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ered in the Central Asian city of Almaty, Kazakhstan, to formally

dissolve the Soviet Union,' the newly independent Central Asian
states found themselves the unwilling hosts to some of the world’s most
dangerous weapons. More than 1000 nuclear warheads were in place on
over 100 intercontinental ballistic missiles stored at two remote locations
on the Kazakhstani steppes.> Covering a significant corner of northeast-
ern Kazakhstan was the primary nuclear test site for the Soviet Union,
where 456 nuclear tests were conducted.’ Several hundred miles to the
west, Soviet specialists were working at one of the largest factories ever
created for the manufacture and production of anthrax. To the south, the
world’s only known open-air test site for biological weapons lay under a
blanket of snow on an island shared by Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in the
Aral Sea.* West of the sea, a Soviet chemical weapons test site stretched
over the Ustyurt plateau in Uzbekistan. A partially constructed chemical
weapons production plant lay dormant in Northern Kazakhstan.> Nearly
600 kilograms of highly-enriched uranium fuel from an abandoned Soviet
submarine program lay stored, forgotten, in a Kazakh metallurgy plant.¢
A fast-breeder nuclear reactor, used for desalination, was operating on the
shores of the Caspian Sea, capable of producing over 100 kilograms of
plutonium annually.” Yet these particular sites and weapons comprise only

O n December 21, 1991, as leaders of eleven Soviet republics gath-
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a portion of the legacy of Soviet weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
bequeathed to the Central Asian states upon independence.

As of spring 2003, almost all of these threats have been, or are being,
eliminated by a relatively small U.S. Government initiative known as the
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program. The achievements of this
program have been, in short, phenomenal, and few could have predicted
such success back in 1991. For the past decade, the United States has used
the CTR program to help the states of the former Soviet Union dismantle
and destroy infrastructure related to WMD and put in place safeguards
to prevent their proliferation. While Central Asia has not been the focus
of the CTR program, developments in that region have had interesting
and significant effects on the program’s evolution. CTR has been critically
important to Central Asia and has played a key role in the development of
U.S. relationships with individual countries in this strategically vital part
of the world.

History

The CTR program grew out of legislation sponsored in 1991 by
Senators Sam Nunn (D-GA, now retired) and Richard Lugar (R-IN), in
response to their concerns about control over the nuclear arsenal in a
rapidly disintegrating Soviet Union.® The goal of the initial legislation
was to make available a relatively modest sum of Department of Defense
(DOD) money each year to work cooperatively with Russia to safeguard
and dismantle the Soviet nuclear arsenal.® For the first two years, the legis-
lation provided $400 million per year in transfer authority to DOD, which
meant that the Department had to take $400 million from already existing
projects and use it instead on cooperative dismantlement projects with the
former Soviet Union.!® Senators Nunn and Lugar did not envision CTR as
a foreign aid program and made efforts to restrict the money to tangible
projects.!! Their intent was that CTR would contribute directly to U.S.
national security by helping to eliminate nuclear weapons aimed at the
United States, while simultaneously helping to prevent those weapons and
their components from falling into the hands of rogue states and terrorist
organizations.'?

After some initial reservations, the first Bush administration sup-
ported the CTR program. However, the program did not come into its
own until the change of administrations in 1993." Part of the initial
inspiration behind Senators Nunn and Lugar’s introduction of the CTR
legislation had been their exposure to work on the state of Soviet nuclear
weapons done by Dr. Ashton Carter and his colleagues at the Harvard
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Center for Science and International Affairs."* In 1993, Carter joined the
Clinton administration as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Policy, which gave him direct responsibility for the CTR program
and propelled the program forward.’> CTR also embodied the ideas of
cooperative engagement and preventive defense, philosophies espoused by
Carter and Dr. William Perry, who became Clinton’s Secretary of Defense
in early 1994.'¢ With dual CTR supporters at the helm of DOD, the Clin-
ton administration embraced CTR and made it a key foreign policy initia-
tive.”” The new team included a request for an additional $400 million for
CTR in its proposed budget to Congress for fiscal year 1994, and Congress
promptly approved it.'® From that year on, CTR became a regular part of
the DOD budget, and it was no longer necessary to reprogram funds from
other DOD projects.

Initially, and to this day, the CTR program has been directed pri-
marily at Russia rather than Central Asia. The vast bulk of the literature
analyzing and evaluating the CTR program reflects this fact by concen-
trating on the program’s implementation in Russia alone. Such a state of
affairs is hardly surprising, as Russia is the sole legal successor to the Soviet
Union’s nuclear weapons arsenal and host to the overwhelming majority
of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons infrastructure, materials and
technologies. In addition, the program initially focused on reducing the
nuclear threat, which also was understandable given that nuclear warheads
were the defining weapons of the Cold War. As a result, literature on CTR’s
presence in Central Asia is scarce. Nonetheless, several success stories have
materialized over the past decade, and these stories are worthy of our at-
tention. This chapter will document some of the ways in which the CTR
program has contributed to the security of Central Asia while deepening
U.S. diplomatic relations with the region and encouraging the develop-
ment of strong, independent Central Asian states.

Early expansion of CTR beyond Russia was limited to Belarus,
Ukraine and Kazakhstan—the only three non-Russian Soviet successor
states with nuclear weapons on their territories. The primary reason these
three additional states were included in the CTR program was to provide
incentives for them to voluntarily give up their inherited nuclear weap-
ons,' a decision that has been widely touted as one of the most significant
and concrete accomplishments of the CTR program.” As the program
developed, however, it began to be seen as more than a narrow technical
initiative designed to accomplish specific goals related to weapons dis-
mantlement. In fact, CTR evolved into a means to engage these new states,
develop relationships with their leaders, and emphasize U.S. concerns
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about the importance of nonproliferation policies in the region.”! In Ka-
zakhstan, for example, implementation of the CTR program became one
of the most important aspects of the U.S.-Kazakhstan relationship, and
gave the United States key insights into the largely unknown and unfamil-
iar Central Asian region.

In the first part of the 1990s, U.S. policy makers treated Kazakhstan
as a smaller, less complicated Russia, with many of the same proliferation
threats and nonproliferation opportunities. As in Russia, CTR projects
focused on reducing the nuclear threat. However, in succeeding years,
CTR was recognized as an important tool that could be used not only to
deal with threats, but also to take advantage of opportunities unique to
Central Asia. For example, U.S. and Kazakhstani officials were able to build
upon their existing CTR relationships and the trust they had established
to expand the program into an area where it had been almost impossible
to work in Russia: biological weapons nonproliferation.?> Once that door
had been opened, it become logical to draw Uzbekistan into the program
as well, and as in Kazakhstan, CTR cooperation became an important
means of strengthening and deepening the U.S.-Uzbekistan relationship.
DOD now plans to expand the program to include border security, an
area all the more critical in the post-September 11 world.?* Thus, the CTR
program is likely to have lasting benefits for U.S. security, and indeed for
the security of the world.

CTR in Kazakhstan: The Early Years

After the Soviet Union fell apart, a key U.S. foreign policy goal was to
prevent the emergence of three new nuclear-armed nations, by convincing
Kazakhstan, Belarus and Ukraine to relinquish their nuclear weapons.*
On May 23, 1992, these three countries signed the Lisbon Protocol, be-
coming parties to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I) between
the United States and Russia, which had become the legal successor to the
Soviet Union for all international treaties.”> Under the Lisbon Protocol,
all three countries pledged to join the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) as non-nuclear-weapons states, which meant relinquishing legal
ownership of all nuclear weapons on their territories.?

It fell to the Clinton administration to ensure that these countries
followed through on their pledge, and that they did so as quickly as pos-
sible. To achieve this goal, administration officials turned to the CTR
program.” According to one insider, the promise of CTR assistance “was
the most consistent and productive tool available to U.S. diplomats” in
negotiations on denuclearization.”® Senator Lugar stated this fact even
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more forcefully when he noted, “Without [the] Nunn-Lugar [program],
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus would still have thousands of nuclear
weapons.”?

Once the Kazakh Parliament ratified the NPT in December 1993,
effectively ensuring a nuclear-weapons-free Kazakhstan, the United States
was obligated to fulfill its end of the bargain by providing assistance under
the CTR program. Together, the two countries had to figure out what
types of projects to develop using this assistance. Because Kazakhstan was
inclined to see CTR assistance as a blanket reward for denuclearization,
it was often difficult to reconcile what the Kazakhs wanted and felt they
needed, with the restraints on the program in the CTR legislation.” The
initial legislation was quite specific, restricting the use of CTR funds to
activities that were clearly related to the nonproliferation, safeguarding,
destruction or dismantlement of WMD.3! In the face of these restrictions,
the United States took the path of least resistance, simply modeling the
CTR projects in Kazakhstan on existing CTR projects in Russia, which
clearly fit within the scope of the legislation.

The process of providing CTR assistance involved two important
legal steps: first, an umbrella agreement was negotiated between the U.S.
government and the recipient country governments, providing the basic
legal framework for assistance.? Then, for each specific CTR project area,
a separate implementing agreement was negotiated and signed on the
agency-to-agency level. In Kazakhstan, the umbrella agreement and the
first set of implementing agreements were signed December 13, 1993,
the same day that the Kazakh Parliament ratified the NPT. The imple-
menting agreements enabled projects in the following areas: provision of
emergency response equipment for use during the transport of nuclear
weapons to Russia; establishment of a government-to-government com-
munications link to facilitate data reporting for the START and INF arms
control agreements; strategic offensive arms elimination for the disman-
tlement of SS-18 Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) silos; nuclear
warhead storage elimination; strategic bomber elimination; improvement
of material control and accounting and physical protection (MPC&A) of
nuclear materials; improvement of export controls; and establishment of
defense and military contacts.

All of these program areas paralleled CTR projects in Russia. Over
the course of the previous year-and-a-half, implementing agreements also
had been signed in Russia for provision of emergency response equip-
ment, strategic offensive arms elimination, improvement of MPC&A, and
establishment of defense and military contacts.* A defense conversion
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implementing agreement was signed with Russia in December 1993, and a
Kazakhstani agreement on defense conversion followed just a few months
later in March 1994. Additional agreements were signed with Russia for
other CTR program areas, such as chemical weapons destruction and the
conversion of plutonium-production reactor cores, but these were not
relevant to Kazakhstan. In other words, every project area in Russia that
could be copied in Kazakhstan was copied.

The projects providing emergency response equipment and a con-
tinuous government-to-government satellite communications link were
quickly and easily implemented. Projects to withdraw strategic nuclear
weapons from Kazakhstan and eliminate ICBM missile silos, strategic
bombers, and nuclear weapons storage facilities also were straightforward
and considered highly successful. U.S. and Kazakhstani specialists worked
together to implement these projects on the ground. One article from
early 2000 found the projects for elimination of strategic offensive arms in
Kazakhstan the “most successful” of all such projects in the former Soviet
Union, as they were the first to achieve the complete elimination of all
strategic weapons from a country.”> Withdrawal of all nuclear weapons
and strategic bombers was completed by April 1995;% the few remain-
ing strategic bombers were eliminated in 1998, and all 147 missile silos
were dismantled and destroyed by 1999.%7 As a result, there are no further
projects to be completed under the strategic offensive arms elimination
implementing agreement in Kazakhstan.

The next two project areas—of nuclear materials MPC&A and ex-
port controls—were inherently more complicated because they are pre-
mised not on the simple destruction of hardware, but on the creation of
lasting systems and institutions. MPC&A projects involved the provision
of equipment and training, and were established at the four primary loca-
tions in Kazakhstan where nuclear materials were located.’® For the most
part, these projects ran more smoothly than analogous projects in Russia,
due to, in the words of one analyst, “fewer nuclear facilities . . . , housing
less nuclear material, with fewer bureaucratic obstacles.”® In addition,
because Kazakhstan is a non-nuclear-weapons state and its facilities are
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards, it had
fewer concerns about the protection of classified information.* However,
these projects were not without their problems. For example, concerns
have been raised regarding the long-term sustainability of the MPC&A
improvements and the development of a “safeguards culture” at the vari-
ous nuclear installations.* While it is difficult to quantify success in the
development of such a “safeguards culture,” there is no question that nu-
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clear materials in Kazakhstan are more secure today than they were prior
to the completion of U.S.-funded MPC&A projects there.

These projects began life as CTR projects run by DOD, but in fiscal
year 1996 responsibility for them was transferred to the Department of
Energy (DOE) where they took on a life of their own and became part of
a larger program for the safeguarding of nuclear materials.*? In the same
year, responsibility for export control assistance programs was transferred
out of the CTR program at DOD and over to the State Department.* The
Department of Commerce and the DOE also developed export control
assistance programs in Kazakhstan and some of the other Central Asian
states, funded primarily through the State Department.* Although export
control projects involved the provision of some equipment (for example,
it provided Kazakhstan with patrol boats for the Kazakhstani Coast Guard
on the Caspian Sea), for the most part they focused on education and
training. U.S. experts assisted Kazakh officials with the drafting of a com-
prehensive export control law.* In addition, the program provided the
United States with the opportunity to familiarize Kazakh officials with
international export control regimes, which have been described as “a fun-
damental but largely unappreciated part of early Nunn-Lugar contacts.”*

Defense conversion stands out as the major exception to the suc-
cess of the initial set of CTR projects in Kazakhstan. This was to be one
of the most important projects for Kazakhstan, as it had the potential to
contribute to the long-term development of their economy. According
to Kazakh officials, “conversion to civilian and commercial purposes of
industrial enterprises devoted to military production under the Soviet
system is of paramount importance to Almaty.”¥ However, CTR defense
conversion projects were plagued by a number of problems caused by a
variety of political and economic factors, and were dealt a death blow by
the U.S. Congress in 1996, when it disallowed any new CTR funding for
defense conversion activities in the former Soviet Union.* CTR defense
conversion programs were particularly susceptible to criticism, and Con-
gressional opponents argued that such programs essentially subsidized the
modernization of other areas of the post-Soviet defense establishments.*
Other arguments against defense conversion programs were that the
money would be better spent converting the U.S. defense industry, and
that the programs were too small to have any meaningful effect on the
conversion of the mammoth Soviet defense industry. Thus, CTR defense
conversion activities in Kazakhstan slowly dwindled. A few small-scale
projects continued to be funded with CTR monies from earlier years, but
others failed altogether.>
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In sum, the story thus far is one in which the United States aggres-
sively pursued its goal of a nuclear-weapons-free Kazakhstan by first
promising CTR assistance, and subsequently deciding the shape of that
assistance through a series of specific projects. These projects focused pri-
marily on nuclear weapons and nuclear materials, and were modeled after
those CTR projects in Russia that were relevant to Kazakhstan. By and
large these projects were successful, especially when compared with the
more complicated and extensive corresponding projects in Russia.

CTR in Kazakhstan: Thinking Outside the Russian Box

If, during its early years, the CTR program helped to ensure the
removal of nuclear weapons from Kazakhstan and provided concrete as-
sistance for the dismantlement and nonproliferation-related projects dis-
cussed above, it also served another, perhaps equally important, purpose:
providing the foundation for a strong, bilateral relationship between the
United States and Kazakhstan. As one official explained, DOD recognized
early on that a strong, strategic relationship with Central Asia was im-
portant to U.S. security and a useful counterbalance to Russia.** The CTR
program helped establish this relationship while simultaneously commu-
nicating the importance the United States placed on the development of
nonproliferation policies in the region. Indeed, an article by former As-
sistant Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter and Steven Miller, his colleague
from the Harvard University Center for Science and International Affairs,
noted that the principle purpose of the Nunn-Lugar program was “less to
finance specific technical steps than to set an agenda for denuclearization
and cooperation and to command attention to this agenda.” Former ad-
ministration officials have pointed out that negotiations and discussions
over the CTR program were “the first in-depth direct channel of com-
munication” between Almaty and Washington,> and that the non-Russian
CTR recipient states viewed CTR assistance as a “symbol of continuing
U.S. commitment to their independence, national well-being, security,
and a non-nuclear future.” An early Kazakhstani analysis of the program
substantiated this position, warning that Congressional reductions in
CTR funding “would reduce Kazakhstan’s basic trust in the policies of
the United States.”® As it turned out, trust did develop between the two
countries as the initial CTR projects were negotiated and implemented.
This trust led to a second wave of CTR projects in Kazakhstan, projects
not modeled on CTR in Russia, but designed to address problems unique
to Kazakhstan.
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The first such initiative was Project Sapphire, a secret endeavor that
involved the removal and transport of a forgotten stash of highly-enriched
uranium from the Ulba Metallurgy Plant in Ust-Kamenogorsk to the Oak
Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee.’ Established in 1949, the Ulba
Metallurgy Plant is a massive industrial enterprise that currently produces
low-enriched fuel pellets for civilian nuclear power plants and processes
strategic metals such as beryllium and tantalum. However, for a number of
years during the Soviet era, the plant also produced weapons-grade, highly-
enriched uranium fuel for use in naval propulsion reactors. Although
production of such fuel apparently ended in the 1980s, when Kazakhstan
became independent in 1991, a cache of 581 kilograms of highly-enriched
uranium remained in storage at Ulba. Experts estimate this amount would
have been enough to build more than 20 nuclear weapons.

Kazakh officials first informed the United States of the existence of
this material in August 1993, and over the course of the next few months
conveyed their concerns about the safety of the material, requesting as-
sistance to secure it or remove it from the country altogether. This request
would have been practically inconceivable without the existence of the
ongoing dialogue between the United States and Kazakhstan on nonpro-
liferation issues, begun in the context of CTR negotiations. By the time the
United States confirmed the quantity and enrichment level of the material
in February 1994, the CTR umbrella agreement, as well as the initial im-
plementing agreements described above, were already in place, providing
a legal framework for cooperation at Ulba. After confirming that Russia
was not interested in taking the material itself (Russian officials claimed
initially not to have any knowledge of the existence of the material), U.S.
and Kazakh officials agreed that the safest option would be to remove the
material. Although removal of the highly-enriched uranium clearly con-
tributed to nonproliferation goals by eliminating the potential for the ma-
terial to be stolen, it was a novel use of the CTR program. It also was not
immediately clear that the compensation Kazakhstan sought for the fuel
could be provided out of CTR funds. CTR agreements restricted assistance
to in-kind support in the form of equipment, materials, technologies, and
training; cash grants were not allowed. In the end, however, due to extraor-
dinary efforts on both sides, the material was airlifted in November 1994
from Ust-Kamenogorsk. Eventually, a compensation package was agreed
upon that included the provision of computer equipment, vehicles, and
medical supplies, all paid for using CTR funds. The delivery of this com-
pensation was completed in August 1997.7 With Project Sapphire, U.S.
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and Kazakhstani officials proved that CTR could be used for more than
the regularly scheduled CTR activities.

Another example of a unique use of CTR tailored to regional con-
cerns was the project to destroy the nuclear test tunnels at the Degelen
Mountain and Balapan underground test facilities on the Semipalatinsk
nuclear test site. Between 1949 and 1989, 456 nuclear tests were con-
ducted at Semipalatinsk, the Soviet Union’s primary nuclear test site.’
The Degelen Mountain project involved using conventional explosives to
destroy the nearly 200 remaining test tunnels, rendering them useless for
future nuclear testing. Kazakhstan was eager to prove its nonproliferation
commitment to the United States, and every CTR project implemented
in country represented jobs for Kazakhstanis. Although this project was
clearly related to WMD), it, too, was not a traditional CTR project because
it did not involve dismantlement and the tunnels did not represent an im-
mediate proliferation threat. Kazakhstan President Nursultan Nazarbaev
officially closed the test site in August 1991, and it was highly unlikely
that the test site would ever be used again as Kazakhstan had signed the
NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon state. Nonetheless, the project came to be
seen as falling within the scope of the CTR legislation. One U.S. official
commented that the project represented America’s recognition of the
importance of engaging Kazakhstan for strategic and political reasons
beyond proliferation threats, noting “there was a less restrictive approach
to projects [in Kazakhstan]” than in Russia.®” A CTR implementing agree-
ment for the project was negotiated between DOD and the Kazakhstani
Ministry of Science and New Technologies, and was signed October 3,
1995.61 A Defense Department press release hailed the agreement as “a
symbol of both countries’ commitment to leadership in promoting global
non-proliferation policies.”®

Probably the most significant set of second wave CTR projects in
Central Asia involved former biological weapons facilities. The Soviet
Union had a robust but illegal offensive biological weapons program, with
numerous research and production facilities throughout Russia® as well as
a large anthrax production factory in Northern Kazakhstan, and a handful
of research institutes in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. These outlying facili-
ties conducted at least some research and development work for the Soviet
biological weapons program.s U.S. attempts to expand the CTR program
into the biological weapons areas in Russia were met with complete stone-
walling by Russian officials. Although President Boris Yeltsin admitted in
1992 that the Soviet Union had conducted a secret offensive biological
weapons program, in violation of the Biological Weapons Convention, the
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program is still shrouded in secrecy. According to one U.S. official, when
the United States would raise the possibility of providing CTR assistance
in the area of bioweapons, the Russians simply would deny the existence
of bioweapons facilities on their soil. “Where can you go from there?” this
official asked.®> In Kazakhstan, however, the situation was quite different.
There, former bioweapons facilities were cut off from their former insti-
tutional structures, and there were no institutional actors in the central
government in denial about the former Soviet program. The Kazakh lead-
ership was able to show its commitment to nonproliferation by being open
about the legacy of Soviet bioweapons in their country, and, at the same
time, lobby for assistance from the United States to deal with that legacy.

As a direct result of the personal relationships and trust that devel-
oped between U.S. and Kazakh officials during the implementation of
other CTR projects, American officials finally secured permission from the
Kazakh government to visit the anthrax production facility in Stepnogorsk
in June 1995.% Although they had known about the existence of the plant,
U.S. officials were horrified by what they saw—the enormous scale of the
plant, the level of decay within it, and the vulnerability of bioweapons
scientists to recruitment. The plant was clearly a proliferation danger. It
needed to be dismantled; and it was determined that CTR would be an
appropriate tool for the job. In June 1996, one year after the first U.S. visit
to Stepnogorsk, an amendment was signed to the 1995 implementing
agreement governing work at Degelen Mountain.”” This new amendment
provided the legal basis for biological weapons proliferation prevention
activities in Kazakhstan under the CTR program.

As of Spring 2003, all the equipment for production of biological
weapons at Stepnogorsk has been destroyed, and the Defense Department
is in the process of destroying the buildings themselves.® In addition, new
projects are underway to provide effective physical protection of biological
agents at two research institutes: the State Agricultural Research Institute
in Otar and the Anti-Plague Institute in Almaty.® Finally, a new coop-
erative biodefense project seeks to develop cooperative research projects
between Kazakhstani and U.S. scientists, to “prevent proliferation of bio-
logical weapons biotechnology, increase transparency, and enhance U.S.
force protection.””

Thus, in the second phase of CTR, assistance again has veered from
its initial path of nuclear-related, Russia-modeled projects. Building on the
relationships that CTR helped develop, DOD has used the agreement as a
tool to address specific nonproliferation opportunities unique to Central
Asia. In recent years, additional proliferation threats have been identified,



332 DAUGHTRY

such as the partially constructed chemical weapons production plant in the
city of Pavlodar in Northern Kazakhstan. The initiation of significant work
in the former biological weapons sector in Kazakhstan was a breakthrough
for CTR in this highly sensitive area, and now represents the greater part
of CTR activity in Kazakhstan. In addition to preventing the proliferation
of biological weapons-materials, these projects have the ancillary benefit
of giving the U.S. important insights into the Soviet biological weapons
program that Russia continues to obscure. Perhaps more important to the
development of the CTR program, the biological weapons-related work in
Kazakhstan has provided a road map for biological weapons-related CTR
work in other countries, such as Uzbekistan, Ukraine and Georgia.

CTR in Uzbekistan and Beyond

The Defense Department’s expansion of the CTR program into Uz-
bekistan was very different from its expansion into Kazakhstan. The Uzbek
government approached the United States for assistance with a discreet
problem: the demilitarization of a remote facility for the research, devel-
opment and testing of chemical weapons in the city of Nukus, in western
Uzbekistan.” Following the model for the second wave of CTR projects in
Kazakhstan, the project was identified as one that fit into the CTR frame-
work, and Uzbekistan quickly joined the CTR club without fanfare. In
fact, DOD was so anxious to begin work that it started under a temporary
agreement in 1997 with the Ministry of Defense while hammering out the
CTR umbrella agreement over a period of several years.”

In addition to the Nukus project, which was completed in May
2002, DOD has used the CTR program to implement a number of
projects in the biological weapons-related sphere. After concluding a new
implementing agreement for such work in October 2001, DOD began
to demilitarize the former biological weapons test site on Vozrezhdeniye
Island in the Aral Sea.” In addition, DOD is in the process of establishing
CTR projects along the lines of those in Kazakhstan for physical protec-
tion of biological agents and for collaborative bio-defense research at
three research institutes: the Institute of Veterinary Science in Samarkand,
the Institute of Virology in Tashkent and the Center for Prophylaxis and
Quarantine of Most Hazardous Infections in Tashkent.”

DOD is currently developing a new set of CTR projects that is likely
to expand CTR further within Central Asia. This major new initiative,
called Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation Prevention (WMDPP),
is designed to provide border security assistance to all eligible non-Russian
states of the former Soviet Union, and has already received $40 million
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from Congress.”s Within Central Asia, initial WMDPP projects will occur
in countries where CTR has already been established, such as Kazakhstan
and Uzbekistan, but it is also likely that this initiative eventually will be
expanded to Kyrgyzstan.” The goal of WMDPP is to provide recipient
countries with “self-sustaining, multi-agency capabilities to prevent, de-
tect, and interdict WMD and related materials,”’ and the first priority will
be to address indigenous operational capabilities at key border crossings.
In testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee in July 2002,
Lisa Bronson, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense with responsibilities for
the CTR program, noted that this initiative will further enhance U.S. secu-
rity, not only by helping to prevent the proliferation of WMD to terrorists
and “states of concern,” but also by “facilitating future U.S. activities in
the region and reinforcing relationships with FSU [former Soviet Union]
states” and “developing relationships with foreign counterpart agencies
that will be useful in times of crisis.””® This last comment could be a subtle
acknowledgement that U.S.-Uzbekistan cooperation under the auspices of
the CTR program played an important role in Uzbekistan’s prompt agree-
ment to allow the United States to station troops in southern Uzbekistan
during combat operations in the opening phases of the Global War on
Terrorism in Afghanistan in late 2001.

Conclusion

A decade of CTR experiences in Central Asia has given the United
States significant insights into this strategically important region of the
world. While the CTR program has been and remains overwhelmingly
focused on Russia, it is useful to note the evolution of CTR in Central Asia
and the ways it has strengthened U.S. relationships there. It is clear that
when the program was first introduced in Central Asia, there was not a
systematic evaluation of the proliferation threats in the region nor a mea-
sured application of the program to counter those threats. Instead, a top-
down approach was used, in which DOD copied Russian CTR projects to
the extent that they were relevant. As the program evolved, this approach
gradually gave way to a bottom-up approach where individuals on both
sides identified specific proliferation threats and then used CTR as a tool
to deal with those threats.

During this evolution, Central Asia has come to be understood as a
region distinct from Russia, with a different set of nonproliferation prob-
lems and opportunities. Furthermore, in the context of the current war
on terrorism, the future of the entire CTR program is increasingly focused
on the threats posed by biological weapons proliferation, an aspect of the
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program that has been particularly strong in Central Asia, and on border
security issues addressed by the new WMDPP initiative.* It is noteworthy
that the CTR program has evolved to a stage at which an exclusively non-
Russian initiative could be pursued.

Over the course of a decade, the CTR program has provided Kazakh-
stan and Uzbekistan with the resources to deal with specific problems that
would have been difficult to address otherwise. It also has provided Amer-
ica with a concrete means of engaging with Central Asia on serious issues
of mutual concern. This engagement deepened the relationships between
the United States and Kazakhstan, and later between the United States and
Uzbekistan. Each new project reinforces these relationships—and as new
threats emerge, the countries will be better positioned to address them. By
engaging with Central Asia to prevent the WMD proliferation, the CTR
program has advanced U.S policies and contributed to U.S. homeland,
regional and global security. CTR has proven flexible enough to address
unanticipated threats, and at the same time maintained its primary focus
on the dangers of proliferation. It has done so at minimal expense while
yielding important side benefits. In an era obsessed with the control and
elimination of WMD, CTR may prove to be an effective alternative to the
more costly, more problematic resort to U.S. military force.
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