic system and democracy” do not go well with this logic.93 

Moreover, the logic of using more than one theory is also found in the statements of US 

policymakers, as Condoleezza Rice reminds the scholars that to “draw a sharp line between 
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power politics and a principled foreign policy based on values” is a polarized view which 

“may be just fine in academic debate, but it is a disaster for American foreign policy.”94  

 

Similarly, former Secretary of State Colin Powell describes the US foreign policy in the post-

Cold War period as based on "enlightened self-interest.” For him, the US is guided by “a 

strategy of partnerships, which affirms the vital role of international alliances while 

advancing…its…interests and principles.”95 He views that the US foreign policy does pursue 

strategic goals along with others but sometimes the emphasis on some issues, for example, 

the war on terror, but other pursuits in the background and the media and literature 

concentrate military maneuvers only.  

 

Scholars also view that the effective strategy for the US to promote foreign policy interests is 

the use of soft power in combination with hard power and making it a "smart power.”96 

Richard Haass in an analysis dividing the US foreign policy in the post-Cold War period in 

two phases; from1990 to 2001 and then post 2001, observes that the US foreign engagements 

were determined by its power mainly because of its primacy and unchallenged status in the 

first phase. In the second phase, he notes that the events of 9/11 forced the US to reconsider 

its global engagements with “cogent approach in foreign policy,” but in general, the 

explanation of policy by realists and idealist are blurred.97  

 

Haass also examines if the principal purpose of the US foreign policy should be to influence 

the external behavior of other states or if it should be to shape the internal structure as a 

dividing but dissipating line.98 He notes that in the 21st century, republican government 

becomes "idealist" making democracy promotion the main priority for the US foreign policy 

when Bush (2001-2008) talks of "democratic peace" theory, which holds that democracies 
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not only treat their citizens better but also act better toward their neighbors and others. Haass 

views the US policy as an alternative, "realist" that for example, attempted "regime change" 

in Baghdad in the 2003 war, “to a democratic Iraq, a development that would transform the 

region,” a strategy closer to democratic realism.  

 

There was a wide consensus in the US that the transition should be encouraged to proceed as 

rapidly as possible. None of the five states had prior experience of being independent nation-

states and all adopted different kinds of transition strategies.99  The US engagements with 

these states would thus be taking care of the transition mode of the states while following the 

ascendency in global politics and in particular after the 2nd World War. In the interaction, the 

US was to take care of these states' behavior in global politics and entering into a relationship 

whereby core principles of the US are not altered.  

 

This line of reasoning that the US foreign policy analysis should be made based on more than 

one theory is also found in other studies. Walt says that the analysts and policymakers should 

remain cognizant of realism’s emphasis on the role of power, keep liberalism’s awareness of 

domestic forces in mind, and reflect on constructivism’s vision of change.100 Some other 

scholars’ views on the US foreign policy are that it pursues both goals military and economic 

with the observation that “the Cold War was not primarily the security concerns but the 

primary motive was hegemonic economic domination resulting in a clash of interests.”101 In 

short, the application of a single theory to explain US foreign policy is fraught with 

misleading conclusions.  

 

In the study of the US policy toward the CAR, the security emphasis brings in the relevance 

of realism which aims at gaining influence and managing relations by adopting a strategy that 
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assures a power to “retain the flexibility to choose when and where to use its power and 

influence, at what time.”102 Third-world states and regions are sometimes secondary and less 

critical for the security policy objectives and compulsions of a superpower like the US. 

However, the US in the actual pursuit of the policy does not overlook any region including 

the CAR, since it “deprives the US society, corporations, and financial institutions a role" in 

many issues that have relevance with global security and stability.”103  

 

The pursuance of security issues in third world regions always includes the pursuance of 

economic goals as found out in the observation that “the actual course of American foreign 

policy has been ….seeking … as much space as possible for capitalist expansion” with “the 

consistent…US anti-nationalist intervention in the Third World.”104 In this respect the 

offensive realism and its explanation of the US as an "offshore balancer" that intervenes to 

prevent the rise of hegemons in other regions and in the case of the CAR, the US perceives 

Russia (and possibly China) as another hegemon, is relevant for this study.105  

 

Realism has some limitations when it is applied to real situations and problems are found in 

defining the regions and the predictions it makes on regional competition. For example, it 

ignores the cooperation the US got in the shape of G-8 and Europe, China and Russia siding 

with the US on the issues of global security and stability and nuclear proliferation in 

particular in the third world regions.106 It implies that a great power uses the “persuasion” in 

addition to material means and payoffs to achieve a long term primacy in a region.”107 Self-

interest and self-restraint also guide the foreign policy which some analysts call "prudent 

realism," the situation that avoids a multitude of issues that require resolution and persuasion 

with humane global governance.108 
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In the debate on the role of soft power, the liberals contend that the foreign policies of 

democracies are more peaceful because people can play a constructive role in constraining 

policymakers to move to war-making adventures. Realists admit a role of soft power to 

enhance influence for various strategic and economic interests but reject the strategy based on 

idealistic impulses to restructure other societies to make them serve the US interests.109 For 

realists, an undue role of soft power impedes coherent and effective diplomacy hindering 

efforts to promote national interests since it brings in emotions and passions.110 Realists also 

disagree on the extent of such interaction and emphasize that the pursuits of rights and 

democracy abroad are not feasible goals and it constrains the foreign policy decision-

making.111  

This line of reasoning is epitomized by Roy Jones arguing that the states apply military and 

economic tools to pursue their interests, however, to establish credibility to the promotion of 

specific goals, states also proclaim "values;" international order, collective security, self-

determination, and peace.112 In the overall policy of states, "foreign economic policies often 

serve non-economic goals" and national interests "denotes anything that is held desirable in 

particular circumstances.”113 Jones adds that in today's nation-state system war as an 

instrument of foreign policy and for the acquisition of lands is no more practiced, but states 

employ foreign policy "operations that are intended to move affairs in a preferred direction" 

and maybe "called interventions.” 

Roy Jones views that the objectives of a realistic foreign policy of great powers are 

intervention to maintain a congenial leadership in power or replacing the uncongenial 

leadership, encouraging or resisting social and political changes of a structural kind, 

forestalling or resisting the policies of intervention by another state or states and encouraging 

existing leadership to pursue specific policies of an agreeable kind.114 Jones finds difficulty in 
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examining the foreign policy in the liberal tradition (democratic society and social order) and 

offers a model of foreign policy that is based on realism.  

The tools of the US foreign policy in the post-Cold War transition period remain the same as 

defined by Roy Jones for the great powers to achieve their foreign policy objectives including 

the payoffs to the individual leader or leading groups, economic assistance (aid, gifts, cheap 

loans, preferential trading agreements) or economic punishment (cessation of loans or gifts, 

an embargo on trade), clandestine violence, overt violence in the form of direct military 

operations, diplomatic pressure, etc. Great powers also intervene in regional conflicts to 

influence the outcome and to prevent such efforts by competitor states. 

There are others also who put forward such a framework and contend that realism concedes 

the pursuit of both economic and security interests to expand influence since “economic ties 

induce domestic economic interests and enhance state’s ability to mobilize resources against 

hostile powers.”115 States pursue discriminatory foreign economic policies to gain the support 

of domestic entities and make a useful target country an ally to balance interests in the short 

and long term and to maintain or advance the position of the state in the international 

system.116  

 

Framework of Analysis for this study 

 

In concluding the discussion on the need for more than one theoretical tradition to explain the 

post-Cold War foreign policy toward the CAR, the thesis of the study is that the US pursued 

power politics in conjunctions with military might and economic power and pursued 

multifaceted goals, to enhance and expand “influence” in regions of the world. Influence is a 

relational concept of power which is "the ability to assert one's interests in the international 
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system" or a "control a state has over the international environment" by pursuing both 

economics and security.”117  

 

In addition, to expand its influence, the US also has a history of engagements with all the 

other states in which a unique undertaking is expressed that is linked with the promotion of 

western values. This issue is important given the history of communism that was opposed by 

the US since it negated the masses’ voices, the democracy. It was associated with the US 

values during the Cold War and linked with security, stability, and prosperity to justify the 

containment of the areas of the Soviet Union and its allies.  

  

Secondly, the role of the military alliances (like NATO) and trade pacts (like the GATT and 

later the WTO), and international organizations (like the UN and World Bank) that were 

raised by the capitalist under the US leadership are to be sustained after the Cold War.118 The 

US has to get all the Newly Independent States, including that of the CAR states to be 

engaged with these institutions in which the US vexes significant power and through these 

gets indirect influence in the affairs of other states. 

Thirdly, the US has a history of over-emphasizing the use of force, the option that needed a 

threat of a dramatic nature for legitimizing extreme actions.119 The US would thus attempt to 

evolve a coherent policy or an effective mix of coercion and diplomacy and for it, influence 

is needed in a far-off region that aligns with offensive realism.  

As policy tools, official documents of the US admit that diplomatic and economic pressure 

would be ineffective in the CAR, to bring in a democracy especially if other states (regional) 

did not cooperate, implying that the issues are interrelated with regional dynamics and the 

role of neighboring states. It brings in the factor of cooperation with other regional powers as 
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a fourth element. To gain influence in the state structures of the CAR, the US managed 

relations in the new region through policy tools that assured flexibility.120 In this, the US 

recognizes that its preponderance in the post-Cold War period did not eliminate competitive 

politics or suspend "the general law of the dynamics of international relations," namely, "the 

uneven growth of power among states.”121 

Fifthly, the transition process in the CAR states brought some extraneous reasons as well for 

the US to emphasize on democracy and economic reforms of the states that were adopting the 

agenda of liberalism. It required certain prerequisites to be fulfilled, for example, the IMF 

and the World Bank demand economic reforms before giving financial support to the states 

and the US efforts to get the CAR states engaged with these entities could be blocked if their 

advises are not complied.122 

Available literature thus, on the US-CAR interactions is full of observations that the US 

policy aimed that its engagements with the CAR states bring desired results in line with its 

national interests. The US has attempted all the tools that are termed as a policy of realism. 

Its overtures to accommodate liberals’ suggestions that the social dilemmas within the states 

needed to engage through foreign policy tools were also to attain its national interests. 

Theoretical explanations of Realism and mainly offensive realism are applicable in this study. 

The realpolitik was relevant in interaction with the expanded spheres of domestic institutions 

of the CAR states. The transformation and development of these institutions were equally 

important for the US policymakers to constructively engage the states. The US interaction 

was extended into the variables such as stability and security, oil and mineral resources, 

political economy, political culture, and regional cooperation to achieve goals in US policy.  
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With these assumptions and parameters, the next chapter sketches the Geopolitics of Central 

Asia and its place in the definition of American interests in the post-Cold War world with an 

examination of the evolution of the US policy.  
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Chapter 3 

 

GEOPOLITICS OF THE CAR AND THE EVOLUTION OF THE US 

POLICY 

 

This chapter briefly discusses the relevant characteristics of the region and its geopolitics that 

are relevant to the US policy. It would then present the evolution of the US policy toward the 

CAR.  

 

Central Asia Region (CAR) 

Central Asia today is described as a region not only in geographic terms but also looked at as 

a unitary strategic, political and cultural concept.1 Five states of Central Asia are divided 

along ethnic and political lines and find their origin from a place of concentration of steppe 

hordes capable of sweeping over the main centers of human civilization. From the eighth to 

the twelfth centuries, the population of the CAR embraced Islam in which, Turkey was the 

regions’ conduit for outside relations. Migrations, and Mongol invasions during in 13th -14th 

centuries, drifting Turkic peoples and their sporadic intermingling with Chinese and 

subsequently, Russian expansion and the consolidation of its rule left impressions on the 

states’ cultures, governance, systems, and economic and social developments.  

Russia conquered the CAR from 1717 – 1876 A.D. Afterwards; the region witnessed usual 

colonial provocative abuses. The competition from other colonial powers in the 19th century 

between Russia and Britain made Central Asia the ground of “The Great Game,” which 

shaped the political events in it and the surrounding regions.2 The Communist revolution of 

the 1920s did change the colonial and tribal structures and subjected people to cultural and 
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social assimilation. During their rule, communists suppressed the conflicts based on 

boundaries and tribal identities and as a result, the states witnessed a transformation of 

societies into coherent nationalities, though some pockets of ethnic groups remained 

maintaining their distinctiveness.3 

Five states as the present geographic units emerged from 1924 and 1936 under the Soviet's 

policy of "national Delimitation" in which self-determination was given to tribes in the 

regions and borders were demarcated for administrative control.4 During the communist 

period, the CAR witnessed significant economic and social uplift and the development of 

infrastructure and institutions.5 Russian occupation and communist rule have left a significant 

influence on the modern-day CAR states.  

The population of the CAR is about 60 million people that include various ethnic groups. The 

largest of these include Turkic-speaking (Uzbek,  Kazakh,  Turkmen,  Kyrgyz,  Karakalpak,  

Tatar,  Uyghur)  and  Farsi-speaking (Tajik)  ethnicities;  in addition, many other nationalities 

populate the area including Russians, Koreans, and tens of other peoples. Sunni Muslims are 

around 90 percent of the population and the others are mainly Orthodox Christians. The 

region has high natural population growth with the majority of the population under 15 years 

old. The level of literacy and education is above 90 percent. 

The total gross national income (GNI) of the CAR exceeded 42 billion USD in 2002. Two 

states, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan have relatively more economic potential and diversified 

industries. In terms of natural resources, the CAR economy is based on mining, agriculture, 

and raw materials production. Kazakhstan possesses the region's largest and most diversified 

mining and extracting industry (oil, coal, base (non-ferrous) metals) while Uzbekistan leads 

in mechanical engineering, chemical industry, and light industry. In other states, oil, gas, and 

cotton processing are in Turkmenistan, energy and gold extraction in Kyrgyzstan, and 
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aluminum smelting, light industry, and energy in Tajikistan. The regions' agriculture is 

dominated by the production of grain, cotton and silk, fruit and vegetables. 

States as Independent Actors in Global Politics 

Today the CAR states have a distinct notion of state sovereignty while enjoying memberships 

of various international organizations and emerging players in international politics. At their 

independence in December 1991, the CAR states got immediate global recognition and 

moved toward the development of interstate relations. The region had been known to the 

researchers through the theory of a British geographer Halford Mackinder who had called the 

region a key to the domination of the World Island and therefore the world at large.6 The 

CAR states’ new role as independent actors in world politics generated significant interest of 

other states in developing relations with them.   

The political leadership of the CAR states that emerged after the independence constituted 

the elements installed as government officials from Moscow during the communist rule. They 

had sufficient experience of governance and were able to manage internal stabilization albeit 

authoritarianism. During the period 1991-2005, the CAR states faced several pressures to 

attain stability from infancy toward viable nation-states with implications on internal 

transformation, security, and stability, the economy in which energy resources were crucial 

and external relations in particular with the great powers.7  

The birth of the CAR states coincided with the demise of communism and the triumph of 

capitalism and thus they followed a process of transition toward a liberal political and 

economic system. However, influence from Russia kept playing a crucial role in their state 

policies and foreign relations because of their history and the continuation of the political and 

economic linkages and processes in which the infrastructure of many sectors remained linked 
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with Moscow.8 Russian influence is noted on the behavior of the CAR states on the 

governance, cold attitude toward Western culture, and norms for rights of the people since it 

is "rooted in common history and passed to successive generations.”9  

In their internal as well as foreign affairs, political and economic transition from the 

communist-built centralized governance has been one of the foremost concerns. In this 

respect, the CAR states were to take decisions on the governance models, social and cultural 

constructions, structures of power, economic system, investments, infrastructure, and 

environments. Scholars have viewed that the impact of the Asian culture, history, and ethnic 

traits shared by them with eastern neighbors has led them to adopt the "norms that are 

different from the European style nation-state behavior" in their transition process.10 In this 

respect, the CAR states followed the social and economic models closer to the ones followed 

by Russia, Korea, Japan, and China in which political freedom could wait until economies are 

stabilized.11  

Central Asian States and International Politics  

 

The international environment was in transition in the early 1990s, global politics was 

transforming from a bipolar world to a new order with a single superpower, multitudes of 

great powers with many middle-order powers emerging to make their mark on the global 

issues.12 Interdependence was taking its roots and globalization was transforming the 

handling of issues in which the definitions of zero-sum game, realism, and nation-state 

became modified concepts.13 It shifted the consolidation of the CAR governments and their 

economic and political transition from the issues of internal security to the issues of regional 

security and geopolitical stability. Foreign powers in the promotion of their relations, expect 

the other country in the hand of a stable and able government that could manage the country, 
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exploit resources and markets and possesses responsible orientations on foreign policies and 

regional arrangements.14  

 

In this background, the vulnerabilities of the CAR states in their interstate relations are 

derived from the internal political transition that results in "fears of revolutions and change of 

governments" and the heightened expectations of the newly independent populations. The 

internal developments and concerns have a significant impact on the strategic environment, 

regional rivalries, and the use of natural resources.15 The CAR states were aware of their 

strategic and economic importance and the opportunities and challenges of the new world 

order and their being “at the center of a new great game of power politics.”16 With these 

factors' insight, the states started their external relations with all the world powers including 

the US, China, Russia, and Europe.  

 

Regional Geopolitics 

 

It has been observed by scholars that without understanding the regional geopolitics one 

cannot understand how external influences will proceed in a region.17 In the regional 

geopolitics and to understand the evolving interstate behavior and the interaction of the 

outside powers with the CAR states, the roles and influence of Russia, China, Turkey, and 

Iran and the emerging regional organizations and processes are relevant. Some background 

discussion on the roles and relations of the neighboring states with the CAR states is as 

follows.18 
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Russia and its Interests 

 

Russia having a long history of occupation of the CAR states remains the most important 

power that matters in the US engagement since it offered opportunities, as well as threats due 

to its weaknesses of a political and economic system that could revive the desire to retake the 

region.19 Russia succeeded the Soviet Union, withdrew from the region but the issues of the 

division of assets and liabilities remained unsettled for some time. Unable to develop 

independent institutions to deal with many non-political but significant affairs like finance, 

currency, banking, railroad and oil, and gas supply mechanism until 1998, the CAR states 

remained dependent on Russia. In addition, the economy, defense structure and equipment, 

and the internal security structures of the CAR states remained interlinked with Russia.  

 

In the 1990s, Russian interests in the CAR were stable adjoining regions, secure borders, and 

the internal stability of the states so that the ethnic Russian minorities remained intermingled 

in the new states. Russian interests in the CAR region also covered security, terrorism, 

economic cooperation, and energy. Throughout the 1990s, Russia faced enormous economic, 

political, and strategic problems and remained busy with the transition of its system that 

restricted its capabilities to engineer regional and global affairs. It had to deal with the 

transition challenges that included movements to the pluralistic government system, capitalist 

economic system, adopting globalization and the international economic system based on the 

Bretton Woods principles, military reforms, and secessionist wars in Chechnya and the 

threats of the same in other regions.20  

 

Being aware of its vulnerabilities in the 1990s, Russia kept a low profile in the affairs of the 

CAR in the 1990s.21 By the turn of the century, Russia had reorganized its industrial base, 
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restructured its economic system, and its energy and mineral resources wealth had spurred 

economic growth. With regained power, geographical and technological edge, and the 

linkages available from the colonial period, Russia enhanced its strategic, military, political, 

and economic role to reestablish long-term relations with the CAR.22  

 

China 

 

China has historic linkages and multiple common interests with the CAR states. Its political 

concerns are linked with ethnic relations, the presence of Muslims, and the fears of separatist 

movements in its far west regions. China's economic interests in the CAR are energy and 

mineral imports and markets for its exports. In the development of China-CAR relations, 

geographic vicinity played a major role in cooperation in border security, culture, 

communications (Trans Chinese highways), railways, and energy.23  

 

The importance of China (and Russia) in the CAR has always been recognized by the US 

policymakers and scholars who viewed that the new Great Game would not be fought 

militarily but economically in which China would be a major player.24 Russia and China 

maintained strategic and pragmatic cooperation after the Cold War to coordinate their global 

moves and to resolve border issues.25 Their rapprochement had an impact on their relations 

with the CAR that resulted in the conclusion of agreements under the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization (SCO). 

 

China is an influential actor in the CAR and its cooperation with Russia has implications for 

the US policy toward the region. However, China maintained its policy of passiveness – 
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Low-level diplomatic maneuvers -- over the regions’ growing engagement with other states 

during the period 1991-2005. 

 

Iran 

Iran was a US ally until the 1979 Iranian revolution that limited the US engagement and 

influence in the region.26 Afterward, Iran’s relations with the Soviet Union also remained at a 

lower level due to past acrimonies and the revolutionary character of its government. The 

emergence of the CAR states brought a buffer zone of Muslim states for Iran (from Russia) 

that it hoped would be friendly with it due to similarities of religion. Iran developed relations 

with the CAR states; however, Iran kept itself out of the race of expanding influence in the 

CAR and worked to securing minimum interests.27 It coordinated with Russia to balance out 

the West and Turkey, joined the SCO as an observer, and extended its commercial, economic 

and cultural interests with the CAR.28 

Turkey 

Turkey has historical relations with the CAR states except, Tajikistan, share linguistic and 

cultural values which led to the development of trade, commercial and economic relations 

with the states. Scholars observe the cooperation of Turkey and the US in a regional policy 

due to its membership of NATO and advised in the initial phase of the US engagement with 

the CAR to use Turkey as a conduit for the growth of relations.29 In the interaction with the 

CAR, Turkey and the US coordinated on economic, trade, political, and strategic engagement 

and it was a partner in the military cooperation.30 

Benefitting from its historic linkages, Turkey expanded its trade and investments with the 

CAR in a short period and got a major share of contracts from the regional infrastructural 
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development budgetary outlays. Multinationals from the US with their partners in Turkey 

joined in many investment ventures in the CAR states in which historical affinities played a 

major role.31  

Afghanistan 

The role of Afghanistan in the geopolitics of the CAR has been in two phases. In the first 

phase (1991-2001) Afghanistan as an independent country was a source of instability due to 

its internal civil war and the policy of the Taliban to export their value system. In the 2nd 

phase, Afghanistan becomes relevant in the US policy toward the region due to the war on 

terror. The US viewed that the origins and links of terrorism were interlinked in Afghanistan 

and the CAR.32 In the aftermath of 9/11, terrorist attacks in New York, the US attacked 

Afghanistan and deployed its forces along with that of NATO and other allies over there.  It 

led to the deepening of the US military and strategic engagement with the CAR states which 

were neighboring Afghanistan. 

Regional Processes 

 

Immediately after the breakup of the Soviet Union, its newly independent states (NIS) 

decided to establish a Common Wealth of Independent States (CIS) for the resolution of 

issues arising out of the division of the Union and to chalk out systems on the liabilities and 

assets e.g. in defense, economics, and communications and financial infrastructures. It 

developed from a loose-knit organization to an umbrella framework of some other processes. 

CIS is relevant to the US policy since it emerged from the beginning and secondly, it had an 

impact on the CAR States’ relations with Russia and other NIS. CIS also pursued the issues 

related to global security, disarmament and arms control, building up arms services, and 

provision of internal security.33  
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Under the framework of the CIS, the former states of the Soviet Union developed diverse 

multilateral arrangements such as Collective Security Treaty (CST) in 1992 that was 

transformed into Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) in 2002. The processes 

were attractive for the CAR states that were looking for identity and security in transforming 

the world and their rulers were getting international attention through diplomatic gatherings 

and media coverage.34 The states joined almost all the regional initiatives with varying 

objectives prominent among them were stability, survival, and economic interdependence.   

 

Initially, these organizations, CIS, CST, and Economic Community remained fragile and 

lacked decision making due to Russian attempts for hegemonic roles and claims that its 

positions should be accepted as the final word in negotiating policy and agenda. However, 

with time their effectiveness, functioning and role stabilized and enhanced. These regional 

processes in and around the CAR became relevant to the US policy and are discussed at 

relevant places in the study. 

 

Evolution of the US Policy toward the CAR 

Development of US-CAR Relations 

Immediately at their independence in December 1991, the US extended recognition to all five 

CAR states and started the process of establishing diplomatic relations and representation in 

the individual countries.35 

 

Kazakhstan, the largest of the five states, was more important to the US since it possessed 

Nuclear Weapons and facilities of the USSR and vast energy resources. The establishment of 
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bilateral relations with Kazakhstan was followed by many other high-level visits between the 

states.36 The US engaged Kazakhstan in strategic arms talks and the control of nuclear 

proliferation in which Russia was also engaged. In the process, the US-Kazakh political and 

economic cooperation started and the US provided technical assistance to the development of 

the energy sector.  

 

After the establishment of relations, former Kyrgyz President Asker Akayev visited the US in 

May 1993 and held meetings with President Clinton and Secretary of State Warren 

Christopher. The meetings culminated in the signing of economic assistance agreements to 

facilitating US aid and investments for Kyrgyzstan. Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan were ahead 

of others in the opening up of their economies and societies for the West and the US relations 

with them grew faster than others.37 

 

The Secretary of State James Baker visited Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan in early 1992 and 

held discussions with their leaders on the political, economic, and security issues of 

importance to the US. The relations with these two states remained patchy as the US 

criticized their governments for making less progress toward democracy and a free-market 

economy. The US statements stressed that the “depth, extent, and richness” of the relations 

with “each of these countries will depend on their commitment to these principles.”38 Later 

around 1995, the relations progressed as the US recognized the strategic importance of 

Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan and expressed its resolve to engage the two states for the 

stability of the region.39 

 

The level of the US relations with Tajikistan remained at a lower level due to civil war and 

instability in the country that started immediately after its independence. In the Tajik civil 
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war and the ensuing conflict, the US engaged with the peace process, extended humanitarian 

aid through the peacekeeping missions, and sent observers to the UN mission in Tajikistan.  

 

The US interests and objectives in the newly independent states of the CAR emanate from the 

policy briefs that were prepared for the administrations. Jim Nichole in such a policy brief 

stated: 

 

The major goals of U.S. policy toward the NIS, including Central Asia, entail 

fostering stability, democratization, free-market economies and trade, 

denuclearization in the non-Russian states, and adherence to international human 

rights standards...In the Central Asian context, the general goal of U.S. policy is 

integrating these states into the international community so that they follow 

responsible security and other policies, and discouraging xenophobic and anti-

Western orientations that threaten regional and international peace and stability.40 

 

In the early period, the official policy toward the CAR was proclaimed as “to promote (in 

Central Asia) modern, tolerant states and societies which can work productively with” the US 

“in support of shared interests.”41 The initial concerns in the US policy were the inherited 

elements of the vast Soviet weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and production complex in 

which the activities included uranium mining, plutonium production, the fabrication and 

testing of biological and chemical weapons, and the storage and testing of nuclear weapons.42 

In the US policy toward the CAR, the following were declared as its core objectives:43 

 

- Assistance to the CAR states in the establishment of free-market economies and 

democratic governments committed to equal opportunity and human rights;  
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- Integration of the CAR states with international political and financial institutions and 

their participation in the Euro-Atlantic security dialogue and cooperative programs; 

- Encouragement of these states to pursue peaceful relations among themselves and 

with their neighbors, to seek new avenues for regional cooperation, and to resolve 

local conflicts with international mediation;  

- Prevention of any trafficking in weapons of mass destruction or their elements across 

this region or its borders and cooperation on other transnational threats of terrorism, 

narcotics, and environmental degradation;  

- Enhancement of US commercial interests and the expansion and diversification of 

global energy supplies. 

 

In 1993 the US announced to enhance the level of interaction with the CAR states and pursue 

political, strategic, and economic relations with the individual states and focus on the region 

and intraregional issues.44 Going through the literature in the realm of strategy and military 

policy of the US toward the CAR states, one notes the “extraordinary power projection” in 

which the US expanded the scope of relations from safeguarding the earlier sated “basic 

interests that included nuclear proliferation, containment of terrorism and the access to 

energy supplies” and extended it to “the rule of law to combat crime and corruption, creating 

a stable environment for energy exports, reducing regional threats (nonproliferation, 

terrorism), and developing regional cooperation to counter instability or threats to peace.” 45 

The Process of the Evolution of the US Policy 

On the formulation of a US policy toward the CAR, many studies observe that during the 

initial period the US policymakers did not consider the CAR as of vital interest and talked 

more on “relations towards Russia.”46 The US welcomed the emergence of the newly 
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independent states (NIS) with the disintegration of the Soviet Union and expressed “if we can 

support and help consolidate democratic and market reforms in Russia (and in the NIS), we 

can turn a former threat into a region of valued diplomatic and economic partners.”47 

In its initial policy statements on the CAR, the US expressed to support the sovereignty, 

independence, and territorial integrity of the new states established diplomatic relations, and 

started consultations with the CAR leaders.48 During the visit of the US Secretary of State 

James Baker to the region in January 1992, the interests and priorities on strengthening the 

bilateral political, strategic, and economic relations were conveyed to the leaders of the states.  

As the relations progressed, the policymakers chalked out a policy toward Central Asia and in 

doing so examined the factors that could lead to instability in the surrounding regions of 

Russia which had attained importance due to the presence of nuclear facilities and significant 

energy reserves due to military and economic transition the role of Islam and ethnicity. 49 

To interact with the CAR states on the stability, the states were made part of the US strategy 

on the NIS under which the Freedom Support Act was signed into law in 1992.50 It aimed to 

support the NIS to develop them as “democratic and market-oriented nations with liberal 

economic and social values,” with the hope that with "democracy and market economies … 

the states would deny any one country's permanent sphere of influence in the region.”51 No 

specific policy was expressed for the CAR states with the perceptions that their “future was 

unsettled and the region was relevant only in the context of legacies of the former Soviet 

Union and the Russian expansionary threats persisted.”52 

The Freedom Support program and the ensuing activities under it provided opportunities for 

interaction and collaboration of the US officials with the CAR states. The realization and 

concerns on regional and international security and non-proliferation led to the initiation of 

talks under which the aid, assistance, and financial interaction started. At the time it was 
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observed that the US was cautious in enhancing engagement with the CAR states since “the 

region was not very well known by even the most informed foreign policy experts.”53 For 

example, it was pointed out that “there was not a single map in the US Government that 

placed Central Asia at the center of anything.”54  

The initial engagement with the CAR under the Freedom Support and talks on the nuclear 

proliferation with Kazakhstan and Russia were useful in which the US policymakers learned 

the importance of the CAR states in particular there being rich in natural resources and large 

markets that would be relevant to the US economy.55 It led to the initiation of enhanced 

interaction of the US with the CAR states with foreign aid and technical assistance programs 

targeted to the transition process to develop "competitive and market-based economies, 

property rights, good governance, and citizens’ empowerment.”56 

The National Security Strategy of Clinton (1992) raised the importance of the CAR and other 

NIS by saying that in the region the US policy would follow long-term interests spanning 

political and military reforms, security policies, control of militancy and terrorism, and drug 

trafficking.57 However, the “Clinton administration’s approach to the regions was termed as 

ad hoc” that tackled initiatives in response to crises and shifting policy priorities in which the 

important issues “such as oil and gas pipelines, conflict resolution, and human rights were 

targeted at different junctures, but an overall strategy—which was essential given limited 

government resources for the regions—was never fully articulated.”58  

Divergent views on the importance of the CAR for the US, expressed by scholars, and the 

visits by many leaders to the region and from the region stimulated a debate in the US 

policymakers on the importance of a coherent policy.59 As the interaction enhanced, the US 

officials who visited the CAR for talks on wider cooperation and to redesign its policy 

emphasized: “to limit the ingress and influence of other regional neighbors in the CAR.”60 
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Many scholars and policymakers in the government advised that the US needed to broaden its 

agenda for the CAR from regional and internal stability and the abolition of nuclear weapons 

to the exploitation of energy and mineral resources. The US should lead these countries in 

their transition toward a free market economy, check Islam and its role in the society, military 

reforms, economic development, environment, corruption, crime, and drugs.61 Various 

studies viewed that the engagement with the CAR states should be linked with the US-created 

security structures around the region including the Caucuses and the Middle East.62 

Accordingly, the US enhanced strategic engagement with the CAR states by the mid-1990s 

and shifted the passive policy toward an active one.63 In this shift, the views of the scholars 

that the CAR states were positively disposed toward close relations with the US which was 

an alternate power to Russia and the region was a source of opportunities in the wake of 

globalization and the market needs to be played a crucial role. Russian dimension remained 

pivotal since the US was opposed to the notion of “Russian sphere of influence” in Central 

Asia and Caucuses.64 Besides, the Russian threat of regaining influence, in mid-1990s also 

coupled with the coming in of the Taliban government in Afghanistan and the fears that the 

elements related to militancy and terrorism would enter the CAR which in the early 1990s 

had led to civil war in Tajikistan. 

The late 1990s official pronouncements indicated that the US policy toward the CAR 

enlarged to a higher level of engagements that included the efforts to “integrate the states into 

western economies, political and military institutions and practices.”65 The US Permanent 

Representative to NATO declared Central Asia and the Caucasus as NATO’s zone of interest 

that led to military and security interaction at a higher level.66 The US companies started to 

participate in economic activities in the CAR. And for this, the US induced the CAR states to 

move towards the system of Western values of governance and the strategy expanded to use 
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the multipronged tools in the realm of security, politics, and economy and target political 

transition, governance, development, human rights, and economic reforms.67  

Events of the September 2001, war on terror and the Afghan invasion brought new 

dimensions to the US policy on the CAR. The US official statements declared the CAR states 

as partners in the War on terror and stressed on developing the bilateral relations in the realm 

of security, regional conflicts, transition, economic development, and investments with an 

emphasis on "stable, independent, and peaceful region.”68 The National Security Strategy 

(2002) declared using all means when handling security issues after the nine-eleven 

experiences.69 In addition to other interests, the CAR became crucial for the US-led War on 

Terror for "the access to airspace and territory and the alternative sources of energy.70  

In 2004, the US announced a consolidated policy on the CAR region in which it announced 

that the primary strategic goal for Central Asia is to see the development of independent, 

democratic, and stable states. The US announced that it would follow security, democracy, 

and free-market economic reforms with foreign direct investment.71 The US strategy was 

outlined by Frederick Starr as “Partnership for Central Asia," the hallmark of which was a 

military presence in the CAR region with long-term economic links.72   

Concluding the Chapter 

In the early 1990s, the region remained at a relatively low priority in strategic thinking when 

the US was preoccupied with Russia and Eastern Europe. In this period, it could have been 

said without the risk of misrepresentation that the US had no more than series of policies 

relating to each of the CAR states and that also with the cooperation of Russia and Turkey. 

For Example, the US engaged with Kazakhstan for control of nuclear proliferation and with 

Tajikistan to curb the civil war. Even in both of these engagements, the US adopted a 
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cautious stance and involved Russia and other regional states in the search for stability and 

security. The US and Turkey cooperated on the development of economic linkages with the 

CAR states.  

After the initial establishment of relations in early 1993, the US decided to enhance the level 

of interaction with the CAR and the pursued political and economic relations with the 

individual states, and focused on the region and intraregional issues. Many events triggered a 

change in the US attitude that gave birth to a single policy thrust toward the CAR region and 

raised its importance in US policy-making. The perceived threats were the extremism, 

terrorism, and instability in the CAR and Afghanistan and the associated fears of civil wars in 

the region while the one happening in Tajikistan, the economic collapse of the Soviet Union 

and the rising power of China, and the growing interests of regional countries Turkey and 

Iran. The opportunities were economic, commercial trade, and investments. The thrust came 

in the shape of US involvement with the war on terrorism in Afghanistan, its attack on Iraq, 

and the need for energy resources.73  

The US policy toward the CAR moved to a stage of active engagement in the 21st century 

with the increased military, counterterrorism, and economic cooperation. The US engagement 

in the transition process ranged from political and economic transformation to the support for 

non-governmental groups engaged with human rights and societal reforms.74 In the regional 

context expanding influence became a priority to block the spread of radical elements and to 

prevent the emergence of militant movements.75 In the transition process and to make it 

amenable to the US interest, economic and political linkages were strengthened and inroads 

in the internal power centers of the countries were developed. In the evolution of the policy, 

the US developed relations with the CAR states in the political, strategic, economic, social 

spheres that are discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4 

US CAR STRATEGIC RELATIONS 

 

Strategic and military engagement as a tool of foreign policy is included by the US “in the 

big picture of national security and is the essential part of interaction” at the state and 

regional level.1 In the context of the CAR, it is stressed in many studies that strategic 

relations with the region are relevant to the US global strategic policy and the military bases 

and operations in the neighboring regions of the CAR.2  

 

This section deals with the strategic (defense, military, and security) aspects of the US 

engagements with the Central Asian states and the region. 

 

US Strategic Concerns 

 

As discussed earlier, stability and security concerns were paramount in the US policy toward 

the CAR states. The need for strategic management of the region flows from the historic 

Soviet legacies, nuclear proliferation, militancy and the rise of separatists’ movements, 

domestic disorder from ethnic and religious divisions, transition leading to economic 

hardships, and failure of the social services and general discontentment in the society.3 

Strategic concerns of the US are also linked with the possibility of assertive reappearance of 

Russia as a hegemon in the CAR, China as a decisive regional and global actor, Iran's 

influence, both in this region, and the Middle East and Afghanistan’s future and challenges of 

international terrorism.4 
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The deepening of the strategic engagement of the US with the CAR is traced by the scholars 

to the Clinton administration’s national security strategy that elaborated on the security 

interests.5 Over time, when the relations of the US expanded with the CAR states, the scope 

of the strategic concerns was extended to internal structures of the states for their transition 

and the rule of law, energy exports, regional threats from ethnic disturbances, and counter 

instability or threats to peace mechanisms.  

 

In the beginning of 21st century, strategic concerns of the US with the Central Asian states 

heightened due to the growth of terrorism and the militancy associated with religion and the 

separatist movements. These issues involved the role of the US military and became "a factor 

to count’ when it was ‘tied closely to the states" and non-states entities got involved in it.6 

For US policy observers, the US military engagements in Iraq and Afghanistan were closely 

related to the developments in the CAR. Scholars who expand the scope of the US strategic 

concerns also relate with it the energy and mineral resources of the CAR states, supply 

disruptions of which could lead to economic problems for many allies like Europe and 

Japan.7  

 

With multiple concerns, the US emphasis on strategic interaction steadily increased with the 

CAR states with growing engagement at various levels of government. Issue-wise details of 

the military and strategic interaction are discussed in the following section.  

 

Nuclear Weapons and Programs 

 

The USSR had established sensitive defense facilities and stores of weapons including 

nuclear, in its former republics. The US engaged Russia that had succeeded the USSR with 
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the status of a Permanent Member in the UN and through bilateral and multilateral forums to 

take stock of the presence of nuclear weapons and related facilities in the NIS for non-

proliferation. The US concerns were that the nuclear and missile arsenal could lead to the 

emergence of new nuclear-weapon states and also its presence could become a tool in the 

hands of new and possibly unstable governments that would have repercussions on the global 

and regional balance of power. Few incidences of the smuggling of fissile material and the 

attempts by scientists from the CAR to seek jobs abroad pushed the issue higher on agenda. 

 

The US, therefore, attended to the issue on an urgent basis in the early 1990s intending to 

control nuclear proliferation, the removal of weapons from the NIS, and to bring their nuclear 

and weapons of mass production programs under international controls. From the CAR states, 

Kazakhstan was most important since it had inherited several nuclear facilities, missile 

launching pads, some nuclear weapons, and scores of scientists and technologists.8 The US 

immediately engaged Kazakhstan in coordination with Russia and persuaded its leaders to 

give up nuclear arms and facilities and ratify the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty and the 

Lisbon protocol on 22 May 1992.  

 

Protracted negotiations on the nuclear issue led to the signing of various accords between 

1992-99 extending the US aid and technical cooperation to Kazakhstan in energy sectors and 

the transfer of 1040 SS-18 missile warheads to Russia.9 The departure of the last nuclear 

warhead from Kazakhstan in 1995 was described as a significant achievement in support of 

non-proliferation.10 Kazakhstan agreed to give up nuclear arms despite unfavorable domestic 

public opinion that called for the retention of the capability. Kazakhstan also pledged to the 

peaceful use of nuclear energy and the removal of weapons-grade plutonium from its soil.11 
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In addition, Kazakhstan agreed to cooperate on the curbs on the transfer of nuclear material 

and weapons and exchange of intelligence on the issue.12  

 

The US engagement in collaboration with Russia and the EU in the field of nuclear 

technology initiated the non-proliferation process in the CAR. The region witnessed a gradual 

increase in the sharing of intelligence on nuclear proliferation and the removal of fissionable 

material. After long deliberations, Central Asian states agreed on the creation of a nuclear-

weapons-free zone in 1997.13 The efforts culminated in a treaty establishing a Central Asian 

Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (CANWFZ) in September 2006.14 It has been joined by all five 

states of the CAR.   

 

Overall the US and the West contend that the work on reducing proliferation risks in the 

region was almost completed from 1990 to 2005. The CAR states have joined many 

arrangements in the Export Controls and nuclear non-proliferation efforts, it is, however, 

viewed that sustained political and financial support is necessary for effective and durable 

non-proliferation measures in the region and it becomes a reason for the US to interact with 

other issues.15  

 

Defense and Military Interaction 

 

Military interaction between the US and the CAR was first built up in the multilateral arena 

and later at the bilateral level.  
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Interaction through Multilateralism  

 

At the break up of the Soviet Union, the role of NATO, a strategic organization on which the 

US depends for European security was also to be re-assigned given the observations that its 

utility would become marginal at the "end of history.”16 However, the US in collaboration 

with its European allies, found a new sphere of activities for NATO and extended its role 

towards the CAR (along with eastern Europe and Caucasus), and in doing so the scope of the 

activities of NATO was expanded to include humanitarian aid, military reform, military 

training and supply of equipment to new states.17 

 

The CAR states were engaged in the NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP) programs that 

included military training (in Germany) and the extension of technical assistance to the CAR 

military forces of the CAR that had the background of Soviet Army traditions.18 In the 

training programs, the interaction of the Western militaries with that of the CAR states was 

given priority to develop interoperability among armed forces.19 The US also engaged the 

CAR countries with the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) that was signed 

in 1990 with Warsaw Treaty Organization.20  

 

In the strategic engagement with the CAR, the US engaged its allies from Europe to develop 

military and security relations. Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) 

was pursued to engage the CAR states on security issues. The inclusion of Europe in the US 

strategic programs in the CAR expanded its scope in which its objectives were extended to 

include "security cooperation, promote democracy and economic and social development and 

support efforts to counter-terrorism, crime prevention, and border control.”21 The US and EU 
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talks also reveal that the EU that was more interested in South Caucuses than the CAR was 

persuaded to coordinate in the overall US strategy toward the latter.22   

 

For analysts, multilateral engagement built the confidence between the US and the CAR 

states to develop broader and integrated cooperation and helped the US to know the “Soviet-

style military institutions and their behaviors.”23 It “laid the foundation for a growing network 

of cooperative political and military ties between the US and the CAR states to enhance the 

military relationship by the end of the century.”24 Since the US was not directly taking lead in 

military interaction and the cooperation was built at a multilateral level through NATO and 

the OSCE, it is viewed as "helped in mitigating the regional concerns" if expressed from 

Russia, etc. and later it was “useful to the US for its war on terrorism.”25 

 

Bilateral Interaction 

 

Initial bilateral engagement of the US with the CAR was on non-proliferation and military 

advice. However, the confidence gained after multilateral interaction “steadily paved the way 

for developing bilateral ties” of the US in the region.26 By 1996, the US had signed 

agreements with Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan to start structural talks on defense, training, and 

modernization of the defense industry.27 As a consequence, Uzbekistan was supplied with 

military equipment under the US Foreign Military Financing program and its air force and 

Navy got supplies including sixteen military transport vehicles to enhance interoperability 

with NATO forces. Cooperation was also extended at the naval level and the US supplied 

coast guard vessels to Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan under various agreements.  
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Tajikistan was in the grip of civil war and the US had sent its observers in the conflict in the 

early 1990s while recognizing the role of Russia for effective peacekeeping. Active military 

interaction of the US with Tajikistan was later started with NATO’s PfP program that was 

also designed to curb instability and militancy in the country. Bilateral military relations 

started a little late once Tajikistan had got stabilized government in 2001 and recovered from 

the internal conflict. Official US military aid to Tajikistan in 2003 accounted for $1.1 million 

out of a total aid budget of $43 million and there were reports that the US would rebuild Tajik 

airfields.28 

 

By the end of the century, military engagement of the US with the CAR states had been 

strengthened. It was the time when terrorism had been declared as a major concern of the US 

foreign policy around the globe and also in the CAR. The US military cooperation with the 

CAR was also adjusted with the anti-terrorism campaign. In the US budgets, emergency 

supplemental appropriations to facilitate and aid the participation of the CAR states in anti-

terrorism activities were made to "improve the interoperability" of the US military with that 

of the defense institutions of the CAR states under which training of military personnel 

related to terrorism was also extended.29 

 

In the war against terror, all the CAR states supported the US strategy and military operations 

in Afghanistan. The US obtained a supply corridor for Afghan operations and in return, it 

increased its economic and security assistance to the CAR states to restructure their defense 

forces, domestic security forces, counter-narcotics, border security forces, and customs 

controls.30 The US-CAR cooperation in Afghanistan resulted in the enhanced level of 

relations between the militaries in which CAR also joined in Operations Enduring Freedom.31  
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US Moves Institutions to the Region 

 

The US restructured its global military deployments to cater to the developing security 

relations with the CAR states and to associate them with global security cooperation. In doing 

so, the strategic responsibility of the CAR was shifted in 1999 from the purview of the US 

forces’ European Command to the Central Command (CENTCOM).32 The CENTCOM was 

originally raised for the Gulf region and is now made in charge to conduct the PfP with the 

CAR and International Military Exchanges and Training programs.  

 

While transferring the responsibility of the CAR, the CENTCOM was also assigned to carry 

out routine military operations in the CAR and to check transnational threats, drugs, 

terrorism, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).33  The cooperation 

level of the CENTCOM with the CAR varied with different states and in the aftermath of 

2001 events, it was significantly enhanced.  The US also initiated programs of intelligence 

cooperation with the CAR states under which the CENTCOM was able to extend its 

influence in the region.34 

US Military Bases in the Region 

In the post 9/11 period, the US military engagement with the CAR states was significantly 

enhanced from the 1990s with the recognition by the US and the NATO that the “engagement 

in the region long seemed to bear a daunting price tag, the neglect has proved even more 

costly that indicated the preference for increased cooperation.”35 The US moved “to negotiate 

agreements with Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to use the existing military bases and deploy 

troops in support of the war in Afghanistan.”36 On approach by the US for support to its 

operations in Afghanistan, all states of the CAR provided necessary support that included 
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permissions to flight operations to the facilities to use military bases in return, the US 

enhanced its economic assistance to the states.37  

 

Turkmenistan permitted flyover operations and refueling for the US and NATO air forces. 

Tajikistan agreed to allow the airbases for potential use. The US negotiated agreements with 

Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to use existing bases and deploy troops in support of the war in 

Afghanistan. In Uzbekistan, Special Forces were allowed to be stationed in a base called 

Khanabad. In Kyrgyzstan, a base at Manas Airport near Bishkek accommodated US troops 

and several aircraft. Kazakhstan allowed the use of infrastructure for military overflights, 

refueling, and landing rights in emergencies.  

With the increasing interaction, the US formalized arrangements over the use of military 

bases in the CAR that provided it the exclusive use of assigned bases. The bases were to 

support the US forces for air–to–air refueling tankers, and some attack aircraft. The US 

officials proclaimed that these bases were temporary and only for Afghan operations. 

However, it was pointed out from the beginning that the military presence in the CAR would 

be for a long time to come since the establishment of military bases as part of a dynamic 

strategy of the US to get hold of a permanent footing and deployment of forces in far off 

regions.38  

This view was strengthened with the expansion of the infrastructure that the US developed 

through long-term agreements with the CAR governments to use the military bases. In return, 

the US economic and financial support to the CAR states was extended to defense reforms, 

modernization of militaries that allowed their downsizing as well and training for border 

security, anti-narcotics, and law enforcement. The US government announced that such 
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cooperation programs were a necessary part of the engagement with the CAR states and for 

the continued support to counter their internal stability problems.39 

The US Military and Strategic policy and the Regional Processes 

The US in general did not support the emergence of regional cooperative arrangements since 

such processes may "encourage competitive regionalist agendas on the part of other 

interesting major powers" that in the case of CAR would be Russia and China.40 Following 

this policy, the US did not promote significant regional activities in the CAR that could be 

termed or developed as a regional organization. However, because of the specific needs of the 

CAR that were felt in the domains of proliferation, confidence-building, and research 

promotion, the US (and the West) associated themselves with many regional conferences and 

processes that were task-oriented and not being developed as permanent structures.  

For example, a Conference on prevention and countering terrorism was organized at the 

invitation of Kyrgyzstan by the OSCE and the United Nations Office for Drug Control and 

Crime Prevention in December 2001. It aimed at strengthening the capacities of the CAR 

states to address the issue of terrorism and the underlying political conflicts, and social and 

economic problems. The holding of the conference is a regular feature with emphasis on 

collective security and work to be carried out by academics.41  

In 1992, by taking the OSCE as a model, the Conference on Interaction and Confidence 

Building Measures in Asia (CICA) was created.42 It was promoted by Kazakhstan under the 

patronage of the US and the West. It is aimed to discuss the issues related to nuclear non-

proliferation, arms control, and the elimination of transnational threats: terrorism, separatism, 

drug trafficking, illicit trafficking in small arms and light weapons, and transnational crimes. 

Russia also joined in 2002. Its Asian members include China, Pakistan, India, and Israel. 
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Kazakhstan being the host country continues to make effort to expand its scope from security 

to the issues related to economics and finance. 

Evolving regional processes and the impact of the US Strategic and Military 
interaction 

Increasing US strategic engagements had bearings on the strategic security structures of the 

CAR states and the region. During the period 1991-2005, many regional processes and 

institutions emerged in the CAR partly as a natural growth arising out of the needs for 

cooperation and some in reaction to the outside influence as of the US. Both had relevance 

and impact from the US strategic and military interaction with the CAR. 

 

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) was established in 1991 by Russia and other NIS 

to consolidate the relations related to the division of assets and liabilities of the former Soviet 

Union and its republics. CIS extended its agenda with the time to tackle the issues relating to 

security, stability, and transition. As such, the CIS started deliberations on global security, 

disarmament, arms race and arms control, and internal security.43 Under the CIS, a 

framework for security was created in 1992 namely the Collective Security Treaty (CST) by 

Russia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Armenia.44  

The CIS remained an unsettled entity "with limited impact on the power politics of the 

region" despite Russian patronage and the common colonial linkages and processes.45 

Despite its ineffectiveness, the CIS provided a forum to Russia and other NIS to influence the 

CAR states. Russia maintained that the CAR being in its neighborhood with former linkages 

was to be in its sphere of influence.46 In the game of power politics, Russia knew that it had 

the ability and the advantage to counter the US and NATO influence and the CAR would 

remain dependent on it.47 Russia thus, vigorously pursued bilateral and multilateral 

engagement with the neighboring states to associate them into regional alliances.48  
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The CIS also distracted the entry of the CAR states into any other security structure in 

particular the NATO and restricted the outside powers (the US) from deepening institutional 

relationships with the region. Rather new regional entities were considered by the CAR states 

to tackle security issues. In 2000 A.D. Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan 

formed an Antiterrorist Center under which a Collective Rapid Reaction Force was 

established in 2001 to deal with security crises and border controls against terrorism and 

incursions and later it was transformed into the Collective Security Treaty Organization 

(CSTO) in 2002 to deepen military and military-technical cooperation among members.49 

In the US strategic relations with the CAR, the Russia element is crucial since it becomes 

linked with global politics in which Russia and other large powers look these as relevant with 

the situation in Europe and Asia.50 Russian position to outside influence in the CIS that 

includes the CAR could be deducted from the policy advice it gets from scholars such as: 

Russia should retain its freedom to determine and implement its foreign and domestic 

policies. The development of partnership with the EU should contribute to 

consolidating Russia’s role as the leading power in shaping a new system of interstate 

political and economic relations in the CIS area…[Russia] would oppose any attempts 

to hamper economic integration in the CIS [by the EU], including through “special 

relations” with individual CIS member states to the detriment of Russia’s interests.51 

Russian policy during the period 1991-2005 could be seen in the background of its transition 

process in the 1990s that brought economic hardships, restructuring of defense and military 

organizations, and domestic ethnic issues.52 Overall it is observed that Russia accepted 

growing US influence in the CAR region as long as it matched its interests in the sphere of 

stability, security, and terrorism.53 However, Russian policy was amended by the turn of the 

century when Russia completed the process of internal restructuring, gained economic and 
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political stability in which incomes from energy and minerals exports played a crucial role, 

reorganized its military power, and was ready to regain influence in its surrounding regions 

by expressing in official statements that it was ready to counter the zero-sum realpolitik in 

neighboring regions.54 

When Russia cooperated with the US in the 1990s, it had found similarities of interests on 

strategic issues including nuclear proliferation, internal civil wars, militancy, a rise of Islam, 

and stability. The US supported the deployment of Russian forces as peacekeepers in the 

Tajikistan civil war in 1992.55 While cooperating with the US on the CAR, Russia expressed 

that its cooperation with the OSCE and NATO is disregarded despite an understanding with 

NATO (and the US) that it would avoid covert operations in the CAR and (the CIS).56 Many 

other events at the global and European level, in particular, the Kosovo crisis and Balkan 

disputes, caused differences in the US/NATO understanding with Russia.57  

For Russian observers, many events in the region, uprising, and revolutions in the region, 

Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan, showed that "certain forces in the West were trying to 

weaken Russia’s influence" over its neighbors.58 Some observers mainly Russian scholars 

view that the US policy is designed to oust Russia has been created due to a history of 

confrontation and do not accept the notion that the US presence in the region is due to other 

factors. They also observe that the CAR states share Russian concerns that the US 

“generosity and protection does not work always” and its aid be accepted with caution and in 

the long run, the US would lose its allies in the region.59 

 

In the 21st century, the US and Russian interests converged on terrorism in which the 

introduction of military bases in the CAR to counter-terrorism was welcomed by Russia since 

they did not threaten its security interests, however, in the wake of the US designs to make 
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these bases as permanent facilities created the notion that it could weaken Russian strategic 

influence.60 Russia started enhancing its influence in the CAR states in which the supplying 

of weapons at subsidized prices providing them an alternate military partner and the military 

exercises in the Caspian region focusing on terrorism were the main activities.61 

Looking at China’s view on the US policy on the CAR, it is relevant to mention that China's 

strategic interests in the CAR are related to stability, fears of ethnic unrest on its western 

borders, and resolution of border arrangements with the states. China's gradual development 

of multifaceted relations with the CAR included ventures in energy and its supplies with the 

building of an oil pipeline from Kazakhstan to its territory.62 While Chinese scholars 

expressed some apprehensions over the growing engagements of other powers like the US, 

Russia and NATO converting the CAR into a competition ground of superpowers, its 

officials eschewed from making negative comments.63  

China’s role becomes active at the formation of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization 

(SCO) in 1996 that culminated as a result of the Russia-China consultative process with the 

CAR states. The SCO was formed by Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan 

to solve border disputes by promoting confidence-building measures. Soon its agenda was to 

other areas including terrorism, drug trafficking, arms smuggling, and immigration intending 

to strengthen regional stability.64 Later, its goals were further expanded to include trade 

relations and cooperation on economic issues, as well as infrastructure and environmental 

projects, like the restoration of the ancient "Silk Road.”65  

The SCO has developed as an organization with a permanent secretariat in Beijing and holds 

regular leader-level meetings. It had expanded to other regions by allowing observer status to 

India, Iran, Magnolia, and Pakistan. Member countries have held joint military exercises to 

fight terrorism that has helped their militaries to develop institutional relations. The SCO has 
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engaged with the US on counterterrorism cooperation and military presence in the CAR. 

Many observers have viewed the SCO as an effort to check the US military ingress in the 

CAR pointing out to the beginning of a new Great Game in which Russia and China are 

competitors to the US in a global race for power.66  

However, such views are disregarded by some scholars who point out that the SCO has not 

developed an integrated military-political structure and permanent operational headquarters.67 

It has no rapid-reaction force and does not engage in regular political deliberations. If 

compared, NATO's focus is on external security risks, while the SCO's members target 

security issues within their territories. Its role as a counterweight to the US surfaced in 2005 

when it asked the foreign forces (the US) to withdraw from the CAR. By doing so the SCO 

challenged the US and Western interests in the CAR, but not as a military alliance rather, it 

“undermines the influence and authority of Western international organizations that…have 

performed regional functions such as monitoring elections, promoting human rights, funding 

large developmental projects and providing humanitarian assistance.”68  

 

Many US policymakers understood that any effort to "gain military and political bridgehead 

in the CAR are fraught with the risk of getting between the Russian hammer and the Chinese 

evil.”69 The US adopted different strategies to deal with regional players other than Russia. 

With China, it maintained economic cooperation and rapprochement on the global and 

regional issues that mitigated any tensions caused by the presence of the US military and 

political influence in the CAR. Besides security and the economic sphere, the US and China 

had similar concerns in particular, with the rise of Islamic and separatist groups in Central 

Asia.70   
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For Iran, with which the US considers that no near-term rapprochement is probable, it 

maintained a strong containment policy. It blocked pipelines opening through Iran and 

promoted alternative routes through Afghanistan and Pakistan and Georgia, Armenia, and 

Turkey. Iran however, engaged with Russia and China and promoted with Russia North-

South trade corridor. With Turkey, another important player in the CAR, the US had shared 

interests and a high level of cooperation under which both country's establishments 

coordinate to pave the way for strategic and economic influence. 

 

From the CAR states, Turkmenistan and Tajikistan expressed reservations on the US military 

bases in the region due to the perceived threat of regional isolation and competition.71 Later 

in 2006 Uzbekistan announced to end the US military presence on its territory and signed a 

treaty of allied relations with Russia.72 Tajikistan realized that the redeployment of the US 

bases to its territory would result in a negative reaction from Russia, which may subsequently 

aggravate the social situation in the republic.73 In the SCO proceedings, these states joined 

others to call the return of foreign forces from the region.74  

 

Looking in the context of Asia, the analysts point out that military and security contents are 

always part of a US policy toward a region which may vary with the security risks.75 The 

rationale for such a policy is described in the policy prescriptions ingrained in the realism of 

power competition and prescribes to contain other's powers to enable a hegemon to globally 

spread its values.76 As discussed earlier, the US Post Cold War foreign policy concerns and 

goals were related to its Cold War politics.  In the containment policy of the Cold War the 

CAR was included in the zone of interest by the US in which it was encircled through two 

zones Western Europe at one end of Eurasia, and Japan and South Korea at the other.  

 



84 
 

In the post-Cold War global military and security arrangement, the US continued its Asian 

policies.77 The Central Asian region that during the Cold War was covered through the 

European military establishments was brought under the CENTCOM with strengthened 

engagement which culminated into the establishment of military bases in the region. It 

enabled the US “to acquire strength in a state or region and served as a tool of power for 

zero-sum game.”78  

Strategic Relations Assessed 

The US started its military and strategic engagement with the CAR cautiously due to its being 

a former colony of Russia.79 In the early 1990s, the US strategic interaction with the CAR 

helped to prevent the arms race and the development and production of weapons of mass 

destruction and their exports to other regimes or entities.80 On the issue of nuclear and WMD 

threats in the CAR, considering the risk as "medium-high" in Kazakhstan and non-existent in 

other states, the US dealt with it by supporting the “strengthening of borders and sovereignty, 

something that can be seen as an end in several aspects of security” and got the issue of 

proliferation contained.81 

The US preferred bilateral engagement with individual CAR states in the long run however, it 

used multilateralism and engaged OSCE, and NATO to pave the way for the integration of 

the region’s defense institutions to get integrated with Western institutions.82 It expanded 

NATO programs for the CAR and brought the states into the net of OSCE obligations. Later 

the US widened the strategic mission with the CAR states which were amenable to US aid 

and started close military cooperation.83 With time, the US attempted deeper engagements 

with the military structures of the CAR states and made significant investments.84 The 

strategic global development in 2001 facilitated an alliance of the US with the CAR states 

sharing its strategy in facilitating regional anti-terrorism initiatives.85  
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In the regional context, the US promoted the integration of states’ militaries with Western 

institutions while dissuading other regional powers—especially Russia, China, and Iran—

from seeking to dominate the region.86 Referring to a NATO report, Stephen Blank states that 

the efficacy of the strategic interaction with the CAR is noted as the CAR states were 

“attracting far greater international attention” but the internal structures of the states was 

marred “to varying degrees, poverty, political instability, ethnic rivalry, authoritarianism, 

corruption, the lack of openness, terrorism, the harsh legacy of Soviet domination, and 

geographical isolation… all complicating…a transition process that is still in its early 

phases.” 

While looking at the official policy statements of the US on military engagement with the 

CAR one finds some unanswered questions.87  It is mainly because the US has a broad agenda 

on the CAR that includes the shaping up of their transition and development in a preferred 

direction that entails the engagement with internal structures. The US policy is part of its 

global agenda that includes long-term military existence in the CAR and containing the 

influence of Russia and also handling relations with Iran.88 It is also related to economic 

issues since the region possesses very rich oil and natural gas resources.89  

While the US is trying its best to consolidate its military existence in the region, the leaders 

of the CAR states are unclear on the US agenda which calls for the deepening of the strategic 

cooperation and also criticizes their governments on the issue of democracy. The increasing 

engagement of the US also alarms the neighbors and results in the adjustments of their 

policies. Military ties of the US are sharply noticed by Russia that regards the five states as 

part of its sphere of influence. The US military buildup in the CAR gives Russia the reason to 

enhance its military ties with the states.90  
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There has been a disparate response expressed by the US on the renewed Russian influence in 

the CAR region. For some scholars, the US viewed Russia as attempting to reemerge as an 

influential power from the CIS forum to dominate regional politics. The CIS was not only an 

organization of the CAR states and thus it was looked at under a broad spectrum by the US. 

In respect to the CAR, the initial security and stability concerns were to some extent met by 

the activism of the CIS that helped in their international interaction and stabilization towards 

nation-states. 

On the other hand, some officials downplayed the Russian activism by saying that the 

Russian growing relations with the CAR would not affect US relations with Moscow since 

each state has the right to decide its external relations to promote its interests.91  In addition to 

Russia, there have been military interactions of other states like India and China with the 

CAR states in which the exchange of arms, the building of military infrastructure including 

the airbases have taken place.92 The US thus does not have sufficient influence and power 

that could restrict the increasing engagement of other powers in the CAR. 

To further understand the US policy toward the CAR, the next chapter brings in the political-

economic aspects of the US interaction. 
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Chapter 5 

US AND CAR ECONOMIC RELATIONS 

 

The end of communist rule renewed the contention of the theories of political economy 

suggesting that a powerful state prioritizes the maintenance of liberal global economic order 

along with stability and security since the “welfare (and security) of anyone state depends on 

the welfare of its largest financial and trading partners.”1 The US as a powerful state strives 

for stability in the world order to maintain a status quo that enables it to enforce norms of 

behavior and rules to regulate global monetary and trade transactions by the liberal economic 

order.2  

 

In the pursuance of economic goals of foreign policy, the tools that a state adopts are trade 

preferences, foreign aid, economic and military assistance, loans and grants, and 

investments.3 These tools help the powerful state to integrate and give access to new markets, 

give advantage to Multinationals and shift the global production possibility frontiers.4 

Relating these tools with power politics, the scholars have found a positive correlation 

between power and influence of a state that enables it to expand liberal global economic 

order, to gain influence over other states’ economic framework and policies, and dictate the 

terms of trade in its favor and to maintain unequal relationships.5  

Globalization at the end of the 20th century had paved the way for Transnational Corporations 

(TNCs) to gain economic power, but they require the political and military support of a state, 

just as traders needed it in colonial and imperial times. They need political stability and 

security to promote and maintain global trade and investments and national armies and 

alliances of superpowers assure that their interests are met.6 The argument is mostly used by 
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socialist writers by stressing that “the internationalization of capitalism, fuller integration, 

and interdependence on the one hand, and toward the growth and consolidation of national 

states on the other--have been the constant features of capitalism.”7  

Those who have examined the US economic policies and its foreign policy observe that it 

attempts to manage economic growth and resources even in lands that appear relatively 

insignificant.8 The logic of it is that if real socio-economic progress can take place in poor 

and resource-empty areas, it will spread in neighboring regions and establishing stability and 

security for the TNCs, investments, and trade. Similarly, it is observed that the objective of 

the deployment of the American forces abroad and the provision of aid to other countries is to 

bring “regional markets available and stable for the US with a positive impact on the 

economy.”9 In pursuance of such objectives, it is also observed that the US global 

interventions in the name of self-defense, many times lead to the installation of Western-

friendly regimes to gain economic influence.10 

 

As will also be focused on at the end of this section, in its policy toward the CAR, the US 

pursued stability and security to ensure a peaceful environment for a smooth transition 

toward economic liberalism in the states. The rationale is that US influence in the economy of 

a state is needed to avoid the “failures of economic and political developments in a region can 

lead to socioeconomic chaos and political turmoil, which could lead to Afghanistan style 

(Taliban-led) cases of failed states” with global implications.11 In this objective, a link with 

the economic interests and the enhancement of influence is ingrained in which the US 

attempted to transform the transition of the CAR states into a preferred direction.  
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With this rationale of the US policy, this section examines the issues relevant to the US 

economic policy toward the CAR in which the transition, trade, aid, energy and investment 

policies, and relations and the interaction of international economic and financial institutions 

are prominent. 

 

Post-independence economic governance and transition in the CAR 

 

The CAR states were the poorest with weak polities in the Soviet Union and after 

independence, they are, "albeit different degrees over personalized" and "under 

institutionalized.”12 At the time of independence, they faced the burdens of nation-state 

identity, consolidation, the transition, and the readjustments in social and economic sectors.13 

The authoritarian control over politics and economic resources and the governance followed 

the old communist patterns in which rulers maintain power and proclaim that soft 

authoritarianism mixed with a technocratic approach was good for stability.  

 

The transition process in the economy led to a process of legislation on property rights, 

commercial laws, privatization, and foreign investment regulations. The process had the 

support of people in general since the "masses that had experienced Marxism were 

determined to resist its resurgence.”14 Under the authoritarian rules, the economic system 

remained the ossification of the post-Soviet ruling regimes; "primitivization", natural 

resources based growth, slow industrial growth, deficient domestic investments, limitations 

on foreign investment, the worsening balance of payments, foreign indebtedness, incomplete 

reforms in the agrarian sector, use of agriculture as a donor to support other sectors of the 

economy and import-substitution.15  
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The CAR rulers remained reluctant to do away with the communist practices in which the 

economy was run like a government hierarchy and not on the market-based incentives system 

since it was tantamount to lose power. In their scheme of things in which economic control is 

maintained through authoritarianism, the economic managers are political loyalists unaware 

of market principles. The lack of market incentives coupled with corruption by the 

authoritarian elite causes the development of a parallel economy that results in the lack of 

quality of goods and services, high costs of production with limited transparency or 

legitimacy, and the nonexistence of competitiveness. People under communism were used to 

full employment and cheap utilities and had no incentive for hard work and would charge 

their habits with time.16  

 

Scholars have consensus that the strategies to successfully move from a centrally planned 

economy to a market economic system are “privatization” and “shock therapy” and it makes 

the transition a process of realignment in income possession and societal change with 

economic turmoil and hardships for the people.17 The transition process started in the CAR 

states in which pursuing privatization, private business houses, and multinationals, non-

existent earlier, were developed overnight and given controls of small and large industrial 

units and businesses.18  

 

In the past, communism had ensured a system with social equity, quality education 

(particularly in basic science and mathematics), and industrialization with fragments of 

superior military force and space programs. However, these positives did not transform into 

the power of a state that could exhibit its control over the bargaining process while 

negotiating with the ruling elites or foreign economic entities19. The region was at a 

disadvantage to adjust to the shocks and opportunities of emerging globalization. The 
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economic observers point out the absence of human resource development and resource 

constraints dependency that would perpetuate for some time in the CAR region.  

 

As a result of transition and financial difficulties in the 1990s, cuts in public expenditures and 

subsidies and the ensuing reduced public expenditure on health, education, and social welfare 

programs caused unemployment, poverty, a factor for brain drain, and dislocation of people 

to West and Russia. In the transition, the economies of the CAR states witnessed steep 

declines in economic output in the initial years with the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and 

average per capita income becoming less than $1,500 in 1998.20 Plummeting standards of 

living with income disparities, poverty, and unemployment caused people to wonder about 

personal security since the process was also affected by rapid globalization processes.21  

 

The process of economic transition allowed huge power to the ruling elite, involving 

bureaucratic corruption in which the politicians became allies of special interests and 

exhibited little interest to promote policies for the welfare of the state and masses. Misuse of 

power and corruption by the rulers and the legacies of communism remained prevalent 

distorting the process of transition to the market economy mechanism.22  

 

The economy of the CAR States and the Region 

 

The peoples of Central Asia have historically maintained close trade and economic relations 

among themselves. In ancient times, the Great Silk roads connected the East with the West 

and played a role of cultural, trade, and transport artery. Russia and later, the Soviet Union 

maintained domination in the region, with a guided economy, a common tool of colonial 

powers.  After its withdrawal, Russia prevailed to maintain its influence in certain economic 



99 
 

sectors during the initial period (1991-1998).23 Russia signed mutual trade agreements with 

the CAR, kept the Ruble as the single currency, and demanding that as the settlement of 

assets and liabilities the republics should share in the payment of the foreign debt of the old 

center. The historical legacies and the Russian influence kept the transition in the CAR states 

on a patchy path as the Russian policies were inconsistent due to their transition process and 

unstable politics. 

 

The negotiations continued at the regional level with the NIS remained divided over regional 

cooperation to resolve the emerging economic issues. Realizing that massive transaction costs 

in economic and social sectors were involved to deal with the issues individually, the CAR 

states maintained their association with the CIS. In its deliberations, the CIS leaders 

expressed the interdependence as a legacy of the colonial past and discussed common 

strategies in energy, pipelines and export routes, electricity, water distribution, migration, law 

and order, border control, and drug trafficking.24  

 

With efforts for economic coordination at the CIS level being elusive, the CAR states and 

Russia were working on their transition leading to independent economic policies to handle 

their natural resources and to develop markets. In their efforts, a customs union was formed 

by Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in 1994 which was later joined by Kyrgyzstan and 

Tajikistan.25 However, such efforts could not succeed and the economic disputes among the 

states remained unresolved and potential threats to security. Overall, the CAR remained 

dependent on the political decisions among rulers of the CAR and Russia.  

 

The CAR states went for the issuance of their currencies in 1998 when the Russian and the 

CAR economies collapsed due to financial crisis as a result of poor management, crime and 
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corruption, inflation, budget deficits, and dipping world prices for raw materials. Russia 

agreed with the IMF to restructure the financial institutions and lessened its leverage as well 

as financial linkages with the CAR. The delinking of currency and the financial structures 

from Russia led the CAR states to the opening up their economies and moving towards 

market economy rules, free-floating currencies, free trade, and foreign investment. By 2003 

the economies of the CAR states stabilized and many infrastructure and development 

activities started generating employment and income for people.26 

 

The international organizations in their reports on the economy and transition of the CAR 

states express optimism in the development, human security, and the economy gradually 

moving to liberalization but a continuation of political repression.27 The states’ eagerness to 

adopt liberal economic practices is in line with the WTO and other international institutions 

but their own pace and style are noted. For some other studies, the ‘progress towards 

liberalism was not effective and productive and the market reforms would take some time to 

take root.’28 However, the transition to the market economy systems opened up the CAR 

states to the world and provided opportunities to foreign entities in trade and investments in 

oil, gas, minerals, and textile sectors.29  

Evolution of the US Economic Policy for the CAR  

The US looked at the end of the Cold War as an opportunity to expand liberal economic and 

free-market reforms at a global level that “served its national interests by opening new 

markets for US goods and services, and sources of energy and minerals.”30 In respect of the 

CAR, the US viewed that their economic dependence on Russia or elsewhere would lead to 

instability for politics and internal reforms toward free-market economic systems.31 The US 

thus decided to enhance its influence in the economies of the states along with the security 
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structures. The initial economic interaction of the US started in energy production, 

development, and supply routes in Kazakhstan.32  

In the official interaction with the CAR governments in the early 1990s, the US extended 

support in their processes of economic liberalization, privatization, democratization, and 

development of open societies in the CAR states.33 The official policy asserted that its 

primary aim was to “strengthen economic links among the region’s five nations and to extend 

trade and investment ties from Central Asia to the rapidly growing economies of South and 

East Asia.”34 It emphasized that the US goal was “the restoration of traditional continental 

trade” in Asia and to “help Central Asians forge some new connections: to trade and 

investment opportunities, cross-border energy projects, additional deep-water ports”, and 

reach out to the global markets.35  

In the economic strategy, the US also engaged Russia and accepted its role in regional 

cooperation, and influences from China, Iran, Turkey, Pakistan, and Afghanistan.36 The US 

prioritized the development of energy reserves and other natural resources and their access to 

the market which earlier were dependent on the Russian infrastructure.37 An examination of 

studies reveals that energy concerns were linked with issues related to regional politics of the 

Caspian Sea area, East-West transport and economic corridors, known as the Silk Road, and 

the construction of pipelines in the region.  

 

The policy to pursue economic interests and the enhancement of economic relations with the 

CAR continued even after the events of 9/11, 2001 that had brought a new shift in the overall 

US global and regional policy. The National Security Strategy (2002) announced that the 

resources of the world were to be subordinated to the US economic interests and that military 

power would be used to establish and maintain dominance, indicating a trend for an active 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html
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political economy drive in its foreign policy.38 Under these parameters of the US economic 

policy engagements in trade, aid, investments, and energy started.  

 

US Trade with the CAR  

Immediately after independence the markets of the CAR states expanded with huge demands 

of consumer and capital goods.39 The US government and trade bodies established contacts 

and offices in the region and signed various agreements. The US government allowed the 

status of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) to the CAR states that are given to the 

friends. An agreement was signed by the US Overseas Private Investment Corporation 

(OPIC) that provides Insurance services to private investors overseas to extend its services to 

the CAR states.40 The US Export-Import Bank (Eximbank) earmarked funds for short-term 

insurance, loans, or guarantees for export sales of industrial and agricultural equipment and 

bulk agricultural commodities.  

The US Commerce Department set up a Business Development Committee to facilitate 

official discussions on trade and economic issues with the CAR states. The US official policy 

on the states outlined its objectives as to promote trade ties and to help establish a legal and 

regulatory climate favorable to trade and investment.41 The Foreign Commercial Service 

(FCS) opened offices from 1993 onwards and American Business Centers were opened in the 

CAR states in 1994. The US extended advisory services to the CAR states to support their 

institutions to restructure their economy for the needs of the WTO accession. 

The data on the US trade with the CAR states (tables 1 and 2) reflect the dimensions of the 

developing relations. As the data indicate, trade growth with the CAR states has been steadily 

upward but not high enough to express their full potential.42 Bilateral trade increased from 

USD 235 million in 1992 to USD 2.485 billion in 2005. It could be said as a positive outcome 
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of the US efforts and expresses the enhanced level of interaction. The items that were traded 

most were oil and its products and auto parts in addition to machinery and equipment for the 

energy sector. US experts believe that the trade could be enhanced manyfold. 

TABLE 1: US Annual Trade with the Central Asian Republics 1992-94 ($Million)  

COUNTRY EXPORTS IMPORTS TRADE BALANCE 

Year 1992 1993 1994 1992 1993 1994 1992 1993 1994 

          

Kazakhstan 15 68 131 21 41 60 -6 27 71 

Uzbekistan 51 73 90 a 7 3 51 66 87 

Kirgizstan 2 18 6 1 2 8 1 16 -2 

Tajikistan 9 12 15 2 18 60 7 -6 -44 

Turkmenistan 35 46 137 1 2 2 34 44 136 
 

a: Less than 500 thousand $.; Source: US Census Bureau 

TABLE 2: US Annual Trade with the Central Asian Republics 2003-05 ($Million) 

Country Exports from the US Imports to the US Trade Balance 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2003 2004 2005 2003 2004 2005 

Kazakhstan 168 320 538 392 538 1,101 -224 -218 -563 

Uzbekistan 256 229 73 83 88 95 173 141 -22 

Kirgizstan 39 29 31 11 11 5 28 18 26 

Tajikistan 49 55 28 7 7 242 39 48 -213 

Turkmenistan 34 294 237 76 80 135 -42 214 102 
 

Source: US Census Bureau 

US Aid to the CAR States  

The provision of aid to nations that are experiencing political instability, dismal human and 

social conditions, or economic stagnation, is linked by the policymakers to limit the volatility 
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in the international system which serves US national security interests.43 During the period 

under study, the US engaged the CAR states and “extended its strategically-motivated foreign 

aid giving policies” and justified it for a region that provided markets for US goods and 

services.44 In the initial period, US aid targeted “the agriculture, transport, and 

industrialization in the CAR states.”45  

By the turn of the century, the US proclaimed that the aid was provided to the CAR states to 

accelerate social, political, and economic development in various areas including health care, 

basic hygiene, technical aid and training programs, literacy, and civic participation.46 The US 

policy objectives of the aid were then stated as democracy building, transition to market 

economies, regional cooperation, and integration of the CAR states into the global economic 

system. The US also provided support to the private sector of the CAR states for ventures in 

agriculture, communications, and banking.47 

In the early 1990s, the CAR faced food shortages and the US provided them the food aid in 

which official and private US institutions gave $24.3 million in 1992 and $30 million in 

1994.48 In 1994, the US gave $10 million to Turkmenistan for buying agricultural goods. 

Uzbekistan received $500,000 in food and $5.5 million in medical assistance under OPH. 

NGOs gave $4.8 million in medical aid.49 Tajikistan gripped with civil war received 

humanitarian aid through bilateral and multilateral programs.50 The amount given to it was 

small but effective. 

Subsequent salient aid agreements between the US and the CAR states included the setting up 

of a Central Asian-American Enterprise Fund in 1994, with $150 million funds. It disbursed 

$73 million in loans to over 400 small- and medium-sized private enterprises of the CAR 

states by the mid-1990s. Kazakhstan in return for its agreement on non-proliferation was the 

first major recipient of US aid in the CAR, largely within the framework of Operation 
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Provide Hope (OPH) or Department of Agriculture food programs. The memorandum on US 

advice for defense industrial conversion into civilian enterprise was signed in 1994 and later 

joint committees for defense were set up with Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan to convert state 

enterprises to privately held, non-defense firms. Similar operations were later extended to 

other states and private donors were associated with the projects.  

Foreign aid as an instrument in the foreign policy was enhanced for the CAR states in the 

post-9/11 period, with the argument that for the US to control future terrorist attacks, it must 

promote higher living standards in states that are most likely to harbor potential terrorist 

activity.51  Subsequently, the US assistance to the CAR states significantly increased, 

facilitating many new initiatives in support of economic development. In 2001, the US 

earmarked $230 million for the five Central Asian states; and in 2002 the amount more than 

doubled to $595 million. However, the aid declined in 2004 and 2005 since the CAR became 

wealthy in the wake of growing oil prices and the need for assistance lessened. 

TABLE 3: 1996, 1997, 2004 and 2005 Fiscal Years (FY) Aid Program ($ million)  

 

COUNTRY 1996 1997 2001 2002 2004 2005 

Kazakhstan 29.9 39   33.34 26.69 

Uzbekistan 18.1 20   36.24 31.00 

Kyrgyzstan 17.6 20   24.45 27.00 

Tajikistan 3 5   05.70 06.50 

Turkmenistan 3.3 5   35.88 33.50 

TOTAL US $ 72.4 89 230 595 135.61 125.69 
 

Source: Jim Nichol, Central Asia’s the New States: Political Developments and Implications for US 

Interests, CRS Issue Brief, Washington: Library of Congress, 1996, 16 and USAID website  
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Table 3 shows the total aid given to the Central Asian republics in 1996, 1997, 2004, and 

2005 witnessing a steady growth.52 It provides figures in 1996, 1997 and 2004, and 2005 

showing consistency in the US policy.  

 

The US economic aid to the CAR states served the US global and regional interests. It is 

observed that the provision of the USAID to the CAR states aimed to disengage them from 

Russia’s sphere of influence, encourage their private sector, and promote a liberal economic 

system.53 Through the aid programs, the economic needs of the CAR states that included 

deteriorating infrastructure, unemployment, and poverty were addressed and the projects 

related to oil pipelines and the development of markets were funded. In the strategy of the use 

of the aid as a tool, initially, it was disbursed through the rulers of the states, however, the 

rulers came under criticism due to being authoritarians, and the US distanced itself from them 

and started giving aid at the grass-root level through local NGO’s and international 

organizations that were active in the region. 

 

US Investment in the CAR 

Securing investment opportunities and the promotion of the trade and business ventures of 

the Multinational Corporations (MNC) are always high on the agenda of the US policy in any 

region.54 Income from businesses abroad fills the trade gap of the US to maintain the balance 

of payments equilibrium. The expansion of the investment by US multinationals abroad 

indicates a level of interaction of the US with a region. The CAR was looked at in the same 

vein and multiple steps were taken to promote investments of the US companies in the five 

states.  
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Following the successful completion of the talks between the US and Kazakhstan in 1992 in 

which agreements on the control of nuclear proliferation were concluded in return for the US 

investments in the oil and energy sector, the US companies entered into billions of dollars of 

ventures in the region.55 Kazakhstan was the first state to receive the US investment in the 

energy sector and later agreements on the promotion of investment were signed with 

Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Tajikistan. The US Overseas Private 

Investment Corporation (OPIC) signed agreements with all the five states separately.56  

The US government assisted the MNCs through the Central Asia-America Initiative Fund 

with a five-year budget of over $150 million.57 The USAID and other agencies, the US 

Information Agency, the Central Asian-American Enterprise Fund, government-sponsored 

non-governmental Eurasia Foundation, initiated work in the region and opened offices to 

provide data and advice for use by investors. 58  In addition to the financial resource from the 

US banking system, the investments of the MNCs were also supported through international 

institutions, such as the Asian Development Bank's Central Asian Regional Economic 

Cooperation program and the World Bank.59  

The promotion of investment by the US enterprises in the region is considered as one of the 

successful elements of the US policy. The engagement was extended by the signing of 

agreements with the CAR states in 2004 such as the US-Central Asia Trade and Investment 

Agreement (TIFA) to support market reforms and reduce barriers to trade and investment to 

enhance the confidence of investors and pave the way for the US companies to get contracts 

in various sectors.60 Consequently, the US private investment in the CAR states exceeded that 

in Russia or most other states around the region except Azerbaijan. Energy being the most 

important sector is discussed separately. 
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US Support the CAR States to Interact with the International Economics Institutions  

As discussed earlier, the US facilitated the entry of the CAR states into the international 

economic institutions.  The US also encouraged these institutions to support the investments 

of multinationals in the CAR states.  IMF and the World Bank also supported the CAR states 

in their transition to bring their economies in line with the values of capitalism.61 The IMF 

worked on basic economic reform packages with Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, and staff-

monitored programs in Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, and assisted in the promotion of trade of 

the states with the world.62  

The US and the Energy Sector of the CAR States 

In the geopolitics of the region, energy resources, pipelines, supply routes, and related 

investment are the most debated and crucial issues of the CAR.63 Their energy and mineral 

resources are of strategic interest for foreign powers in which countries compete "for the right 

to develop oil and gas reserves, jockeying for a share of a potentially lucrative market.”64 The 

energy resources if fully controlled by the CAR states would bring economic and political 

independence and leverage in the bargaining in their interstate relations. However, the states 

being landlocked are dependent on their neighbors mainly Russia, for supplying the oil and 

gas output to global markets.65  

The issues of concern for the US in the energy politics of the CAR have been: 

 The oil and gas buyers, mainly the European countries, are dependent on supplies 

from Russia or on the supply routes that go through it and are to pay extra cost and 

transit fees and in many cases middleman” profits.66 
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 East European countries in particular that were eager to join NATO complained of 

Russian antagonist policies in supplying the oil and gas through its pipelines.67  

 The energy politics of the CAR is also related to the efforts of the US to diversify and 

lessen dependence on the Middle East and end OPEC monopoly.68 

 In the power rivalry, the supply routes control gives an edge to Russia and other 

regional neighbors over the energy politics. There are perceptions on the re-

emergence of Russia as power and competing with the US for influence in the 

Caucasus and East Europe. 

 Iran and China are also important which could develop relations and influence in the 

CAR through the development of energy supply routes. 

Since the establishment of relations in the early 1990s, the US engagement with the CAR 

states on the development of energy reserves and supplies’ routes has significantly 

progressed.69 The US companies purchased stakes in the Kazakh oil field and signed a share 

transfer agreement for the Caspian Pipeline Consortium that paved the way for the 

construction of alternative routes bypassing Russia for oil from Kazakhstan.70  A US-

Kazakhstan Business Development Committee was set up to address oil and gas insurance 

laws and pipeline access. The US energy policy encompassed the whole region and not only 

Kazakhstan and a similar pattern of interaction is found with Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.71 

The USAID organized training programs on “maintaining favorable investment climate and 

on international contracting for Turkmen oil and gas industry officials.”72  

 

The US multinationals claim that their investment in the energy sector has facilitated and 

offered the CAR states to earn more profits from competitive global market prices in which 

the efficient and independent pipelines’ networks were crucial. The MNCs from the US 
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helped the CAR states to develop commercially viable transportation routes for oil and gas 

through loans and credits.73 The US oil company, UNOCAL announced gas pipeline projects 

from Turkmenistan across Afghanistan to Pakistan and the Southern oceans.74 The US 

policymakers have also floated the proposal to develop the historical trade route “Silk Road” 

to link the East and West as a policy of infrastructure development in Central Asia.75  

 

Active engagement of the US in the energy market of the CAR evoked responses from 

regional neighbors. Russia in particular was perturbed for losing its monopoly over the 

supply routes of energy from the CAR to other countries, and thus engaged the states in 

energy exploration and transport projects bilaterally and through regional arrangements 

inviting them to use new and alternate energy supply routes.76 Russia enhanced investments 

in the energy sector to increase its capacity to transporting oil to European and Japanese 

markets via new pipelines.77 It also offered alternate economic support to the CAR states 

under which Kazakhstan was provided $115 million per year to play host to the Russian 

space program.78 Kazakhstan was also pursued to join a free-trade zone with Russia, Belarus, 

and Ukraine.  

 

China was another regional player that developed alternate energy routes with the CAR 

states. It invested in the energy sector of Kazakhstan and constructed a pipeline from 

Kazakhstan to China along with many transport links with the region.79 Russia and China 

increased interaction on the energy issues with the CAR states and its impact on the US 

energy policy have been widely discussed by their scholars with the comments that “for each 

country wrestling control of the Central Asian oil and gas is necessarily a vital part of its 

grand (geo-political) strategy.” 80 
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Regional Developments on Economic Issues and the US 

As mentioned earlier, after their independence, the CAR states were needed to develop some 

collaborative mechanisms for political and economic cooperation. Certain economic 

mechanisms evolved during the consultative process among the CAR states. Kazakhstan, 

Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan agreed to establish the Central Asian Economic Community 

(CAEC) in April 1994 as a single economic space. This organization developed linkages with 

the US and the Western countries and expanded its mandate in 1995 and included security 

issues in its agenda by forming a joint Council of Defense Ministers.  

In the non-economic spheres, the CAEC created the tripartite peacekeeping battalion 

(Centrasbat) in 1996 to coordinate military exercises, air defense, and defense supplies. In 

1998 Tajikistan joined the CAEC. The agenda of the CAEC was further expanded in 2000 

A.D. with an agreement on cooperation to fight terrorism, extremism, and trans-border crime. 

At the end of 2001, CAEC was transformed into the Central Asian Economic Organization 

(CAEO) at a meeting of the presidents of the four-member states in Tashkent. The USAID 

provided technical support to the CAEC to build regional water and energy organizations and 

to reach a consensus on transboundary natural resource issues.81 

Russia became active in CAR politics and economic matters. Russia used its old linkages and 

asked the CAR states to create Eurasian Economic Community (EEC) in 2001 to harmonize 

the customs, tax, trade, and labor policies. Besides, Russia was joined by Belarus, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan in 2001. The organization was later joined by 

Moldova and Ukraine as observers. The EEC asked other regional groups of the CIS to join 

http://www.president.kz/articles/state/state_container.asp?lng=en&art=dogovor
http://www.president.kz/articles/state/state_container.asp?lng=en&art=dogovor
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in and the Organization of Central Asian Cooperation (OCAC) merged with it in October 

2005 that had Belarus as its member as well.82 

The regional economic processes assumed a greater role in the 21st century with the CAR 

states actively involved in finalizing specific agreements on sectoral strategies, institutions, 

and investments. The US in this background got the advice from scholars that the security 

and strategic issues had gone lower in priority for the CAR states and the economic issues 

assumed a bigger role.83  It was also suggested that the US should assure greater cooperation 

and coordination with all of them to ensure the effective integration of Central Asia into the 

dynamic Eurasian economy and thus provide the key conditions for the stable and prosperous 

development of this key region. 

 

Assessment of US-CAR Political-Economic Relations  

 

US interaction with the five states of the CAR, on the issues related to political economy, has 

special significance during the period 1991-2005. The states were to transform their 

economic, social, and political systems, initiate interstate relations on market principles, and 

become members of international economic institutions. In the transition process, all five 

states chose their roads and encountered success and failure in varying degrees.84 People of 

the CAR states faced severe economic hardships during the transition but accepted the new 

system of governance and remained peaceful. 

 

Multinational oil companies started pursuing production-sharing projects in Central Asia to 

tap the oil potential despite the political instability and widespread corruption in the region.  

Kazakhstan became the most attractive places to invest. Exploration of the Kashagan West oil 

field in Kazakhstan was led by a consortium of multinational companies including BG, Eni, 
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ExxonMobil, Shell, TOTAL, BP and Phillips. According to US Energy Department officials 

Kazakhstan required $50 billion to $70 billion in investment. Due to cautious approach CAR 

states adopted production-sharing contracts, as opposed to licensing agreements as preferred 

legal framework for multinationals operating in Central Asia. Licensing agreements have 

proven to make a venture vulnerable to changes in taxation policies and other 

complications85.  

 

With the globalization as marked after the Cold War, Central Asia assumed a new role by 

becoming the ‘hub of the economic integration of the super-continent of Eurasia and home to 

the most rapidly growing economies of the globe.’86 The US from the beginning was clear in 

its policy that it would emphasize the establishment of bilateral and multilateral economic 

relations with the CAR states in a structured fashion.87 For it, the US would drive their 

transition in a preferred direction and target their macroeconomic policies with the inclusion 

of private sector, market reforms perpetuation, investment by multinational and the provision 

of aid to internal market reforms and use the IMF and the World Bank.88   

 

In the engagement, the US participated in infrastructure development projects related to oil 

and gas pipelines, railroads, highways, ports, airports, and telecommunications.89 The US aid 

programs focused on the transformation of the economy toward liberal systems, encouraging 

industrial and agricultural privatization, property rights and creating functioning legal 

systems, boosting educational exchanges, and civic society that would include “grass-roots 

level engagement, to make resources accessible in addition to closer military ties” that are 

always included in the overall US policy.90  The US linked the role in economic activities 

with energy making it the crucial element in major agreements with the CAR states.91  
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US engagement in economy, trade, and investment lessened Russian control over the energy 

exports of the CAR states and incited competition. The observers view that the US policy in 

energy, multiple pipeline, and economic engagement was fruitful.92 The US has attained a 

status of a leading foreign investor in the energy sector with the proclamations that political 

and economic stability of the area was necessary to safeguard its energy imports and to 

combat international terrorism and arms trafficking.93 While the US planned and enacted 

multiple pipelines and external trade routes bypassing Russian territory, Russia and China 

also enhanced their economic engagement in particular in the energy sector of the CAR. 

 

Though it is difficult to talk parallels, the US economic engagement is termed as at a high 

level of activism in the CAR region in which the US used its power that included the use of 

military and strategic tools.94 While globalization is considered good for all states of the 

world, it incites large powers to use military power to back up their global goals to maximize 

the economic benefits.95 The military and strategic tools that are used to achieve influence for 

economic gains include conflict management of a region related to ethnic issues, border 

conflicts, resource conflicts, etc. and the US applied the same in the CAR.96 In this, the US 

engaged with almost all the issues in the CAR, be it the civil war in Tajikistan or the water 

disputes between the states and it helped it to enhance its influence and interaction.  

 

The CAR states with their economic potential offer space in economic interests for the 

outside powers like the US and it drives some analysts to bring in the role of hegemony in the 

relationship.97 Such observations find their reasoning in the US post-Cold War global policy 

that endeavored for deepening engagement with other states in political, economic, and social 

spheres and view that the tools of the US policy are found similar to those adopted by the 

British and other colonial powers of the past, and hence such expressions find their way in 

http://www.globalissues.org/Geopolitics/Articles/Backing.asp
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the analysis.98 For some observers, "the CAR states remained entangled in a dependency 

system that had no relation with market realities" and it places limitations on the deepening 

engagement for outside power.99 

 

While the observation of “contradiction between what the US does in the “security sphere 

and what it does in the economic sphere - between a mercantilist security strategy and a 

laissez-faire economic strategy” holds ground, it is acknowledged that in dealing with the 

CAR states, the US interaction to promote the practices of free trade and investment by the 

individual states with the adoption of liberal economic policies and systems witnessed 

positive movement.100  It also helped the opening of the CAR states with other powers to 

establish engagement and strengthen relations that are a limitation on the US policy which is 

in line with the "realpolitik" model that power creates influence but has limits in a globalized 

world of growing interdependence.  
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Chapter 6 

 

US - CAR SOCIO-POLITICAL RELATIONS 

 

Introduction 

 

US policy and relations with other states include interaction on social issues, civil society, 

and civil institutions to establish useful linkages and make effective inroads in states or 

regions.1 In the US-CAR relations, significant interaction is found during the period under 

study, with the internal institutions and social sectors of the states which is discussed in this 

section.   

 

Internal Security and Stability 

 

Internal stability and security of the CAR states were the initial concerns expressed by the US 

policymakers. Such concerns were not unfounded, as the newly independent states are highly 

vulnerable in their years of infancy. During the transition, the threats to the internal security 

and stability in the CAR were observed as the governments took time to develop the 

administrative and legal structures that could enable them to establish their writ in the states. 

Some states faced religious militancy (civil wars in Tajikistan, 1992-1997) and some other 

separatist movements by ethnic groups.2 The expression of concerns of foreign powers with 

internal security and stability issues of a state is a delicate issue since it amounts to 

intervention in the internal affairs contrary to sovereignty.3 

Many factors were discussed by scholars that cause threats to stability in the states after the 

Soviet withdrawal. The governance of Moscow included force and a centralized system. 
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After independence, the internal structures were in the transition from dictatorship to 

pluralism and the outcome remained a guess with fluid results and uncertain outcomes.4 The 

reasons for such fears were also ingrained in the view that the Muslim majority population 

was subjected to communism against its free will and the withdrawal of Russia was abrupt 

and not a smooth process. Another fear was the old communist elite that grabbed power in 

the CAR states and which might be opposed in the shape of armed conflicts.  

The new leaders continued to use old techniques in administration: infiltrate, manipulate and 

discredit. They were accepted as rulers by the world in the name of stability but over time, 

their acceptance as democratic leaders remained questionable while some of them got elected 

for life.5 And at the independence of the CAR states, it was feared that if these states moved 

to instability, it could become an "emerging zone of no control."6  

While the new leadership held power, the world was concerned that conflicts would emerge 

in the CAR due to border disputes among the states, migration, and settlement of various 

ethnic groups to and from other regions and states. The presence of a significant ratio of 

Russian-origin people in the administration and security forces of the CAR states could incite 

Russia to intervene in the region. Moreover, the transition brought economic difficulties for 

the masses. It was eroding public support for the new governments with the emergence of 

“disturbance in rural and distant areas where state legitimacy hardly reached” leaving the 

regions ‘under the control of local militias and the possibility of foreign intervention.7  

Fears of instability were also attributed to some scholars’ observations that the para-military 

forces of the states were out of political control of the center and tribal rivalries could 

compete with the nation state ideals and could politicize the “ordinary” issues.8 In the south 

of the CAR, Afghanistan was unsettled due to internal infighting in which armed militants, 

terrorists, rebels, and narcotics warlords were in control. The fear was that by sharing similar 
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religion; the Afghans would interact with the populations of the states and might create 

internal turmoil. Civil War Tajikistan and challenge to the Central government by Islamists 

established the involvement of Afghans in the conflict.   

 

The US interaction with the CAR on internal security and stability 

 

The US established bilateral and multilateral engagements with the five states of CAR at the 

beginning of the 1990s and expressed support for their stability and security. The US 

announced that it would ensure a minimum of structural continuity in a region that was 

transforming with an uncertain future so that major security disruptions could be checked.9  

In dealing with the states, the US was aware of the observations of many Scholars that 

Russian and US cooperation was crucial for stability in Central Asia as renewal of 

competition of former superpowers would undermine security in the region.10 

 

With time, the US moved to engage the states in their pursuit of internal and regional stability 

by securing influence over military and security affairs besides economic growth, political 

development including human rights, and the international integration of the states of Central 

Asia.11 The US engagement with the internal security apparatus of the five states included 

assistance programs for the training of border security forces, police, law, and justice 

organizations, narcotics control mechanisms, etc. The assistance of the USAID programs 

included the training of police personnel, the development of communications, and the 

acquisition of essential equipment for the police and border control organizations. The US 

support helped the states’ security structures including police and border control forces which 

were later used against the opposition and rebels involved in internal conflicts, militant 

Islamic factions, and in controlling civil war and/or interstate conflict.  
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Over time, concerns regarding internal security and instability in the CAR states faded and 

the states except Tajikistan were able to move towards stability despite pressures on the 

economy and the governance. Some attributed it to the continuation of the social structure 

that provided basic necessities and social services to the masses for the initial period along 

with the authoritarian rule.12  The governments of the states negated the perceptions of 

instability by foreign observers and stressed that “they do not share any, or few, security 

threats that could justify a regional security constellation that would de facto infringe on the 

sovereignty of the states.”13  

 

For the conflict in Tajikistan, the US supported the UN efforts to diffuse the conflict from the 

beginning and actively associated itself with the resolution of the civil war.14 The US played 

an effective role in the proceedings of the UN and the deployment of the multilateral forces 

mainly from Russia. For the US, such a policy was crucial to curb the spread of militant 

Islam and preventing the Islamic non-governmental forces from getting control of the CAR 

governments that would have implications over the regional and global security, 

 

However, in support of the deployment of peacekeeping forces in Tajikistan, the US did not 

agree to the suggestion of Nazarbayev the Kazakh President, to establish a regional peace 

force for Tajikistan and give it the status of a UN peacekeeping force.15 A regional force, if 

raised, would have limited the role of the outside powers (the US) in future conflicts in the 

region since the regional force would have an element of autonomy and a new setup while the 

US is always ‘capable to monitor and maneuver the UN agenda’ and through this strategy 

would maintain its role in the region.16 
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In other situations of regional security threats, Uzbekistan faced some uprisings from ethnic 

minorities and militants.17 The movements having relations with the Islamic militant forces 

were suppressed by the rulers through the use of internal security apparatus. Washington in 

its official documents pronounced that it had taken a series of initiatives to promote the 

transition of the governance of the states to democracy, and extended its support to exchange 

and educational programs in diplomacy, education, journalism, and elections.18 Overall, 

issues arising out of the internal conflicts remained contained in the region.  

When the region and its security concerns are looked into, for the CAR observers, aspersions 

on security were raised by the West during the period 1992-1998, when Russia attempted to 

maintain its influence, presence and control over currency, border security, oil and gas 

transportations and continuation of communications infrastructure.19 In their view, the West 

was opposed to the Russian pushed regional processes for cooperation that included the 

Collective Security Treaty (CST) of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and the 

apprehensions expressed about stability and security of the CAR were part of offensive 

propaganda. 

 

The US interaction with the CAR states and the support to the internal security apparatus 

through the development assistance programs was an attempt to engage the states with the 

reasoning that the conflicts arising out of the internal instability are linked with the global 

stability.20 The US interaction was expanded from cooperation with the internal security 

apparatus to the resolution of intra-regional conflicts with a view to “foster regional stability 

and economic interdependence.”21 When the US observed there could be movements towards 

democracy against "tyrannical governments", the strategic goals of the US were extended to 

include interventions in the crises resulting out of the movements along with the programs of 

development cooperation,.22 
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Radical Islam and Terrorism after 9/11 

 

The situation in Afghanistan led the US security interaction on issues related to terrorism 

religion and militancy. Terrorism becoming a high priority the US foreign policy, it was 

necessary that all kinds of interaction with the CAR, be it strategic, economic or social, be 

shaped to curb it. It was also feared that the Islamist and radicalism would pose serious risks 

for potential investments by the US in energy and energy infrastructure.23  

Perceptions of the US political and academic circles over the association of Islam with 

radicalism and the security in the CAR are divergent.24 Some viewed that the freedom in 

these societies would lead to the spread of Islam along with militancy, in and around the 

region. For others, the likelihood of instability and threats from the practiced Islam was 

unlikely in the popular political culture of the regional states which had more influence from 

ethnic nationalism.25 Some analysts were unaware of the likely relationship and impact of 

Islam linking religion and society and thus the nature of the US policy on terrorism that could 

be followed in the CAR.26 

 

Two organizations are mostly discussed in the Western literature on the Islamic movements 

in the CAR states and the US policy on terrorism; the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan 

(IMU) and the Hizbul Tahrir (HT).27 Some incidents, such as the student demonstration in 

Tashkent in 1988 using Islam as slogans and later armed incursions by the IMU into 

Kyrgyzstan, aroused the concerns that the role of Islamic militancy needed to be made as an 

explicit component of the US policy.28 Such incidents were later found linked with the 

situation in Afghanistan and the activities of the Islamic organizations in the CAR. The IMU 

is regarded as a militant entity and some observed that it fought against the US in 
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Afghanistan but was broken and had become insignificant.29 The activities of the HT 

remained to disseminate leaflets and prayer sessions, and it pursued political objectives by 

peaceful means.30  

 

In its engagement with the government of the CAR, the US assisted its aid programs to the 

governments as well as NGOs working in the region to mitigate the impact of the Islamic 

movements. To strengthen the security agencies of the CAR governments, assistance and 

training were also provided under the NATO programs (PfP) and the USAID assistance. The 

issues that were military in character were dealt with in Chapter 4, and the discussion on 

Islam related to rights will appear in the next section of this chapter. 

 

Narcotics 

 

Immediately after their independence, the CAR states became a transit route for human and 

narcotics trafficking. The issue was linked with porous borders, lack of appropriate security 

structures, and poor governance. Europe was more concerned with these issues and NATO 

along with the international organizations supported the CAR states in their security policies 

to train militaries, to create safer state borders, and to reform security and law enforcement 

organs.31 The analysts are of the view that the narcotics trade is another reason for the US and 

the West to securitize the CAR since the role of the military to combat transnational 

clandestine activities and to secure borders remains limited. 32 

 

The US coordinated its policy on narcotics with the UN and the EU which were more active 

in combating this issue. The US views that narcotics trafficking has an inbuilt relationship 

with international terrorist financing. The US signed bilateral agreements envisaging Drug 
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Control and Mutual Legal Assistance with the CAR states. Under the agreements, the US 

provided grant assistance to purchase equipment for border controls and the improvements of 

the relevant institutions of the states. The US opened liaison offices in the CAR states and 

provided significant volumes of aid both directly and indirectly, through the UN to control 

narcotics trafficking. The US strategy to deal with narcotics was for long-term institution-

building rather than short-term projects and helped in the enhanced interaction with the 

states.33 

 

However, in post 9/11 Afghanistan, the poppy cultivation grew in which the US is considered 

as having failed to achieve tangible results of its engagement with the CAR on this issue and 

the surrounding regions on narcotics. 

 

US – CAR Relations and Rights and Democracy 

The situation of Rights in the CAR States 

 

Discussion on human rights and democracy in the CAR is an intricate task as many observers 

examine the rights from their perspective-bending reality.34 The rights situation varies from 

country to country in the CAR but in general, it is observed that the people of the CAR states 

are only "partly free" when it comes to political liberties and civic rights with some variations 

and positive trends in individual countries.35 A brief discussion on the individual states in 

respect of human rights is as follows: 

 

Kazakhstan  

In Kazakhstan, a former member of the Communist Party Nazarbaev became president in 

December 1991 and rules to date. His style of government resembles that of the Soviets, with 
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control over the economy, media, and press through his family.36 In the early 1990s, the 

government of Kazakhstan was successfully engaged by the US on the issues of disarmament 

and nuclear proliferation. The agreements that were concluded brought investments in the 

energy and other sectors of Kazakhstan.37 The ensuing economic activities brought huge 

income disparities with wealth concentrating in the hands of the family and friends of the 

ruling elite since the social and economic system is controlled by oligopolies and families 

closer to the rulers.38 

 

The government of Kazakhstan is alleged to have suppressed opposition, independent 

journalists, and human rights activists who live under the threat of being thrown into jail, 

death, or physical violence. In 2005, an opposition presidential candidate was murdered and 

many opposition leaders left the country. General masses live under poverty in a society in 

which corruption is flagrant, and the benefits of any pockets of growth in the economy are 

reserved to specific clans and families.39 In this way the country lack standards on civil 

economic and political rights. 

 

Kyrgyzstan  

Kyrgyzstan has few natural resources and its economy remains dependent on foreign aid. It 

became relatively democratic of the five republics or least dictatorial but moved towards 

autocracy and authoritarianism by the early 2000s.40 It had an active opposition; a limited 

free press and civic protests are allowed. The vibrant civil society led to some civil liberties 

with the government registering an opposition political party to participate in the elections in 

2004. Economic problems and simmering criticism on the government corruption led to 

violent protests in 2004 in which president Askar Akaev had to flee the country that paved 

the way for new elections. The successor government came to power with the vote and 
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popular support, initiated many projects to open the economy, but could not adopt a fully 

modern approach to governance and human rights.   

Tajikistan 

Tajikistan suffered the most during its first decade of independence. Its agricultural, cotton-

based economy was ravaged by a five-year-long civil war in which 150,000 died.41 The war 

between secularists in power and opposition Islamic parties was overlain by regional and 

ethnic disputes. In 1997, the UN-brokered a peace treaty which drew some of the opposition 

forces into the government. The government became somewhat stable afterward however, the 

presence of peacekeeping forces, unsettled Afghanistan, and narcotics trade have not only 

created instability but also created economic disparities in the country. The government keeps 

on blocking media coverage and in the 2005 parliamentary elections, many independent and 

opposition newspapers were closed. The government is accused of not allowing the 

Constitutional guarantees of a fair trial and torture against the detainees is common.42 

 

6.7.5 Turkmenistan  

Turkmenistan presented the picture of political absolutism and personality cult during the rule 

of Saparmurat Niyazov (liked to be called "Turkmenbashi" or "father of all Turkmen") who 

ruled the country since independence until he died in 2006 and was called a brutal dictator 

and a rabid lunatic.43 He sealed off the country with an iron curtain and as a totalitarian, 

controlled everything from politics to medicine and education, made parliament to rubber-

stamping all of his eccentric decrees including he as president for life and proclaiming him a 

prophet. He abolished ballet, theatre, mathematics tuition below university level and 

university entrance for women.  
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Rich in natural gas and resources, the Turkmen government used the wealth to its advantage, 

provided a low-priced supply of oil and gas to Russia and Turkey in return for political 

support and international interaction.44 The opposition movements in the country were 

suppressed with torture, imprisonment, and murders of political activists.45 Niyazov died in 

2006 and it brought one of his disciples in power with changes in rulers” behavior but hardly 

any chances of change in the system and improvements of human rights in the country. 

Uzbekistan 

Islam Karimov former Soviet head of the republic controlled power after the independence of 

Uzbekistan. He crushed his opposition and used repressive measures to deal with opponents 

that included the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and Hizb-ut- Tahrir.46 The 

presence of religious parties in the country and their opposition of the government helped 

Karimov to ally with the US in the War on terror. Uzbekistan played a central role in the US 

campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq that brought military and economic assistance to the 

country and helped in lowering the criticism of human rights violations.47  

 

Rights groups have been critical of the policies of repression in Uzbekistan and have 

appealed to the UN and other financial institutions to reconsider their projects in the country 

given abysmal human rights records.48 Uzbekistan remained closed for investors leading to 

mounting debt despite its richness in oil, gas, gold, cotton, and cheap labor force. The US 

claims to have attained some betterment in the rights situation in the country as one 

opposition party has been able to hold regional party conferences and may be able to register 

officially for the next elections.49 Official censorship in Uzbekistan has also ended, although 

the regime still encourages "self-censorship.” 
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US Policy on the Democracy and Rights in the CAR 

 

The pursuit of democracy and rights promotion in other countries originate from domestic 

politics of the US and it is “one of the continuities linking the foreign policies of the 

Democrats and the Republicans” stressing on expanding the “zone of democracy.”50 The 

National Security Strategy of Clinton in 1992 emphasized that "to enhance America's security 

and to bolster America’s economic prosperity, promotion of democracy and human rights 

abroad” were needed.51  Later, President Bush stressed the issue by saying that:  

 

decades of excusing and accommodating tyranny, in the pursuit of stability, has only 

led to injustice and instability, and tragedy. It should be clear that the advance of 

democracy leads to peace because governments that respect the rights of their people 

also respect the rights of their neighbors….for the sake of our long-term security, all 

free nations must stand with the forces of democracy and justice.52 

In the US policy toward the CAR, issues related to rights and democracy became important 

because of the states’ history of communism, Russian linkages, emerging rulers’ dictatorial 

policies, the post-Cold War global environment, and the prospects of economic interaction 

because of the possession of significant natural resources by the states.53 For some observers, 

the US perceived that it would take decades to mold the behavior of people and states 

towards democracy and the countries would prefer to follow Russian political, economic, and 

social systems that were designed to take care of threats to the system instead of free 

development of societies. There were, however, views that the fears that the states could 

move back to communism were vague as the opinions expressed by the people of the CAR in 

the popular surveys showed that they supported the transition to democratic values and free-

market economies.54 
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For the US the issue of democracy and rights for the regions also assumed significance since 

it had propagated the rights and democracy in the Soviet Union during the Cold War strategy. 

The US had created a National Endowment for Democracy (NED) in 1983 to support human 

rights activists and democratic organizations in the republics of the Soviet Union. The US 

policy was to support any organization that could make a political issue out of the situation of 

rights in the Soviet Union.55 In the post-Cold War period, the US expressed that the former 

societies of the Soviet Union should now move towards democratization and should not 

concentrate on security.56  

After the establishment of relations with the CAR states, the US policy proclaimed that it 

aimed to divert the states’ societies toward greater personal freedom, rule of law, and 

economic openness and linked these issues with international peace.57 The objectives of the 

US aid to the CAR states have witnessed a steady expansion to achieve various targets 

including the promotion of democracy and rights, the development of media, political parties, 

voter education, and electoral laws to enact legal and constitutional reforms, to balance the 

powers of the governments and the parliaments, and the setting up of independent academic 

institutions.58 The US encouraged enhancing the international interaction of the CAR states 

and supported their membership in multilateral institutions.59  

However, increased military and strategic interaction of the US with the states in post 9/11 

period stirred a debate if the "enhanced engagement with the region's authoritarian leaders 

would bear fruit on human rights and democracy.60 Relations of the US with Uzbekistan were 

in particular noted as its regime was cracking down more harshly on opponents than in the 

past and used the term ‘war on terror’ that was the preoccupation of the American 

engagements in the region. The US officials, however, called for patience in Central Asia, 

saying that any meaningful change towards democracy will take time to achieve. 
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US Policy on the Rights and Religion in the CAR 

 

Islam and religion remained under discussion in the US interaction with the CAR states in 

their internal security issues. Historically, the practice of Islam in the CAR state was either 

limited or forcibly stopped under communism. The new rulers in the CAR kept religion out 

of the state affairs and knew full well that "for masses, the revival of Islam and its role in the 

state affairs is not a priority.”61 In the wake of opposition protests, The CAR rulers linked 

religion as a potential threat to their security and stability and called its propagation as acts of 

terrorism to justify their excesses against protestors.62 For some scholars, however, Islam’s 

perceived threat and links with terrorism are controversial notions.63  

 

Studies by western scholars have noted the dichotomy if the repressive regimes pose a great 

threat to stability by suppressing opposition or the Islamic groups that could play a role if 

disturbances are sparked by social and economic causes.64 It is expressed that “harsh 

government repression of dissent is as much, if not more, of a threat to Central Asian stability 

today and in the immediate future as the radical Islamic movements.”65 On the other hand, 

some view that religion would bring conflict during the phase of transition where certain 

sections of the society would push to induct religious practices in the government policies. 

 

It is observed that the US was not sensitive to the expansion of Islam and its linkages with 

Iran and the Middle East in the initial phase of its interaction with the CAR states but later, it 

started following the movements of Muslim missionaries and their activities.66 The US policy 

on this issue is related to its Policy on the Muslim world that is to keep “strategic interests as 

paramount and support the authoritarian governments that suppress religious movements.”67 
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In the official statements, however, the US stresses to deter radical groups and Islamic 

fundamentalists to take root in the region and links the issues like terrorism, regional and 

international stability with necessary political and economic reforms, democracy, and good 

governance.68  

 

US and Socio-Political Reform in the CAR 

 

US interaction with the states and issues linked with democracy, rights, and authoritarianism 

having an interface with the US policy has been examined at various levels.69 In the official 

documents, it is claimed that the assistance to create a judicial system, legal defense groups, 

and human rights monitoring organizations in the CAR opened up the political space and 

promoted the development of civil society, including the non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) and independent media outlets. It is also claimed that in some cases the NGOs were 

able to limit the legislation to restrict political liberties and the US would not assist police and 

internal security forces of repressive states unless it was needed to ensure the ability to 

counter security and threats from the rise of nonstate actors.70  

The official view on the positive impact of the US interaction on the democratization in the 

CAR states is questioned by scholars.71 It is observed that the US official documents admit 

slow progress on political reforms and democracy in the region.72 There was some 

improvement in the social life of the people but it is debatable if it was due to the US support 

or economic prosperity. The US policy supported the ex-Communist party officials and their 

hold on power which "encouraged rulers" who massacred democracy and rights and 

suppressed politics, media, and the press in such a way that even the full disclosure of the 

history was withheld and only a selected version was presented before the masses.73  
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It is observed that in pushing the policy of war on terror and seeking the support of the CAR 

regimes, the US knew that they would be natural allies in this campaign and, also being 

dictatorial, would suppress the opposition and Islamic parties terming them as terrorists.74 

The US did not pressurize the CAR states’ rulers on the human rights violations rather 

claimed that the “military concessions given to the leaders would allow democratic and 

economic freedoms but the outcome of economic aid on human rights” was contrary.75  

Growing repression by the CAR rulers to curb opposition led to the growth of insurgency and 

extremist tendencies’ in the states which tainted the US claims that “respect for human rights 

was one of its foremost policy priorities.”76 In the campaign against terror after 9/11, 2001, 

people of the CAR region were subjugated to brutal state repression in which the rulers got a 

free hand to suppress the masses. The US allies, for example, Turkmenistan showed little 

interest in democracy, human rights, and economic reform. The US policy continued 

emphasizing "redemption and strategic patience", for the sake of engagement on regional 

energy development, nonproliferation, and anti-narcotics goals and the hope that Turkmen 

someday might embrace democracy.77  

 

Similarly, the Uzbek government in 2005 brutally suppressed the protestors that made huge 

stories in the press. It did compel the US to revise its posture on Uzbekistan though earlier, 

the US State Department report on human rights (2001) had recognized Uzbekistan as an 

authoritarian state with limited civil rights.78 The US never objected to the state repression in 

Uzbekistan since president Karimov had welcomed the US forces to use military airbases 

during the Afghan War. The US support and assistance continued despite the government’s 

corruption and human rights abuses since “the goals of regional stability and political and 

economic transition became a matter of priority.” 79 
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The observers who examine the US policy based on realism point out that the US support to 

such regimes was for "self-interest, in the form of closer economic ties to make economic 

systems accessible and closer military ties.”80 In the pursuance of strategic goals, developing 

relationships with dictatorial regimes and ignoring repression and rights is in line with US 

historical practices as the US overlooked the regional distortions on rights during the Cold 

War.81 The US developed institutional linkages with the CAR states that it had done with 

other Asian countries and extended support to the system of managed democracy.  

 

The US policy to support the regimes in power in the CAR states in the initial phase of their 

independence was needed to ensure that they were not replaced by anti-Western radical 

regimes. The US policy included aid and development interaction to generate goodwill and 

pursue the states to not to adopt anti-western policies and the “US provided bilateral and 

multilateral cooperation after evaluating each nation’s characteristics in building different 

types of links.”82 The officials claim that off and on in their interaction with the CAR rulers 

the US stressed democratization and asked to adopt responsible policies on the rights in 

return for US support to their independence and stability.83  

 

In general, analysts expressed the view that the US engagement was helpful and justified 

since the fundamental, across-the-board change would not occur until there was a 

generational shift in leadership or dramatic expansion of prosperity in the CAR.84 The 

problems facing the US policy in Iraq, Afghanistan, and many other regions figure out that 

democracy and human rights would never be high on the agenda without consistent domestic 

pressure.85 The democratization process can be influenced by factors such as political 

pressure, economic assistance, and sanctions. However, “assistance is sometimes the only 
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available foot in the door to advance democratic reforms and accountability, however 

imperfect a mechanism it may be.”86 It also allows monitoring human rights situations and 

intervening if needed. 

 

Socio-Political Relations Assessed  

 

In the post-Cold War period, the expectations grew that the US would include liberalism 

policy prescriptions in its global engagements. It was viewed as necessary not only to rectify 

its dwindling economy but from the spirit that it propagated against communism by leading a 

free and democratic world. At the time, the US policy reiterated “its commitment to 

spreading democracy, promoting market reforms, and improving human rights standards in 

the vast heartland of Eurasia.”87 The US proclaimed to support the values that shaped its 

liberalism and prosperity but it “has not spread its values globally, it has been selective and 

securing its interests.”88  

 

In establishing the political and social relations, the US perceptions on the instability of the 

CAR states after the Russian withdrawal and they are being vulnerable to socio-political 

problems, shattered economies, unsettling domestic polities of states, dictatorial governance, 

the evolution of radical Islamic forces, their establishing training and bases of operations and 

attempts to subvert or take over the governments by force, drug trade were the leading 

considerations. These fears on the security and stability of the CAR states predicting a 

prolonged security vacuum in the region resulted in the prioritization of security over social 

issues.89   
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The priority to security issues is also termed as the application of realpolitik since it involves 

tradeoffs under which the US supported authoritarian rulers taking the criticism that by 

providing security assistance to the police and internal security forces of repressive states, the 

US compromised its human rights standards.  In the post 9/11 period, it is observed that if the 

security concerns were controlled the US could live with the low-level civil conflict which 

was bound to be due to the impoverishment, distribution injustices, and corruption.90  Since 

the states were perceived as heading toward instability and internal conflicts, the rationale for 

an outside power to intervene in the issues of conflict is in the name of diffusing tensions to 

get leverage in the politics of the states and a region to promote foreign policy objectives.91 

 

Some observers note that the US policy encouraged and pursued the dictatorial governments 

of the CAR to move to liberalization and to open societies.92 The lessening control of the US 

on the growth of narcotics production and trade from Afghanistan is also taken as a failure of 

its policy on social issues. The US rhetoric and actual policy to continue interaction serve a 

realpolitik objective, though the US policy creates a paradox in the eyes of people and media. 

The US and the CAR state's government sometimes in their statements differ over the issues 

of security, which sometimes, come up with the US declarations related to democracy as a 

catalyst for durable stability. 

 

Many analysts question the US policy in neglecting democracy as the strategic, economic and 

energy interests took precedence over democracy and rights. The accessibility to energy 

resources and military strength is preferred to the promotion of civil freedoms and human 

rights.93 The US did not push hard on human rights and democracy issues in the increasing 

engagement with the CAR irrespective of their system of governance.94 Following realpolitik, 

the US accepted old communist dictators who gave a look of democracy to their rule and 
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ensured that the states did not replace their allegiance to Moscow and move into the orbit of 

Iran, Afghanistan and Islam.95 

 

There were opinions in the 1990s that the neglect of human rights would push the CAR 

towards conservatism and anti-Americanism with domestic upheavals leading to security 

threats.96 In practice, it has been observed that the political deprivation did cause frustration 

but the masses did not revolt against the usurpers since “democracy is not the objective on 

which they would sacrifice their comfort that came in their way” through expanded 

economies and prosperity in particular after the oil boom of 2003.97 In this respect, the 

societies are closer to Asian and Middle Eastern regions since Russian and Communist 

regimes replaced tribal control and people did never experience the important phase of 

societal development.98 

 

Justifying the policy on security and democracy, the US officials view that to blame on “the 

engagement with continuity of authoritarianism is a misconception since rulers even 

otherwise would have continued hold on power.99 Renewed Russian influence in the region 

and the spread of Islamic fundamentalist organizations and drug cartels would have been 

harmful to US long-term interests. The US policy thus deterred the establishment and 

expansion of such forces that may include citizen’s organizations, religious or secular, or the 

entities of other countries in the region.100 The US assistance and support consolidated the 

CAR regimes since the objective was “to prevent a country, a group of countries, or a 

transnational movement or organization from gaining control of the states in transition.”101 

 

Moreover, The US was not alone in neglecting the violation of rights in the CAR states.  

Despite the security vulnerabilities, and the question over the rights, it is not only the US, but 
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investors and governments in the United Kingdom, France, Italy, Russia, China, and the 

Middle East attempted to invest in the hydrocarbon resources of the CAR, since its deposits 

have yet to be explored or developed, and the national governments rely on foreign investors 

to provide the capital to undertake costly projects.102 

 

 

As a policy, the US emphasizes the promotion of democracy and rights in developing 

countries since it leads to a legal and economic framework that enables the citizens to 

participate in the policymaking.103  However, in practice, friendly states of the US in most of 

the cases are allowed to sidestep the emphasis on democracy with the reasoning that the 

experience of many emerging economies indicated that dictatorships and democracies 

economically grew at roughly the same pace.104 Stability in many cases is priority and once it 

is achieved, the US interests are safeguarded.  

 

By 2005, the US policy toward the CAR had “moved to less ambitious goals” however, 

“democracy promotion is not gone.” 105 Official rhetoric of the promotion of “independence 

and democracy” was maintained as an ideological construct with no necessary connection to 

reality.106  Deep down, there was no significant shift of the historical realpolitk, for which the 

democratic impulse remains a distraction, which is needed for the US policy makers to dress 

up measures.  
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Chapter 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

The study focuses on the US Policy toward Central Asia in the post communist transition 

period (1991-2005). What has been discussed in the preceding chapters provides a prism 

through which one can note various facets of the US policy toward Central Asia. It provides 

the objectives, the premises, and rationale on which the US built and implemented its policy 

toward the region. This section concludes the study with the thesis that mainly the realism 

impulses and power tools were predominant for the US policy toward Central Asia. 

 

In 1991, the five states of the CAR incited global interest for other states to engage with them 

given their strategic importance, economic potential, and they being old centers of 

civilizations. As stated in Chapter one (Introduction), the study finds its basis in the thesis 

that the US policy toward the CAR from 1991-2005 followed realpolitik and used the tools of 

liberalism to its advantage. Chapter two, brings in review of literature on theories, the US 

foreign policy and its basis, and the theoretical framework that has been used in the conduct 

of this study.  

 

Geo-politics of the CAR and the evolution of the US policy were discussed in Chapter 3. The 

US relations with the CAR in a few years encompassed all spheres including trade, foreign 

aid, military-military interaction, and investments in energy and minerals. The interaction of 

the US with the CAR was extended to their internal systems and institutions. The relationship 

moved to an integrated relationship that in the words of Haass, it lead “into arrangements that 

will sustain a world consistent with US interests and values.”1 On the surfacing of US policy 

toward the region, it was observed that analysts expressed varying opinions concerning the 
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region and its future in international politics. Since the US post-Cold-War policy aimed to 

expand global influence, the strategic, political, and economic importance of the CAR 

required the expanded engagements of the US.  

 

US policy gradually evolved after the establishment of relations with the CAR states in 1991. 

Soon their strategic, economic, and political importance started appearing in the policy briefs, 

media, and academic circles. A Russian factor was prominent in the initial engagement since 

it became the principal successor of the former Soviet Union although its internal politics 

remained unstable in the 1990s. Russia had initially colonized the Central Asian Region and 

it was feared that the old communist and conservative elements in Russia might have retaken 

the power and attempted to re-colonize the new CAR states.  

 

Due to Russian concerns, the US policy statements in the 1990s expressed support for the 

independent character, sovereignty, and stability of the new CAR states. In the evolution of 

the US policy in the early 1990s, some scholars have argued that the US had little knowledge 

regarding the CAR countries at the time of the Soviet withdrawal. The initial policy of the US 

was cautious and limited to the usual establishment of relations and the expression of its 

concerns on the stability and security of the region. Prominent US interests focused on the 

need to protect resources and the supply chain routes of hydrocarbon: especially oil, the rise 

in religious militancy in the region, and also to contain the influence of the regional powers 

most especially Russia, China, and Iran. Initial United States’ interests in the region also 

included though to a lesser extent concerns about narcotics, and the cross-border movements 

of weapons and terrorists.  

 



151 
 

Many observers in the 1990s argued that the US needed to rapidly engage with the Central 

Asian states at both governmental and nongovernmental levels so that the United States as a 

superpower could seize the opportunity to expand its global influence and engage the region 

in multifaceted relations. By the late 1990s, the views of some alarmists both inside and 

outside the government had intensified, suggesting that the CAR was engulfed in a wave of 

militancy and terrorism crises emanating from Afghanistan and Iran, and also including the 

expansion of Islamic militancy and various issues related to ethnic disturbances. The region 

was in transition and this would have repercussions on global security and stability. And, into 

this mix, the US engages the instabilities and potential future instabilities that were erupting 

or which might erupt in the region. And, there was real concern within some sections of the 

United States government that unrest in the CAR would spread into the neighboring areas of 

the Middle East and South Asia: two regions of major interest for the US.  

 

With the turn of events in 2001, the US decided to actively engage the states of Central Asia 

and, in this way, its policy moved into the realm of realpolitik. The subsequent action in the 

region revolved around its primacy, the primacy of realpolitik. The elements within the US 

government decided for a more offensive approach in its dealings with the states, as global 

events had brought CAR into the limelight.  By 2004, the US had reached a stage when it 

announced that its primary strategic goals now and into the future would be to see the 

development of the CAR states as independent, democratic, and stable.  

 

By the early twenty-first century, US policy concerning the Central Asian states had 

progressed. It was by then, to actively seeking influence in the region. It is also important to 

point out that its relationship with the CAR states remains a part of its global foreign policy. 

The end of the Cold War did not mean the “end of history.” Rather the end of the Cold War 
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allowed the US to evaluate and redesign the economic and military institutions that served its 

goals during that conflict. Political, military, and economic alliances such as North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO), General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 

International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Bank served US global interests. They 

were moved to ensure regional security and ingress in the regional markets both during the 

Cold War and in the post-cold war international environment. US engagement with regions 

around the world would also be linked with the transformation and future evolution of these 

institutions.  

In pursuance of its global agenda, the US would bring the CAR states to interact with the 

international institutions (of NATO, the IMF, and the World Bank) and also at the bilateral 

level. The US would establish relations with the regimes in power in individual states and 

express interest in enhancing relationships on issues related to stability and security, as well 

as on issues of military, economic and social cooperation. In the diplomatic exchanges with 

the leaders of Central Asian states, the US declared that the regions’ stability was crucial for 

its political and economic reforms for transition. The US offered economic and other aid for 

the development of political and economic advancement in the region so that regions’ 

economic potential, including its extensive natural resources, could be developed, and that 

the regional states could develop their international economic and financial institutions, both 

in terms of each countries internal growth, and also in terms of each countries growing 

relationship with US institutions both private and public.  

Strategic; Military and Security Relations 

The National Security strategies issued by the United States during the period under study in 

the dissertation stress security and stability in the Central Asian nations and the surrounding 

region. The US judged the security and stability of the region as crucial for the US national 
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interests. US interaction on strategic issues has been discussed in Chapter 4. The US policy 

followed from the concerns that CAR states were part of the former Soviet Union’s sphere 

which had been fleshed out in the Warsaw Pact to counter the United States cold war grand 

strategy of containment. From the 1991 collapse of the Soviet Union, there was now a 

security vacuum in the region, after the Russian withdrawal. That regional power vacuum 

threatened regional (and global) security and stability. It was also a region at risk of weapons 

proliferation, as well as a region of important energy and natural resource supplies for the 

West with implications for international private and public investments and the global 

economy. The US would thus have to engage the CAR states at both strategic and military 

levels. 

In pursuance of its military and strategic objectives, the United States government moved into 

the region through a variety of multilateral institutions and it also promoted the partnership 

programs of NATO with the CAR states. Programs initiated by the US were effective. US-

sponsored initiatives - - initiatives to make the militaries of the CAR states malleable 

institutions for the West by promoting links between the defense institutions of the United 

States and each of the Central Asian countries individually. From an international system’s 

perspective, the US was able to induce a nuclear-free regime in the CAR and in particular, to 

achieve nuclear disarmament of Kazakhstan and established links with its militaries and of 

the other states.  

Multilateral interactions along with various bilateral military and strategic relationships were 

developed (as set out by Roy Jones).  After the mid-1990s, the US had established direct 

military relations with almost all five states. And importantly, the US shifted the strategic 

affairs of the Central Asian Region from its European military command to CENTCOM-- 

linking it with the Middle East.  And, later after 9/11, in the wake of the US campaign against 
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terrorism and its attacks on Afghanistan this venue would prove to be important. CENTCOM 

brought bilateralism to the United States’ strategic dealings with the CAR states. With time 

and in the wake of the post 9/11 war on terror, the US was -- crucially-- able to establish 

military bases in the CAR states. The events of 9/11 brought the Central Asian Region into 

the center of US attention and spread strategic partnerships most notably, the establishment of 

military bases in the region. As some scholars argue, because of this strategic interest, the 

U.S. is not critical enough of Central Asian regimes. Those regimes have become 

increasingly authoritarian and the United States had, these scholars argue, not pushed back 

against them. 

During the 1991-2005 period, many regional processes emerged to deal with security and 

stability issues in which Russia and China were also active. In its statements, the US 

supported the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and other regional processes that 

addressed regional security and stability. The US also established diplomatic links with the 

Security Cooperation Organization (SCO). The US did actively support some initiatives like 

the Conference on Interaction & Confidence Building Measures in Asia (CICA) which served 

as a confidence-building forum for Asia, and the US encouraged the CAR leaders to develop 

it as a collaborative framework. The US also started participating in major initiatives in the 

region ranging from nonproliferation confidence-building measures in Asia (for security and 

stability) to economic projects, pipelines, energy development, and social and cultural 

development. 

Economic Interaction  

Economic relations of the US with the CAR states -- these new states were transforming 

toward free-market economic systems and decentralized governance -- were crucial from the 

beginning. This issue was examined in Chapter 5. In the initial period of interaction 
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beginning in 1991, US policymakers’ views were mostly that the CAR states were peripheral 

to US interests (with little economic transactions with the US) but later following 9/11 it 

came to be understood by members of the Department of State that their energy reserves, 

markets for consumer and capital goods and opportunities for investment were of enormous 

potential. The US government’s policy supported the CAR states in adopting liberal 

economic policies in external and internal matters and emphasized that these steps were 

crucial for them to develop relations with the West and for the promotion of investments and 

prosperity.  

 

The transition of the CAR states toward a market economic system was also important for the 

US since its failure would pose a threat to the success and prosperity of the US-led global 

economic system built on the Bretton Woods agreements. Through its aid and investment 

policies, the US extended necessary support to the CAR states in their transition toward 

liberal economic systems and persuaded them to adopt free trade practices, open their 

markets for investments and become members of international regimes. The US aid aimed to 

develop the social infrastructure of the states besides the provision of support to the 

governments. 

 

Through its active engagement in the transition and development process the US secured 

business and investment opportunities in the CAR states. The US companies got hold of the 

markets related to consumer and capital goods and for supplies to the oil and gas 

development fields. The US multinationals flourished in the region and engaged in many 

ventures that are spread for a longer time. The US advanced the construction of new pipelines 

bypassing the Russian territory and allowing the CAR states extra revenues and lessening of 
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dependency on Russia. It aroused moves from Russia and China to compete in the region for 

trade, investments, and energy development. 

 

The enhancement of economic relations is attributed to the fact that the CAR states had 

realized the value to get closer to the US, a global economic power, for trade, investment, and 

development aid as well as its being an important player in international economic 

institutions. By 2005, the alternatives were coming along and getting in their way. Russia and 

China had attained economic and material resources to play the economic game of 

competition in CAR -- for trade, investments, and military interaction. CAR states had also 

developed their resources and were able to enhance revenues, in consequence of escalating 

energy prices, and the enhanced revenues that the CAR states collected from those oil and gas 

profits allowed them to initiate many economic development programs. 

Social and Political Relations 

The US also moved to try to the transform internal political and social structures of the CAR 

states. This effort has been discussed in Chapter 6. The policy statements of the US 

emphasized the need for democracy and the protection of the rights of the people. This aspect 

relates to the promotion of liberal values -- with which the record of the US is critically 

discussed by analysts. The US supported the internal transition of the institutions of law and 

order, the judicial system, the electoral process, and NGOs. However, the US evaded 

criticism of the dictatorial practices of the CAR governments -- which were made evident in 

US State Department reports on human rights. US criticism of the CAR states’ human rights 

practices was positively correlated to CAR states’ for US strategic ambitions in the region.  
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In terms of human rights and freedom: Islam, the religion of majority people in the CAR 

states, has important relevance in understanding their external relations with the United 

States. After their independence, the role of Islam was pictured by some members of the US 

state department as a radical force and a threat especially with the expansion of Salafi Islam 

from the Middle East into the region. The US worked to ensure that the linkages of the CAR 

states with hard-line Islamic entities of other states were checked. The CAR regimes also 

suppressed religious freedom to keep the societies away from Islamic movements-- and in 

this effort, they had the full support of the United States. 

 

Besides strategic issues, the US also focused on peripheral issues to build trust and 

confidence to assure private corporate investors of its protection. Issues included the 

environment, water resources, the Aral Sea’s environment issues, transboundary Rivers, and 

regional cooperation on the Caspian Sea, the latter, of which has significant oil and gas 

potential. The US also provided assistance to the Central Asian states in projects for water 

supply and public health; it constructed chlorination facilities in several cities along the Amu 

Darya delta in the CAR.  

 

The US has not objected to the managed democracy model being practiced by Russia, the 

region’s past colonial master, and adopted by the CAR states. Such a system of pluralistic 

governance with authoritarianism suits the US since its record on human liberties for other 

nations and regions shows that it would trade off rights and freedom for stability, security, 

and institution building. In the case of the CAR, the US as a liberal hegemon prioritized a 

military and a security agenda - - an approach that is in line with the policy of realpolitik.  

The US however, expressed vocal support to the movements for democracy in the region. It 
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supported the movements of the NGO’s in the process of educating people in the election 

processes and the establishment of political parties.  

 

US influence in the CAR 

 

By the end of 2005, the US achieved a certain level of influence and strength in the Central 

Asian Region. The US engagement with CAR intensified to the extent that the region became 

one of the largest recipients of US military, economic aid, and investment in the world 

outside Europe. The US promised global security and prosperity in the region through the 

exploitation of resources via huge investments. With this active engagement, it attained 

enormous influence and a certain level of leverage over the affairs of the region’s states. The 

US expected that its power could transform the CAR states and their systems to become 

conducive to the needs of capitalist economies.2 

 

In the process to gain influence in the region and enhance engagement, the US policies 

targeted strategic alliances. It was done with the support of local regimes, military 

deployments, the use of aid for political gains, and the strengthening of multinationals into 

the region. The underlying assumption of US policies, therefore, hinged in the period from 

1991-2005, as it did during the cold war era, on the internal stability of its allies and the 

degree of convergence of their vital interests with those of the US and the disregard of CAR 

states’ systems of governance. The realpolitik policy of the US toward the CAR intended to 

oust competitors and to deny other states and non-state actors, the ability to establish a sphere 

of influence in the region. The US did not impede the processes, even if these involved 

Russia and China since it would have placed an unnecessary burden on resources.  
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US promotion of the inter-Tajik peace talks under the auspices of the UN to ease tensions and 

its support for the deployment of UN observers in Tajikistan, as well as its pushing Russian-

CIS "peacekeeping" forces to cooperate, paved the way for a role for the US in the region. It 

became a major humanitarian and developmental donor with its interactive role in the Tajik 

civil war. The US engagement with Kazakhstan in the early 1990s not only successfully 

ended nuclear proliferation but also provided huge investment opportunities of investment for 

its Multinational Corporations. Kazakhstan agreed to US investments happily, since it needed 

to develop its energy sector and diversify its energy supply markets. The US continues, to 

this day to regularly interact with the regional processes in the CAR.  

 

However, policy paradoxes -- between the US global policy of idealistic enthusiasm behind 

its campaign for democracy and its commitments to the hard geopolitical realities -- are 

visible in the Central Asian Region as well. US’s interactions in the region and its maneuvers 

to enhance its influence -- and talks of the promotion of its value system -- are looked upon 

with suspicion by the CAR’s rulers and peoples. The intensification of relations -- in the 

presence of such paradoxes in which the US continues to develop relations with the 

authoritarian regimes -- is termed by Idealists and EU think tanks as having continuity with 

its Cold War hegemonic behavior.3 

 

In pursuing its economic interests US policy has some distinct characteristics.  For realists, 

the increasing role of economic forces and the economic needs shape the US policy. On this 

view, the goal is to seek global influence and maintain economic and political preponderance 

for the pursuit of US national interests.4 US foreign policy contains a wide range of tools 

including aid, payoffs, sanctions, economic incentives, and more. But “military engagements 

remain its integral part.”5 In the context of the US policy toward the CAR states, the US 
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supported the entry of the states into international organizations in pursuance of a set of 

global policy objectives of the US, a set of global policies under which the new states were to 

be brought under the international economic system built and supported by the West.6 

 

In the period 1991 to 2005, the US moved into adventurism -- both economic and military-

linked with its strategic maneuvering in the region. In this way, the US attempted to create a 

stable political and economic climate favorable to American business interests. It involved 

itself in the resolution of conflicts and peace in the region. The US interacted with the 

internal structures of the states and was not perturbed by the states’ dictatorial rule, since its 

behavior assured control for effective pro-US policy in its interaction with these foreign 

powers, without much regard for those foreign powers’ domestic constituencies. Such CAR 

rulers do not put restrictions on the model of economic development favored by donors and 

international financial institutions. They easily conform to an external model of aid and 

investment programs to grow their economies -- so that both they (as rulers) and their citizens 

can live in more prosperous countries.  

 

Challenges to the US 

 

While, the points of salience discussed above, in which the US can promote its interests in the 

CAR with something of a guarded hegemonic role, one is taken as the success of its policies 

in the region, at the end of 2005 some scholars including myself have observed that a future 

reversal of US expansion of influence is possible. The reversal would be the natural outcome 

of structural elements in international politics that describe the temporary withdrawal of 

power from a region as part of an aggressive strategy of realism in the wake of strong 

opponents.  
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In this regard the phenomena that are observed flow from the fact that the initial support of 

stability and security in the CAR states did allow the US to deepen its engagement and 

confidence at a point where it was able to get military bases established when needed in its 

Afghan operations.  However, the issues that cause instability in the CAR remain simmering. 

Rulers in the region continue to suppress oppositional militants, which continue their 

activities. And too, and of course, at a much lesser scale, control over narcotics and drug 

trafficking is loosening and the rulers’ powers in the region -- and this has resulted, at times, 

to ask the US to reduce its physical presence in the region. 

 

The regional players are also a contributing factor. The CAR states were driven away from 

the US in 2003 when Russia promised military equipment support and joint ventured 

investments without making aspersions on the democratic record of the rulers as the US does 

in its policy statements. The CAR witnessed the emergence of many sub-regional 

mechanisms with varying objectives and almost all of these included Russia in the center and 

had limited linkages with the US. The US in its policy maintained a level of understanding 

with Russia since the cooperation was considered as rewarding, however, “traditional 

geopolitical struggle was evident.”7 

 

This thesis has observed that the US undertakings in the CAR are the derivatives of regional 

instability, natural resources, extremism, and market opportunities which brought the support 

of the regional states in the initial period. However, the support and understanding of the 

regional actors converted into concerns when the US brought in military bases and also, if to 

a lesser extent with the alternate routes for pipelines. This resulted in competition and 
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introduced new alliances. If Russia openly opposes the US presence in the CAR it would 

renew the Cold War tactics of covert and overt operations in intelligence. Russia would 

cooperate with anti-American elements leading to new threats to regional instability and in 

the zero-sum game, the element of competition would be enhanced and not reduced. 

 

The US economic cooperation that allowed Multinationals to expand their businesses and 

investments in the energy sector and pipelines projects, and the Silk Road transport corridor 

to lessen the dependence of energy exports of the CAR through Russia, was being checked by 

the Russian maneuvers in which the institutional arrangements like the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization (SCO) and Russian and Chinese joint ventures with the CAR states were being 

developed.  

 

Limitations of the Study 

No study is without limitations. As was mentioned in the chapter one, that in selecting the 

method of analysis based on geopolitical and geo-economic approaches, and the theoretical 

framework of International Relations Foreign Policies limit the analysis of plausible things 

that “might happen” in the future. The limitations of the study are also spread over the 

availability of the relevant material, fluid internal politics in states, and intricacies of the 

transition process which would lead to sudden change of stances by the leaders of the states. 

On the US side there were also evolving engagements in Iraq and Afghanistan with 

repercussions on the neighboring regions, and the ensuing policies that varied from time to 

time. The evolution in the region emphasized a widening scope of events that had the chances 

of losing focus. There was also competition from regional powers China and Russia, which 

required the inclusion of many other variables leading the study unmanageable.  
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   Concluding remarks 

 

In the power politics of the CAR, the US is in a situation of relative preeminence; greater 

ability than others to shape issues and agenda of the international regimes and to influence 

the terms of interaction between states and the distribution of resulting pay-off remains to 

pursue its national interests in the Post Cold War period. Its policy of realpolitik did not 

change in the post-Cold War period and hence the policy tools also did not change. The post-

Cold War transformation brought concerns for the US global policy due to the precipitous 

decline of Russia, emerging new states in Eastern Europe and Asia, changing patterns of 

power with the increasing ability of lesser order powers to expand influence in world politics.  

 

At the same time, in the transformed post-Cold War world order, the problems of the CAR 

states were similar as well as distinguishable from those of other states. They are and will 

remain in transition for some time to come. Unlike many other former Soviet states that are 

geographically positioned near Europe, these states are not pulled or pushed by Europe 

toward the western economic and social system. Their transition remains slow and has been a 

mix of Asian (Chinese and Japanese model), the old centralized (communist) system of 

governance, and injections of market economic principles with which the US would have to 

deal. 

 

It is also important to note that political power is situational; the US remains a power in many 

other regions such as the Middle East but is less influential in the CAR. The US was facing 

challenges in its policy toward the CAR in 2005 which is explained in degrees as a result of 

systemic changes in international politics. The US followed the realists’ prescriptions that 

strategic, economic, and social interaction would allow it the necessary leverages with the 
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CAR states. However, the US and the CAR state's relations have seen ups and down under 

the convergence of interests that changed with time and situations.  

 

At times, the US has been more concerned with instability in the CAR coming out of 

militancy. Sometimes, the US’s views on the nature of governance and rights in the CAR 

states find disagreements with those states themselves. In the early 1990s, the CAR states 

were eager to interact with the US since they viewed it as offering opportunities and potential 

for businesses and investments and the same was the case with the US and this was a 

convergence of interests in the post-Cold War environment that was conducive to the use of 

soft power along with hard power -- given increased interdependence. 

 

The perceived US policy, in the early Clinton period that it was moving toward international 

cooperation led many third world states to get closer to the US. This impression was however 

short-lived and by the mid-1990s -- when the WTO was signed -- US policy turned back to 

realpolitik. It slowed down the pace of the development of US relations with the CAR, but 

these relations again accelerated after 9/11 -- during the time the interests in the shape of the 

fight against terror converged at the turn of the century. Such fluctuations and the question 

about the purpose of the use of power and the conduct of US policy towards these developing 

countries remains a dilemma -- and many third world countries find ambiguities in the US 

foreign policy.  

 

At times, Russia and China offered to cooperate with the US in its relations with the CAR, 

particularly in the beginning. But later they turned into competitors. It happened after US 

policy moved to military deployment, use of force (in neighboring Afghanistan), seeking 

allies in the war against terror, support of revolutions against undesirable regimes in the CIS, 
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and isolation of states from their joining the global economic system; the realpolitik tools. 

This brings in the fact that competition breeds competition and the relations of the US and 

regional neighboring powers get unstable due to power politics since these are the 

instruments to pursue the goal through military hard power that heats the realpolitik in the 

Central Asian Region.   

 

The US behavior that was not found vague in many of the writings of the scholars as 

discussed in the previous sections is explained with Waltz’s explanations that in the structural 

theory the “unipolarity appears as the least durable of international configurations.” It is due 

to two reasons the first one that too many tasks beyond ones’ borders diminishes the power 

and the second one is that even if a dominant power behaves with moderation, restraint, and 

forbearance, weaker states will worry about its future behavior.8 

The economic interests of the US are stressed in many National Security Strategies; the 

purpose of the US foreign policy is to create favorable conditions for the economy. 

Moreover, Energy is crucial for US politics. Notwithstanding, the difficulties and the linkages 

of CAR states with Russia, the US continued to invest in the energy sector and that sector’s 

pipelines in the CAR. This certainly favors the US in the region since it allows openness of 

the CAR region that brings in more confidence of the people who benefit from the resources. 

Researchers, in general, advise the US to principally focus its energies against other great 

powers and to take a more relaxed attitude toward smaller powers -- except in the case where 

a small state is in a strategic location, in which case it would require engagement. It is similar 

to those that fall under the rubric of “offshore balancing,” a grand strategy.9 People and rulers 

of the third world regions are more sensitive to the paradoxes of the policies of the big 

powers and consider it a threat as pointed out by Waltz. The CAR states offer good incentives 
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to investors, and multinationals have flourished in the region. However, it is expected by the 

people in the CAR states that this activity will bring prosperity for the general populace in the 

CAR. The people expect investments in the social sectors of society will be forthcoming.  

As long as the economic partnership of the US with the CAR in the form of investments and 

trade does not bring in the securitization of economic issues that would enhance military and 

strategic engagement for the protection of economic interests leading to limiting the rights of 

the people and restricting democracy, the relations would develop to the benefit of the US. It 

entails that the US needs to develop an understanding with the rulers of the CAR states as 

well as with the peoples of those states instead of attempts to develop military engagements 

only. Interaction in the social, welfare, and education functions of the Central Asian 

governments should be enlarged.  

One could say that the US policy contains all the tools of realpolitik necessary to 

prescriptions for power politics. The United States aimed at the development of influence in 

the CAR through military, economic, and social tools. However, the observations of Colin 

Powell need to be reiterated: that the US foreign policy does pursue strategic goals but 

sometimes the emphasis on some issues, for example, the war on terror, put other pursuits in 

the background while the media and scholarly literature concentrate on military maneuvers 

only. 
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End Notes 

                                                 
1 As stated by Haass, http://www.glovesoff.org/features/beams_0703.html 
 
2 President George W. Bush predicted more democratic changes across the Caucasus and Central Asia and 
pledged Washington would help newly democratic governments. “Bush Foresees Changes in the Caucasus, 
Central Asia”, Anatoly Medetsky, STAFF WRITER, 25 May 2005, 
http://feeds.bignewsnetwork.com/redir.php?jid=70f15bcc0ca26c1f&cat=929bcf2071e81801 
 
3 Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz,  American Hegemony: Without an Enemy, Foreign Policy, No. 92 
(Autumn, 1993), pp. 5-23 
 
4 Emily S. Rosenberg, Economic Interests and the United States Foreign Policy, in Martel, Gordon, ed. American 
Foreign Relations Reconsidered 1890-1993, Routledge, 1994, p-37, the US articulates the national interests and 
include economic goals since it is needed due to recovering from the economic depression of the 1980s;  
 
5 Nick Beams “not force held in abeyance but force expanded became a hallmark of US policy in the 1990s" 
with Clinton’s two terms producing an “unprecedented level of military activism”, The Political Economy of 
American Militarism http://www.glovesoff.org/features/beams_0703.html, (accessed 24 Oct. 2006) 
 
6 Kenneth Waltz, 2000, Waltz’s in the examination of NATO observes that international institutions are 
"instrument[s] for maintaining America’s domination of the foreign and military policies of [other] states.” 
 
7 Olcott, Åslund & Garnett (1999), Getting It Wrong: Regional Cooperation and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, Washington DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, pp 77-107 
 
8 Kenneth N. Waltz, Structural Realism after the Cold War, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 1 (Summer, 
2000), pp. 5-41  
 
9 On offshore balancing, see Layne 2006, Posen 2007, Walt 2005b 

http://www.glovesoff.org/features/beams_0703.html
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