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Abstract:  One of the factors effective in determining foreign policies of the countries is the issues of 
national security. This is especially true of the bilateral relations of countries which experience 
common security problems and affected by this situation. After its independence the Uzbekistani 
administration perceived their basic threat as “fundamentalism”. Thus in the first years of 
independence, Tashkent tried to come closer to The United States of America (USA) so as to 
overcome this threat. In response to this, the USA, did not develop a comprehensive policy 
towards Uzbekistan. But the USA faced a similar security threat with September 11th attacks. 
Along with the increase of the Central Asia’s geopolitical importance following the September 
11th attacks, Washington increased its relations with Uzbekistan and bilateral relations reached 
to the level of strategic partnership. Because of the common threat perception, the USA 
overcame the Taliban by taking advantage of Uzbekistan's geopolitical position. Meanwhile the 
Uzbekistani administration largely avoided “radical” movements through this war. However, 
emergence of the Colour Revolutions in the former Soviet republics, supported by the USA, 
destructed these relations. But in recent years both Kerimov and Obama administrations have 
tried to amend Uzbek American relations. Some positive developments have been witnessed 
since 2011. Because the USA, who has problematic relations with Pakistan administration, 
needs Uzbekistan’s land again. In this study, the bilateral relations between the US, which 
became the sole super power in the post-Cold War period, and Uzbekistan, the most powerful 
country in Central Asia, are analyzed in the context of security issues.  
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Introduction 

15 Republics, gaining their independence in the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union, took 
part in the international system as new actors. However, these countries were faced with many 
problems in the process of state-building. These countries mainly coped with problems alike, getting 
rid of their dependence on Moscow, switching to market economy, improving their relations with the 
international actors, institutionalizing public institutions and facing security threats. Security 
problems in particular have become the fundamental factor in determining both foreign and domestic 
policies of these countries. In fact, the civil wars that broke out in Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and 
Tajikistan demonstrate how fragile the political structures of the concerned countries were. 

 Of these countries, Uzbekistan has been different in the Central Asian region in many ways. 
It has the largest (approximately 30 million) population after the Russian Federation and Ukraine 
among the ex- Soviet republics. In addition, Uzbekistan is the only country that has the most 
ethnically-homogenous structure among the Central Asian countries. This country is the only country 
that is a candidate for becoming the regional power in Central Asia due to the factors such as having 
the strongest army in the region, many natural sources and a developing economy. In addition, the 
geopolitical location of Uzbekistan offers it the freedom of action as well. Situated in the hearth of 
Central Asia, this country shares borders with Afghanistan and other Central Asian countries, while it 
has no shared borders with the regional powers such as Russia, China or Iran1. 

 The domestic and foreign policies of Uzbekistan that followed in the aftermath of its 
independence were heavily shaped under the influence of its security problems. In particular, the 
security of political regime, struggle against fundamental activities, and prevention of regional civil 
wars from spreading over Uzbekistan became the most important political priorities. This policy of 
the Uzbek administration is clearly observed in the bilateral relations they established with 
international actors such as the USA, Russia and China. Islam Kerimov’s administration presented the 
idea of collaboration in combat against these security problems as the precondition for improving 
bilateral relations. 

On the other hand, the USA has gradually become a strategic actor in the former Soviet 
geography in the post-Cold War period. Primarily, having established good relationships with the 
countries in the region, the USA has begun to compete with Russia in Central Asia and the Caucasus. 
This power struggle resembles the great game experienced by the United Kingdom (England) and 
Russia in the same geographical area at the beginning of twentieth century. In the 1990s, the USA 
followed policies such as supporting the independence of the countries in the region, having a say in 
the exploitation of energy sources in the region and denuclearizing countries in the region. 

 The geopolitical importance of the region increased with the September11th attacks. The 
USA, planning to interfere in the Taliban administration, started to increase bilateral relations with 
Central Asian countries. From this period onwards, the US policy regarding the region was not only 
determined by the low politics of the economic interests but also the security issues considered high 
politics. So the US became engaged to the developments in the region. As a natural result of this 
strategy shift, Uzbekistan, the most powerful country in the region, gained importance for the USA. 
Thus, the relationship between two countries with similar security problems temporarily turned into 
an allied relationship. In the present study, the relationship between the USA, the unique super power 
in the world, and Uzbekistan, the most powerful country in Central Asia, will be analyzed in the 
context of security problems. 

 



The Effects of Security Problems on the USA- Uzbekistan Relations 

Vol. 11, No. 3, Fall 2012 

| 29 

Uzbekistan’s Main Security Issues: Fundamentalism and Civil Wars in Neighboring Countries 

Of the countries of Central Asia, the countries where the impact of religion in social life is observed 
in the most intense way, are Uzbekistan and Tajikistan. Madrassas and Sufi institutions in Uzbekistan 
have always met the region’s need for religious functionary in the historical process. Despite “atheist” 
propaganda in the period of the Soviet Union, this “religious” structure, in the region were partially 
preserved. Moscow's more lenient policies towards religions with Glastnost in the 1980s, economic 
problems, the activities of some radical groups of the Middle East origining in Uzbekistan, and the 
civil wars neighboring Afghanistan and Tajikistan affected the radical movements in the region. As a 
result of the repressive policies implemented by the Karimov administration, these religious groups 
became marginalized and began to carry out terrorist acts. 

Two radical groups operating in Uzbekistan come to the fore: the Islamic Movement of 
Uzbekistan (IMU) and Hizb ut-Tahrir (HT). IMU was established under the leadership of Tahir 
Yoldash, who fled Uzbekistan after the movement of suppression and arrest initiated by Karimov in 
1992 and under the military responsibility of Cuma Namangani. The organization established links 
with the Tajik opposition movement and the Taliban, and received military and doctrinal training in 
Afghanistan. Thus, Islamic movements in Central Asia in ideological and methodological 
perspectives began to become “radical”.  

In the second half of the 1990’s, terrorist actions, some of which were undertaken by IMU, 
were committed against the Uzbek administration. Four Uzbek policemen were killed in the city of 
Namangan in December, 19972. A large-scale attempt to assassinate Islam Karimov was made in 
Tashkent in February, 1999. 13 people were killed and 128 people were injured in the bomb attack3. 
Penetrating from Tajikistan into the region of Batken in Kyrgyzstan in the summer of 1999, IMU 
guerrillas took four Japanese engineers and some Kyrgyz officers as hostage and kept the area under 
occupation for nine weeks. Indicating that their intention was to overthrow the Karimov 
administration, the guerrillas passed through Fergana Valley to return to Afghanistan because of 
winter conditions4. In August of 2000, IMU militants clashed with Uzbek armed forces in 
mountainous district of the Surkhandaria region in the southern Uzbekistan. The clashes, in which 
more than 100 soldiers were killed, soon spread to the outskirts of Tashkent. A big blow was 
delivered to IMU by the operation organized after the events of September 11. However, the 
organization was not completely destroyed. Some members infiltrated Central Asia again and began 
to wait for suitable conditions. Later, they organized suicide attacks which continued for four days in 
Uzbekistan in April 2005. In addition, they organized attacks on the embassies of the USA and Israel 
in June 20055.  

Originating in the Middle East, Hizb ut Tahrir (HT) is an organization carrying out its 
activities on a global scale by peaceful means, without choosing the path of violence. Within the 
organization, studies concerning the caliphate, jihad and the Islamic state are carried out6. HT, which 
is active in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan as well as in Uzbekistan with propaganda techniques, aims to 
establish a religious state in Central Asia. The strength of the organization is increasing day by day. 
The number of members only in and around Tashkent is claimed to have reached 60 thousand in the 
2000s7. The reason for this increase is that the gap after IMU and other radical organizations left 
Uzbekistan has been filled by HT. Although the organization did not resort to violence, the Karimov 
administration held HT responsible for the terrorist acts and has launched operations against this 
organization since 19988. Other developments which became security issues for Uzbekistan in the 
post-independence period were the civil war that started in Tajikistan and Afghanistan. Tajik civil 
war occurred as the result of a power struggle between the elite of the Communist Party of Tajikistan 
and the Tajik opposition groups after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Approximately 100,000 
people died and 600,000 people had to emigrate because of this civil war. Tajik government began to 
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take control in and around Dushanbe with the support of Uzbekistan and Russia after February 1993. 
A cease-fire was signed on 17 September, 19949.  

Uzbekistan was influenced by the Tajik civil war in many ways, because a large number of 
Tajiks live in Uzbekistan and many Uzbeks live in Tajikistan. In addition, close economic relations 
were established between Uzbekistan and some regions of Tajikistan. The Kerimov administration's 
most important concern was that if Tajik opposition forces seized power, Tajiks in Uzbekistan and the 
radical forces would be affected. The leader of IMU had already settled in Tajikistan during the civil 
war. Afterwards, as a result of the pressures that Tashkent put on Duşanbey, he settled in 
Afghanistan, in the region of Mazar-i Sharif, densely populated by Uzbeks10. However, there is still a 
fragile structure in the political system of Tajikistan. After the civil war, the Kerimov administration 
started a struggle for influence on this country, which led to competition with Russia from time to 
time.   

After the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from Afghanistan in 1989, the power struggle 
between the mujahedeen groups turned into a civil war after a short period of time. The civil war was 
exacerbated when a group of madrasa students who called themselves “Taliban” joined the fight aide 
by Pakistan. After a short time, the Taliban dominated an important part of Afghanistan. The Taliban 
forces occupied Kandahar and made it the capital city in 1994. In 1995, they took control of Herat, 
which is located in western Afghanistan and densely populated by Shiites and of Kabul in 1996. On 
the other hand, various groups such as Ahmad Shah Massoud and Uzbek General 
Abdul Rashid Dostum formed the "Northern Alliance" against the Taliban. However, the alliance 
received financial support from foreign countries, especially from Uzbekistan, but did not succeed 
against the Taliban. Mazar-i Sharif, the center of the Northern Alliance, was taken over by the 
Taliban in 199811. With the removal of the "Northern Alliance" buffer, the Taliban became neighbors 
with Uzbekistan. 

The civil war experienced in Afghanistan, the population of which consists of six percent 
Uzbeks, became a security problem for Uzbekistan in many respects.  Primarily, the theocratic 
government coming to power in Afghanistan threatened "secular" Uzbekistan and other Central Asian 
Republics. IMU leaders had already settled in Afghanistan after Tajikistan and organized operations 
against Uzbekistan from there. These operations increased especially after the fall of Kandahar. The 
Karimov administration tried to get closer with Russia and other Central Asian republics in order to 
take measures against the problem of Afghanistan. The Kerimov administration bargained with 
Taliban authorities in order for some of the members of the IMU to be given to Uzbekistan. However, 
the Taliban's requirement of "recognition" prevented them from reaching an agreement12.  

 

September 11th: Security Syndrome of the USA  

Throughout its history, the foreign and security policies of the USA were generally shaped through 
the "other" considered as a threat by the USA13. In the nineties when the Cold War ended, 
Washington began to probe post-Soviet security problems. These problems were then so complex and 
ambiguous that they could not be simplified into a single state or an ideology. This situation was 
mentioned in the national Security Strategy (NSS) 1991 as “..This new era offers great hope, but this 
hope must be tempered by the even greater uncertainty we face. Almost immediately new crises and 
instabilities came upon us. …We face new challenges not only to our security, but the our ways of 
thinking about security”14. Washington was worried about the possibilities that the power vacuum 
occurring after the dissolution of the Soviet Union might be filled by alternative power or power 
blocks, and that these powers might control the strategic regions around the world. A report published 
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by the Pentagon in 1992 indicated that it was necessary to prevent these developments15. In this 
context, it is thought- provoking that in the 1991 NSS document there was a title for Germany and 
Japan, which became the economic rivals16.  

Some officials in Washington, including President Bill Clinton, began to use the concept of 
"Rogue States" for some states which had problematic relations with the USA of 1994. The following 
countries have been added in different periods to the list of countries whose most important feature is 
to threaten international security by providing support for terrorism: Iran, Iraq, Libya, Cuba, Sudan, 
and North Korea17. Even though some strategic objectives were set for the American government 
failed to define “other” in a clear way and accordingly could not develop a comprehensive foreign 
policy doctrine during this period. 

The USA gradually began to face a new version of terror in the nineties. As of 1993, terrorist 
acts at home and abroad began to be organized by radical organizations against the citizens of the 
USA. Unlike the previous ones, these acts were organized by fundamentalist movements, not by 
socialist or nationalist organizations. It is suspected that Al-Qaeda was involved in the attack on the 
World Trade Center in 1993. Hezbollah is indicted for the acts organized in Dhahran in 1995 and 
1996. Persons associated with Al-Qaeda organized attacks against U.S. citizens in Kenya and 
Tanzania in 1998 and in Yemen in 200018.  

Bin Laden and his organization were held responsible for the attacks organized after 1995. 
This organization, whose headquarters is in Afghanistan under the control of the Taliban, was to 
cause the deterioration of relations between the USA and Afghanistan under the Taliban. This is 
because Washington supported local insurgents (among them Bin Laden) during the Soviet 
occupation, and it supported the Taliban, the fundamentalist movement, during the civil war which 
began after the end of the occupation19. Unlike the support for the mujahedin, US support for the 
Taliban was political rather than military. The USA was of the opinion that the Taliban would 
establish peace and stability in Afghanistan, and unlike Iran, it was trying to create a traditional 
society rather than exporting the Islamic ideology20. After the attacks organized by Al-Qaeda, 
Washington put pressure on the Taliban and wanted Bin Laden to be consigned to the USA. As Laden 
was not consigned to the USA, Taliban bases were shelled by the U.S. air force in 1998-9.The 
decision of a number of embargoes towards the Taliban was made by the UN Security Council in 
200021.  

Thus, step by step, the fight against "terrorism" began to be included in the U.S. foreign and 
security policies. However, terrorism still did not occupy an important place in American politics 
during this period. Still, terrorism was an international threat and destruction by this threat would be 
extremely devastating with the spread of nuclear and biological weapons. Multilateral and soft 
strategies were adopted while fighting the threat22. The NSS made the following statements about the 
fight against terrorism under the heading of Transnational Threats in 1997: “… (1) make no 
concessions to terrorists ; (2) bring all pressure to bear on state sponsors of terrorism; (3) fully 
exploit all available legal mechanisms to punish international terrorists; and (4)help other 
governments improve their capabilities to combat terrorism”23.    The military operations organized 
were carried out for "deterrence". 

 Radical changes in the USA foreign and security policies occurred after the September 11th 
attacks. Terrorism became “the new other” of Washington, something it had been in search so for 
nearly a decade. President George W. Bush mentioned “state war” in a statement a day after the 
attacks: “The deliberate and deadly attacks which were carried out yesterday against our country 
were more than acts of terror. They were acts of war”24. He declared the Bush doctrine during his 
speech at the Congress on 20 October, 2001. In the doctrine, radical methods in the fight against 
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terrorism forced the nations around the world to make a certain choice: “We will pursue nations that 
provide aid or safe haven to terrorism. Every nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. 
Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists”25.  

On the other hand, the NSS announced in October 2002 that it was clearly emphasized that 
"terrorism" was the new "other" of the USA: “The United States of America is fighting a war against 
terrorists of global reach. The enemy is not a single political regime or person or religion or 
ideology. The enemy is terrorist.26.” The other striking issues in the Bush Doctrine and in the NSS 
2002 publication were the new military strategies such as "Preventive War" and "Preemptive Strike"27 
in the USA defense policies. According to these strategies, The United States “must be prepared to 
stop [them-the states that have weapons of mass destruction (WMD)]and their terrorist clients before 
they are able to threaten or use’ WMD, and to achieve this, it ‘will, if necessary, act preemptively ‘, 
not only when an enemy attack is imminent (the traditional definition of  preemption ) but also when 
‘uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy ‘s attack’. The greater the anticipated 
danger, the greater is the need to ‘prevent’ its rising to the level of imminent threat”28.  However, 
these strategies were criticized in that because, if these strategies were applied, the concept of 
sovereign states created by Westphalia would be eliminated29 and the first attack would be illegal in 
accordance with international law. 30 

Thus, the traditional realist policies of the United States (containment and deterrence) and the 
policies such as neo-liberalism, multilateralism and globalism implemented during the Clinton 
administration were abandoned. During this period, the American government was dominated by a 
neo-imperial sense of security based on supremacy under the name of the fight against "terrorism". 
Accordingly, the USA was to apply the preemption strategy against developments considered threats 
to its own security in order to guarantee collective security by acting unilaterally if necessary31. After 
the Afghanistan war, Bush administration declared Iran, Iraq and North Korea, which had been 
included in the Clinton administration’s list of “Rouge States”, as “the Axis of Evil”. Bush and his 
team maintained the ongoing charges against these countries, such as producing WMD’s and being a 
sponsor of terrorism. In addition, they put forward the project of "Greater Middle East" and began to 
mention the goal of democratizing the Middle East. The geopolitical importance of Uzbekistan and 
other Central Asian countries, which are Afghanistan and Iran's northern neighbors, increased from 
the viewpoint of Washington which turned towards a neo-imperial conception of security after the 
September 11th attacks, and that is more engaged in the Middle East.  

 

Uzbek -American Relations 

Period of Restricted Relations (1992-2001) 

The improvement of relations with the USA has been one of the foreign policy targets of Tashkent 
after gaining its independence. This became a necessity for Tashkent, which had been striving to get 
free from the influence of Moscow in the 1990s in particular. Even though relations were established 
with the countries such as Turkey, Iran and Pakistan, which are located in neighboring regions, 
emerging Islamic tendencies in the Uzbek Population, fear of the religious threat and Kerimov’s 
government’s oppression of all religious groups including the moderate ones harmed the relationships 
with these states. The authoritarian structure of Uzbekistan government became an obstacle on the 
way of Uzbekistan’s improving its relations with Western European States. So the USA, with the 
potential of balancing Russia in the regional level, became the sole state that could be ally of 
Uzbekistan32.  
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Diplomatic relations between the USA and Uzbekistan were established with the visit of 
James Baker, then the Secretary of State, to Uzbekistan in February in 1992.  Baker, in the 
explanation he made during this visit, stated that the USA would support former Soviet Republics, 
including Uzbekistan, on issues such as democratization, human rights and emerging of free 
markets33. This explanation of Baker manifested the general characteristics of the USA policy 
towards the countries in the region throughout the first half of 1990s. Primarily, the “independence” 
processes of these countries would be supported in the axis of “liberalism and democracy.” The 
security concerns of the USA in regard to the region included issues such as the situation of weapons 
of mass destruction remaining from the Soviet Union (the possibility of these weapons being obtained 
by third world countries and by terrorist groups), Iran’s efforts of exporting its regime to countries in 
the region and drug trafficking conducted in the region. Later on, the transfer of hydrocarbon reserves 
to the world markets by US energy34 companies and the integration of regional states to the global 
economic system became the main parameters of America’s Central Asia policy35.  

 Accordingly, the Clinton government primarily put a series of economic aid programs into 
operation intended for countries in the region. Thanks to the Freedom Support Act, adopted in April 
of 1992, economic aid was made to the countries of Central Asia in such fields as energy activity and 
market reform, environmental policies and technologies, and the entrepreneurship of the private 
sector. In addition, in order to promote and support American companies operating in the region, the 
involved companies and the countries in the region were given credit through American financial 
institutions within the framework of Commercial Financing and Insurance. In addition to these, 
countries in the region were provided with economic aid by such means as Cooperative Threat 
Reduction, Control of Nuclear Energy and Weapons, International Military Exchange and Training, 
and Disarmament. Within the scope of the aid programs mentioned above, Uzbekistan was given a 
credit of 1607,55 million dollars36  and was also provided with the economic aid amount to 218, 32 
million dollars37. Further the Clinton government encouraged international financial institutions such 
as World Bank, the International Development Association and the European Bank For 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) the counties of Central Asia. Through the medium of these 
institutions, World Bank opened a credit of 434 million dollars and EBRD of 394 million dollars to 
Uzbekistan in 199938.  

 The Kerimov administration, aware of new US strategies towards the region such as nuclear 
disarmament (in line with benefits of the American firms) and the countries in the region carrying out 
economic reforms, took a step against the aid Washington made. In 1992, Uzbekistan was the first 
CIS state and participated in international non-proliferation agreements, such as Non- proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBC). In September 1992, it also 
joined International Atomic Energy Agency. On the other hand, Kerimov administration promoted 
the establishment of a nuclear weapon free zone in Central Asia and pursued bilateral cooperation on 
non-proliferation with the US39. In addition, trade relations of two countries were regulated by a 
bilateral trade agreement, which came into force in January 1994. This agreement also provided for 
an extension of the most favored nation trade status between the USA and Uzbekistan. The US side 
also granted Uzbekistan exemption from many US import tariffs under the Generalized System of 
Preferences (GSP Status). A bilateral Investment Treaty was signed in December of the same year40. 
During this period, the two countries collaborated in the military fields. Uzbekistan joined the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Partnership for Peace (PFP) program. Within the scope of this 
program, the Uzbek officers joined Cooperative Nugget in 1995 and 1997, and the peacekeeping 
exercises in 1996 and 2001 in the USA and Western Europe41. Additionally Besides, in 1995, 
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan formed the Central Asian Battalion (Centrazbat) as a peacekeeping force 
within the framework of NATO - PFP42. 
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 The developments such as Uzbekistan’s pursuing policies that were more independent of 
Moscow when compared to the other Central Asian countries, making statements against Iran, 
Fundamentalism and Russia, actively joining the activities within NATO-PFP,43 opposing the 
attempts of integration within CIS and spearheading the establishment of the Central Asian Economic 
Union together with Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan were received with “appreciation” by Washington. 
William Perry, Secretary of defense for the US, stated that Uzbekistan’s foreign policy was supported 
by Washington and characterized this country as the “island of stability” in Central Asia during his 
visit to Tashkent in the beginning of 199544.   

 After the “difference” of Uzbekistan from the other countries of Central Asia “had been 
discovered” by the USA, Kerimov administration started to adopt a more pro-American foreign 
policy. Uzbekistan began to support Washington’s sanction decisions- which were not supported by 
the international community- towards Iran and Cuba. In October 1995, a “goodwill memorandum” 
was signed between the Foreign Ministry of Uzbekistan and the Pentagon, and it was ruled that 
working groups should be formed. Madeline Albright’s advisor, James F. Collins, who was 
responsible for the former Soviet Republics, encouraged the Kerimov administration for playing a 
key role in the development of regional cooperation in Central Asia45.  

In this period, two important developments played a part in carrying USA-Uzbekistan 
relations further. With the treaty, signed between Russia and Kazakhstan in 1995, Kazakhstan became 
more dependent on Russia in economic and military fields. Particularly, clauses that included the 
merger of some armed forces of the two countries caused the USA annoyance. Washington, realizing 
that Kazakhstan had, structurally, no capability of acting independently of Russia, began to carry out 
Uzbekistan-oriented Central Asian policy46. In addition, in its second office term, Clinton 
administration began to pursue a more decisive policy towards former Soviet countries by dropping 
its “Russia First” strategy47. 

In 1996, Collins stated that the new US strategy towards the region was as follows;   

- to support the independence, sovereignty and security of every Central Asian 
country 

- to provide assistance in establishing a free market economy and democratic 
governments 

- to integrate these countries into the world community, and to promote their 
participation in the Euro- Atlantic security dialogue and in joint programs within that 
structure 

- to increase the role and scope of US Commercial interest and the exploitation of 
regional energy reserves48.    

These strategic targets Collins emphasized were included in the documents of the National Security 
Strategies declared in 1998, 1999 and 200049.  

 The Clinton administration, in line with this new strategy, attempted a series of actions that 
would include Central Asian countries. Projects of pipeline routes, from which Russia was excluded, 
were put into operation. Within the scope of NATO-PFP, military relations with the counties in the 
region were intensified. In order to increase the military capabilities of Kazakhstan, Krygyzstan and 
Uzbekistan (members of the Central Asian Economic Union), the Central Asian Battalion 
(CENTRASBAT) exercises were increased. The location of the exercises carried out between the 
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three Central Asian countries and the USA in 1997-1998 and 2000 was that Central Asia. Now, 
military exercises were being organized in Russia’s near abroad. Besides, in 1999, training seminars 
were held in the USA Central Command Head Quarters for soldiers from involved states50. The US 
engagement towards the region was observed when the Pentagon took Central Asia from the area of 
responsibility of European Command (EUCOM) and included it in the sphere of Central Command 
(CENTOM) in 1998. CENTOM’S operations covered the horn of Africa through the Middle East, 
Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan. The main reason for this shift was that the Central Asia was 
experiencing common security matters with the concerned geography- namely Fundamentalism51.  

The Clinton administration, in addition to these steps, took more aimed at improving its 
relations with Uzbekistan. First Lady Hillary R. Clinton visited Tashkent in November 1997. The 
President showed the importance he attached to this country by sending his wife, even who though 
not at diplomatic level, was an influential figure of the period. In February 1998, the two countries 
formed a joint US-Uzbekistan commission. This commission had four committees; a political 
committee, a security committee, an investment, trade and energy committee, and an economic 
cooperation and reforms committee52. From 1998, American commando units began to stay longer 
periods in Uzbekistan to train their army in their struggle against terror53. In addition, Washington put 
IMU on the list of terrorist organizations54. After IMU attacks, US Secretary of State, Madeleine 
Albright visited Tashkent in April, 2000 and donated 10 million dollars for the struggle against 
terrorism55.  

The Kerimov administration, whose main foreign policy strategy after the independence was 
“to keep Moscow at bay and Washington in, and to increase regional role while avoiding strife on its 
southern and eastern borders from spreading into the country”, made efforts to increase relations 
with the USA to the alliance level, because he was not satisfied with the current level of relations. In 
fact, Kerimov, wanted to turn Uzbekistan, into a kind of Israel in Central Asia; a leading American 
supported regional power in the twenty first century. In the second half of the 1990s, rising threat 
from the “east” and the tension with Russia caused efforts to that end to increase. Kerimov 
administration focused its attention on these efforts particularly in 1999, when bombings were carried 
out in Tashkent. Uzbekistan cooled at bay in its relations with Russia, by withdrawing from the 
Collective Security Treaty in February of the same year56. Kerimov went to Washington to participate 
in the congratulation of NATO’s fiftieth establishment in April, 199957.  

 During this visit, Uzbekistan became a member of GUAM58. Thus, Uzbekistan explicitly 
manifested its foreign policy choice by becoming member of this anti-Russian and pro-American 
group in the CIS. In addition, Uzbekistan was one of the countries that signed “The Ankara 
Declaration”, regarding the route of the Baku Tbilisi Ceyhan (BTC) Pipeline59. Moreover, with the 
explanations he made, Kerimov tried to get closer to Washington. He supported the expansion of 
NATO to include Baltic states, and claimed that this did not pose threat to Russia60. In addition, he 
advocated NATO’s operation in Kosovo and the US and Britain’s operation in Iraq. However, the 
Kerimov administration, failing to enhance its relations with the USA at the level they expected, 
turned to Russia in 1999, as IMU attacks intensified and became serious security problems for 
Tashkent. In addition, along with Putin’s coming to power, it became clear that Russia would play a 
more active role in Central Asia than before. As a matter of fact, in the course of the official visits 
Putin organized to Uzbekistan in December 1999 and May 2000, a number of economic, policy and 
defense oriented treaties were signed between the two countries. In addition, Uzbekistan joined the 
Shangai Five61.  

In terms of the late 1990s, there were different reasons for Washignton’s not concentrating on 
Central Asia and not enhancing the USA-Uzbekistan relations to the degree that it would meet 
Kerimov’s expectations. In this period, issues such as “the dual containment strategy” planned to 
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implement in Iran and Iraq, the Kosovo matter, and NATO’s expansion were among the priorities of 
Washington. The issues mentioned above sometimes gave rise to tension in Russian-American 
relations. The US adopting a more active Central Asian policy, which threatened Russian interests in 
the region, increased the tension. Central Asia is one of the double-landlocked regions in the world 
and considering the fact that the states such as Russia, China, Iran and Afghanistan (under the Taliban 
administration) surrounded the Central Asia, the difficulties of adopting pro-active foreign policy 
towards the region in favor of the USA became clear. Uzbekistan’s poor human rights record was 
another obstacle in the way of increased relations. The Clinton administration, supporting countries in 
the region on the issues of liberalism, democracy and human rights, was experiencing a dilemma 
involving its self-interest to support administrations in the involved countries. In conclusion, the 
Central Asia did not become a region of “vital importance” for the USA’s foreign and security 
policies in the course of the 1990s. The foreign policy adopted in the second half of the 1990s was 
mainly based on the US economic interests. In this period the USA-Uzbekistan relations remained 
limited as a part of the mentioned policies. The conditions the Kerimov administration had been 
waiting for would occur aftermath of the September 11th attacks.  

 

Period of Strategic Cooperation (2001-2003) 

The efforts of Tashkent to come closer to Washington during the 1990’s was unrequited to the extent 
that Kerimov expected. However, in the conditions ensuing after the events of September 11th, 
Uzbekistan found an opportunity to improve its relations with the USA in a way that they could never 
have predicted. Improved relations with Washington offered lots of advantages for Uzbekistan. 
Primarily, IMU, which had become the most important threat in Uzbekistan, would be done away 
with or at least would be put out of action62. In collaborating with the USA, the Kerimov 
administration would get rid of allegations such as corruption, anti democratic practices and human 
rights violations. In addition, even though it had been ten years or so since they gained independence, 
the influence of Russia in Central Asia was pushing the limits of sovereignty of the countries in the 
region63. Moreover, Tashkent, considering itself as the regional power, found a chance to be the 
“anchor” state of America in Central Asia64. American business world would invest in the Uzbek 
economy, particularly in the oil and natural gas sectors65. Finally, in the event of joining forces in the 
process of overthrowing the Taliban, General Rashid Dostum, who was Uzbek origin, could take part 
in the new Afghan administration. Thus, the effect of Tashkent on Afghanistan might increase and the 
southern borders of Uzbekistan could be secured66.  

 The geopolitical importance of Central Asia for the Bush administration, as it attempted to 
interfere in Afghanistan suddenly became apparent. In order to both fight with the Taliban and to 
create an area of influence in Eurasia’s inner crescent and to reduce the influence of Russia and China 
in the region, the geopolitical importance of Central Asia once more came into prominence. 
Uzbekistan could be a stepping-stone for the USA to be able to establish influence in the region. As a 
matter of fact, the geopolitical importance of Central Asia and Uzbekistan was highlighted by the 
opinion of leaders in the USA before the attacks of September 11th took place.  

 In the project for “New American Century,” which they put forward before coming into 
power in 1997, neo-cons gave some suggestions for the USA to sustain its dominance. Because of 
this, the necessity was emphasized as to the fact that the USA should control the regions of strategic 
importance in the world. Therefore that the US soldiers being deployed to anywhere  where necessary 
and should establish superiority there and that the USA should from now on control the main sources 
of the World so as to prevent the rise of potential rivals67. On the other hand, strategists like S. 
Frederick Starr and Zbigniew Brzezinski emphasized the strategic location of Uzbekistan in Central 
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Asia. Starr stated that this country, which he deemed as the “island of stability,” bore the potential of 
being the balancing regional power in Central Asia. Yet this was not taken seriously by Washington68. 
Brzezinski, by the same token, claimed that the region of Eurasia was a primary geopolitical reward 
for the USA by stressing that the path of become a dominant power passed through Central Asia69. 
Brzezinski emphasized Uzbekistan’s location in the region by calling it: “The most important 
candidate to play for the regional leadership”70. In addition, C. Bond, who was a counselor for 
former Republics of Soviet Union under Colin Powell, pointed out in his report he submitted to the 
US House of Representatives, Committee of International Relations that the Central Asia was one of 
the places where the US vital interests existed. On the other hand, the Putin administration, coming to 
power in Russia in the same period, was following active policies in Central Asia and the Caucasus. 
China also increased its influence in the Central Asia through SCO. This situation was being watched 
by the Bush administration71.  

Considering the September 11th events an opportunity, Kerimov declared in a speech he made 
a day after the attacks that his country was “ready to collaborate with the USA in the war against 
terrorism”72. Kerimov, in order to soften the warnings from Moscow and the threats rising from 
Kandahar, stated on the First of October that he opened Uzbek airspace to Americans just for 
“humanitarian and security purposes”. However, he went on making decisive decisions in cooperation 
with the USA. During the visit US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld made to Tashkent on the fifth 
of October, an agreement stipulating bilateral cooperation between the two countries against terrorism 
was signed. In the joint declaration made later on, it was reported that Uzbekistan had allowed its 
airspace or one of its airports to be used by the USA for “humanitarian operations”73.  

So NATO and the USA acquired basic rights at Karshi-Khanabad, which is at the southeast of 
Uzbekistan, near the Afghan border and strategically important for operations. Also, the USA 
acquired rights at airfields and permission for over flights. Thus, the USA secured a base in the 
former Soviet Union republics. This base became the largest foothold of the US in the region. By 
mid-October, the number of troops was expected to grow to three thousand. Later on It became a tool 
for balancing forces with Russia74.  

In addition, objectives such as fighting against terrorism together and developing qualitatively 
new relationship for the establishment of regional stability and security were emphasized in the 
involved agreement. The most important of all was the last clause of the agreement: “This includes 
the need to consult on an urgent basis about appropriate steps to address the situation in the event of 
a direct threat to the security or territorial integrity of the Republic of Uzbekistan”. So, even though 
it did not constitute a real security guarantee, the USA would at least consult with Tashkent when 
there was a threat against Uzbekistan’s security and territorial integrity. This was a commitment the 
US had never made to any former Soviet Republics before75. More over bilateral working group was 
formed by the senior military officials of the two countries in the “technical and military” field. US 
general Myers stated that they aimed to develop programs for joint exercise and training with the 
Uzbek armed forces. Thus, the ability of the two countries’ armed forces to act jointly would increase. 
Besides, that Uzbekistan army would be reequipped. Yet, the quality of this was not clarified76.  

The relationships of the two countries reached its peak thanks to the “Strategic Partnership” 
agreement signed during Kerimov’s visit to Washington in March 2002. The areas where the two 
countries would collaborate, cited denoted in the previous accord, was also reemphasized in this 
document. In addition, it was guaranteed that Uzbekistan’s territorial integrity would be supported77. 
Furthermore, it was promised that Uzbekistan would be provided with economic assistance. However, 
this assistance was made conditional on Uzbekistan’s economic and political transformation. In the 
concerned treaty, the Kerimov administration promised to make reforms in the fields such as “the 
respect for human rights and liberties,” “genuine multi-party political system,” “fair and independent 
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elections,” “political pluralism,” “independence of media” and “independence of justice”78.  

Tashkent attained some of its objectives thanks to the strategic collaboration it established 
with Washington. In the course of the Afghanistan operation, air attack was executed on IMU’s bases 
in this country and a considerable number of members of organization were killed. Even though the 
organization was not completely destroyed, it was considerably weakened. Moreover, it was stated 
that J. Namangani, the leader of the organization, was also killed during these attacks. Besides that, 
some members of the organization were extradited to Uzbekistan by Afghan government in May 
200279.   

During the air attack carried out in the southern regions of Afghanistan in 2004, Tahir 
Yoldashev, the second leader of IMU, was injured80. The economic aids made to Uzbekistan by the 
USA were about tripled. Total amount of economic aid provided to Uzbekistan was 218,89 million 
dollars between 1992 and 1999, while between the years of 2001-2003 this amount was slightly rise 
up to 244,86 million dollars81.  

Separately, the Bush administration condoned the human rights violations of Tashkent despite 
its promise in the strategic collaboration document. Each year, Human Rights Reports about the 
countries are published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USA. In these reports  

Kerimov administration was criticized abruptly82. In reports released in 2002 and 2003, it was 
stated that there were “constructive” and “ongoing” improvements on the issues of human rights, 
political participation and economic reforms in Uzbekistan83. The cited “constructive” and “ongoing” 
improvements consisted of moderating the pressure made to political opposition, the establishment of 
human rights group and the formation of the bicameral legislature system made up of the senate and 
lower chamber84. However, the human rights violations the Kerimov administration perpetuated 
would be the excuse for crisis to break between two countries in 2004 and 2005.  

Uzbekistan gained freedom of action against countries in the region such as Russia and China 
through the partnership established with the USA. Kerimov, in the explanation he made in May 2002, 
stressed that it was out of question for them to end cooperation with the powers outside the region, 
namely the USA, because this was contrary to the interests of two great powers of the SCO, Russia 
and China85. Eventually, Uzbekistan succeeded in becoming the regional ally of the USA. Kerimov 
was called “Bush’s Man” in Central Asia aftermath of September 1186. Further, Uzbekistan was the 
only Central Asian state which supported the invasion of Iraq, through Kerimov balked at sending 
troops87. The “honeymoon” between the countries did not last long.  

 

Period of Crisis (2004-2007) 

The relationship between of the USA and Uzbekistan reached its peak in 2003. However, a chain of 
events which began in the same year brought the relations of the two countries to the breaking point. 
The fact that Bush administration put forward the Project of Greater Middle East and even its 
democratization strategy of the region, including use of force when needed, as had been the case in 
Iraq of course were discomforting to the Kerimov administration. Moreover, the governments of 
Serbia and Lebanon were overthrown by riots through the secret support of the West at the beginning 
of the 2000s.  

 Tashkent’s uneasiness turned into serious unrest along with the occurrence of Color 
Revolutions one after another in the former Soviet Union republics. At the end of 2003, the fact that 
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Eduard Shevardnadze , who had been close to the US administration but trying to adopt a balanced 
policy with Russia, was overthrown in Georgia and Mikhail Saakashvili, a politician who was closer 
to and dependent on the USA, was put into power prompted the Kerimov administration to act. 
Kerimov, primarily, restricted the activities of all external non-governmental organizations88 
operating in Uzbekistan. He terminated the activities of those who were deemed dangerous89. One of 
these institutions was “the Open Society Institution,” which was affiliated to Soros Foundation that 
was the architecture of all Colour Revolutions. This institution refused to provide the Ministry of 
Justice of Uzbekistan with information regarding employee information, financial sources and 
activity schedules. As a matter of fact, George Soros was accused the Kerimov administration of 
“feeling discomfort from freedoms of speech and press and civil activities”90.  

 A series of developments witnessed in 2004 caused USA-Uzbekistan relations to become 
more tense. One of these developments was that, in 2004, a comprehensive terrorist attack was 
organized in Uzbekistan and, as a result, 47 people lost their lives. A short time after these attacks, for 
making a diplomatic manoeuvre, Kerimov made an official visit to Moscow. During this visit, the 
decision to collectively combat against terrorism was made between Moscow and Tashkent91.  

   Despite the Strategic partnership agreement signed with the USA two years ago, there are 
various reasons for Uzbekistan to gravitate towards Russia. Primarily, it is certain that Kerimov felt 
no confidence in the USA (also in the West) during this period. A similar situation was also witnessed 
after the bombing attacks carried out in Tashkent in February 1999. Kerimov, who was suspicious of 
Russia due to these attacks, initially preferred to gravitate toward America. After the attacks of 2004, 
US Secretary of State Colin Powell’s statement that “the USA would provide Uzbekistan with all 
sorts of assistance in view of the terrorist attacks that took place” did not turn Kerimov towards 
Russia. In particular, such developments as the Colour Revolutions and Kosovo’s declaration of 
independence were given as the reason for Kerimov’s moving away from Washington92. Even though 
a great deal of damage done to IMU and similar organizations during the war in Afghanistan, the 
expectations of Kerimov administration were not fully met on this matter. Because the real target of 
the USA was Al-Qaeda and its leader Usama Bin Laden, so the operations were mostly carried out in 
the southern part of Afghanistan, where they were thought to be located. But some of the IMU 
guerillas, who survived the operation settled in the north of Afghanistan93, another group penetrated 
to Central Asia.  

Washington continually faced a dilemma in the relations they developed with Uzbekistan- to 
continue to support an authoritarian administration in accordance with their strategic interests or to 
abide by the principles of freedom and democracy they employed94. As a matter of fact, despite the 
disagreements among the US officials on this matter, the Kerimov administration was criticized for 
the issues such as repression of domestic opposition and poor human rights record, reportedly 
including torture and deaths in prison. As a matter of fact, Kerimov promised to make reforms on the 
concerned issues in the document of strategic partnership. In fact, the real reasons for the criticism 
was that Uzbekistan came closer to Russia, and the foundations of American origin operating in this 
country were closed down. As a result, the Secretary of State demonstrated disapproval by 
withholding around 18 million dollars in financial aid to Uzbekistan. But, some officials assured the 
Uzbek authorities that the US continue to be interested in the region and cooperation with 
Uzbekistan95. On the other hand, some US officials tried to persuade members of Congress to 
strengthen US-Uzbek bilateral relations because of strategic importance of this country96. As a matter 
of fact, much more aid than the one disapproved was provided for Uzbekistan from the different 
channels in 200497.  

However, the efforts of some American officials were not sufficient to normalize the relations 
with Uzbekistan. Colour Revolutions carried out in Ukraine in 2004 also increased Kerimov’s doubts. 
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Kerimov, in the explanation he made in January 2005, accused Western powers of supporting the 
opposition in Uzbekistan and stated that they would reconsider their GUUAM membership98. A short 
time after this explanation, with the riots breaking out in Krygyzstan, Colour Revolutions spread over 
Central Asia. The Kerimov administration, believing that the next country that would face a colour 
revolution was Uzbekistan, did not participate in the GUUAM meeting held in Moldova in April 
2005 in return, and withdrew from the GUUAM at the beginning of May99. Yet, the actual crisis was 
experienced by the fact that the riot that started in Andijan was suppressed in a bloody way by the 
Kerimov administration on the thirteenth of May 2005. The fact that the riots breaking out in the 
other former Soviet Republics were organized by US non-governmental organizations caused 
Kerimov to think that it was the USA that supported the riot in Andijan100. According to Kerimov and 
his team, this riot was at least approved by the USA101. The USA, on the other hand, kept its initial 
reaction at low level at the beginning, but in the following days, reacted more severely. The USA, 
along with other Western countries, required that events in Andijan to investigated by an independent 
committee to be set up by the United Nations. Nonetheless, the USA did not have the intention 
terminating the relations with Uzbekistan102. However, after these developments relations came to the 
breaking point, because, the Kerimov administration had the intention of completely shield their 
country from US influence. Accordingly, by getting Russian and Chinese support, it was determined 
at the SCO summit that the USA should evacuate Karshi- Khanaked Base within six months103.  

The USA, having evacuated the concerned base, started to improve their relations with other 
Central Asian countries. Accordingly, the portion of the economic aid related to “security” which 
were made to target countries were increased. Primarily, Krygyzstan was attached importance and the 
rent of Ganci Air Base, the US base in this country, was increased104. On the other hand, the USA and 
the European Union (EU) decided to implement the embargo including the arm sales to Uzbekistan. 
In addition, the EU introduced visa ban to the leading eight Uzbek officials105. Separately, the World 
Bank stopped lending money to Uzbekistan as a result of US attempts. Kerimov urged the West “not 
to interfere in our affairs under the quise of promoting democracy”106.  

 In response to these developments, Kerimov, burning his bridges with the West, adopted a 
foreign policy that heavily favored Russia and China again. In fact, Moscow and Beijing supported 
Kerimov during the Andijan Riot. Right after the Andijan events, Kerimov, visiting China, signed an 
energy treaty of 600 million dollars.  At the end of the same year, it was ruled that a military 
exchange program be practiced between Uzbekistan and China. Kerimov also met with Putin in 
Moscow on the fourteenth of November, and, at this meeting, a treaty of allied relationships was 
signed between the two countries. In the meeting in question, the words Kerimov uttered about the 
USA showed how Uzbek foreign policy experienced a breaking: “Their major aims are to make 
Uzbekistan’s independent policies ineffective, to ruin the peace and stability in the country and make 
Uzbekistan obedient”107. Soon, Uzbekistan increased its activities in the SCO, which is under the 
influence of Russia and China, and again became a member of the CSTO, which they left in 1999, 
and of the Eurasia Economic Community (EuraAsec-EEC)108, which they refused to join before109.  

 

Period of Normalization (2007-2011) 

Even though a traumatic crisis was experienced in the US-Uzbek relations due to the Andijan events, 
the Kerimov administration mobilized to “normalize” their relations with the USA and other Western 
countries even though it had not been two years since the Andijan events had taken place. In late 
2006, Kerimov removed Andijan governor from power, for neglecting the people’s grievances and 
being unsuccessful in resolving mounting socio-economic problems. Thus, he tried to propitiate 
Westerners by putting the “violence” committed in Andijan on other person’s shoulders. In the same 
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year, Kerimov expressed his interest in joining the BTC gas pipeline project110.  

 In response to this, the USA and the EU started to ease gradually the embargo implemented 
on Uzbekistan. In May 2007, the visa ban implemented by the EU to leading Uzbek administrators 
was lifted111. Again, in September of the same year, Richard Norland, appointed to Tashkent as the 
US ambassador, carried out a series of contacts, including meeting with Kerimov, to simply turn over 
a new leaf in the relationship of the two countries. This situation was read as the signal that the ices 
between Washington and Tashkent thawed112.  

Kerimov, in the explanations he made to overcome the Andijan crisis, stated: "Uzbekistan, in 
its foreign policy, has adhered to mutually beneficial cooperation with and mutual respect for its 
close and far neighbors, including the United States and Europe. We will never change this policy. 
Moreover, we can state with certainty that the foundation for equal and mutually beneficial relations 
that suit our national interests is growing even stronger"113. In addition, Kerimov began to keep 
Moscow at arm’s length again because of the improvements its reletionships with Western countries. 
Kerimov suspended their EEC membership at the beginning of 2008114. Kerimov’s policies of coming 
closer to the USA gained speed together with the Barack Obama administration coming into power. 
Accordingly, in 2009, Washington was offered a chance for US soldiers to use Uzbek air space and 
the military base in Termez. In February 2009, the Collective Emergency Response Force was formed 
within the CSTO. However, Uzbekistan did not join this organization. Besides, Uzbekistan did not 
take part in the military exercises carried out within the framework of the CSTO from 2011 
onwards115. This situation meant that Uzbekistan de facto left CSTO. One of the main cause of recent 
foreign policy transaction of Uzbekistan is the riot that occurred at Krygyzstan in 2009. Kerimov was 
invited to Brussels by Jose Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commission. Kerimov visited 
Brussel at January 24, 2011 and had a talk with both Barroso and A. Fogh Rasmussen, Secretary 
General of NATO. This became a turning point in Uzbekistan relations with western world. At least it 
was clear that EU and NATO were hapy with recent development occured in Uzbek foreign policy116. 

In May 2011, the USA-Pakistan tensions were experienced in the wake of Osama Bin Laden 
being killed in Pakistan117. In fact, there was a conflict experienced between the USA and Pakistan 
due to drone strikes118. When 26 Pakistani soldiers were accidentally killed as the result of air attacks 
by NATO on the twenty-sixth of November, 2001, the Pakistani government scheduled the USA to 
evacuate the country’s Shami Air Base in fifteen days119. Thus, Uzbekistan’s geopolitical importance 
showed up again for Pentagon that after it lost its base in southern Afghanistan. Because of this 
situation, access of the US Air Force to Afghanistan would be provided in the north via Europe and 
the former Soviet Union120. As a matter of fact, Washington was seeking to improve relations with 
Tashkent in parallel with the increasing tension with Pakistan. In September 2011, the USA took 
steps to waive sanctions prohibiting Foreign Military Sales (FMS) to Uzbekistan121. Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton, having visited Tashkent in October 2011, stated that the Kerimov administration 
made progress as regard to “human rights and political liberties”. Even though there was no 
improvement on this issue, apart from Uzbekistan allowing the Red Cross to visit prisons from 2008 
onwards, the US Congress, on the sixteenth of December 2011, lifted the“military aid ban” they had 
been implementing since 2004122.  

 

General Evaluation and the Conclusion 

In this study, in which the course of  US-Uzbekistan relations within the period of some twenty years 
wase discussed security problems are considered as the fundamental element affecting the bilateral 
relations. In the first years of independence, Tashkent tried to come closer to the USA so as to 
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overcome the domestic and external security problems they confronted. In response to this, the USA, 
not considering Central Asia as region of prime importance, did not develop a comprehensive policy 
towards Central Asian countries, including Uzbekistan. Uzbekistan’s primary expectation was based 
on the theses of realist arguments such as powerful state, mighty army, territorial integrity, 
independence and suppressed opposition. In this period, the USA, also considering the interests of the 
multi-national companies in the region, tried to encourage the countries in the region to adopt liberal 
values such as free market economy, democratization, rule of law and human rights. With the end of 
the bipolar system, the Central Asia was much more a subordinate region for Washington, which was 
trying to fill the vacuum of power that emerged in the Middle East, the Balkans and Eastern Europe. 

 Along with the increase of the Central Asia’s geopolitical importance following the 
September 11th attacks, Washington increased its relations with authoritarian administrations 
including Uzbekistan in particular, by putting its liberal values and ideas aside. In this period, US-
Uzbekistan relations reached to the level of strategic partnership. The real factor in forming this 
partnership is common enemies such as the Taliban, Al Qaeda and IMU. However, emergence of the 
Colour Revolutions in the former Soviet republics, supported by the USA, turned these relations 
upside-down. In particular, the acquisitions that the USA obtained in Central Asia aftermath of 
September 11th, greatly reversed in the wake of the Andijan riot. Particularly, the USA lost power and 
prestige in Central Asia when its bases closed in Uzbekistan. On the other hand, the regional 
hegemonic position of both Russia and China increased after these events. Yet, the Russian-centered 
threats for Uzbekistan administration did not diminish. Threats of Russian origin can be summarized 
as follows: Russia’s interfering in Uzbekistan’s domestic affairs, its creating dependence on Moscow 
and preventing Tashkent’s actions to contrast with Moscow’s interests. Thus, Uzbekistan tried to 
emend her relations with the USA and the EU instead of unilateral dependence to Moscow. Even 
though some possible developments have been witnessed in the recent period on this matter, it seems 
difficult to reach the strategic partnership level that happened aftermath of the September 11th. In fact, 
both sides doubt each another. There is only one reason for the relations to be improved partially: 
Uzbekistan’s geopolitical location. 

Considering the developments after September 11th, it can be suggested that  fundamentalist 
activities and security problems such, as terrorism in the region, which are Afghanistan origin, are the 
main factors to determine the shape of US-Uzbekistan relations in the long term. Some scenarios are 
in question regarding the new policies of the US toward the region, which is preparing to withdraw 
from Afghanistan. Doubtless, these new policies will affect America’s relations with Uzbekisan as 
well. The first scenario is the US continuing to perceive radical activities as the main security 
problem. On such an occasion, the USA will follow the developments in this country even if it 
withdraws from Afghanistan, and accordingly, will try to enhance its relations with Central Asian 
administrations including Uzbekistan. 

The second scenario is that the US will not deal with developments in the region after 
withdrawing from Afghanistan. The stagnation recently experienced in the foreign policy of the USA, 
having lost its power and prestige after the invasion of Iraq and having experienced a great economic 
crisis in 2009, attracts attention. After all, it is a remote possibility for Washington, engaged in the 
Arab Spring and Iran’s nuclear program, to be involved in developments in Afghanistan, so long as 
they do not pose a direct threat to them. In such a case, the geopolitical position of Uzbekistan will 
lose its importance for Washington. If this is the case, there will be no option for Uzbekistan, again 
alone with the security threats from Afghanistan origin, to turn back to Russia and China. 

The third scenario is, related to the transformation experienced in the international system. In 
the post-Cold War period, the USA remained “unrivalled” for a period as sole super power in the 
world. However, many countries became a potential rivals to the USA in the long run by catching a 
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rapid growth trend. Of these countries, in view of Russia and China’s increasing influence in the 
Central Asia, it will be possible for the USA to support radical movements (which they fought before) 
in the region, by implementing a strategy similar to the Green Belt project in the Cold War period. 
Although such a scenario can seemed a distant possibility, it can be suggested that considering the 
fact that radical movements took part in the Arab Spring and those movements mobilized with the 
secret support of the USA, a similar situation might be experienced in the Central Asia. In such a 
case, US-Uzbek relations might worsen. However, Uzbekistan, because of its geopolitical position, 
will become important again for the USA in the event that a policy like “containment” is 
implemented together with the international community against Iran, Russia or China.    
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