I. Theoretical Overview: Autocracy and Uzbekistan


This thesis will deal with a set of related arguments: First, Uzbekistan is an autocracy, but in the East Asian authoritarian, not the Soviet post-totalitarian, mold.  Second, autocracy succeeded in Uzbekistan because of the lack of democratic experience in Uzbekistan.  Third, nondemocracy in Uzbekistan consolidated quickly due to the tremendous resources at the disposal of the state.  However, it is impossible to tell why this particular form of nondemocracy developed in Uzbekistan.  Before each of these issues is examined, it is important to examine why the study of autocracies is important, what kind of autocracies are out there, and why Uzbekistan is a vital part of any study of autocracy in Central Asia.  It is to these issues that we now turn.

Studying Autocracies

Why Study Autocracies?


In the wake of World War II, studies of autocratic regimes were as common as studies of democratic ones.  Hannah Arendt’s The Origins of Totalitarianism appeared in 1951 as a study of the Nazi and Soviet regimes; it was quickly followed by a spate of books and articles that attempted shed light on the nature of the regimes which came to power in Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union, and the Peoples’ Republic of China.  Other works focused on the series of nondemocratic regimes in Latin America, Asia and Africa.  However, the beginning of the so-called ‘Third Wave’ of democratization in 1974 also marked a turning point in thought about regime type.  Increasingly, studies focused on questions of why democracy, as opposed to autocracy, succeeded.  This was especially true as Latin America and portions of the former East Bloc began transitions to democracy.
  


Democracy has clearly advanced in recent years.  According to the Freedom House’s first Annual Survey of Freedom in 1972-73, 28.27% of states could be considered ‘free,’ while 46.21% could be considered ‘not free;’ the 1999-2000 report, by contrast, shows 44.27% of states ‘free,’ with 25.00% of states not free.
  In essence, the proportion of free states (what Larry Diamond would call liberal democracies) to not free states (which are generally consolidated autocracies) has inverted in the last 27 years.
  However, the rise of democracy noted above does not necessarily mean that autocracy is in the midst of an inexorable decline.  Indeed, as Huntington’s analogy of waves would suggest, there is the distinct possibility that once the current wave of democratization is through, we will see a resurgence of autocratic states.  Diamond points out that the ‘third reverse wave’ may already be occurring, since democracy has made little progress since the collapse of the Soviet Union.
  Indeed, while 1999 saw democratic progress in Nigeria and Indonesia, it also saw successful military coups in Guinea-Bissau, Niger, Pakistan, Comoros and Cote d’Ivoire.
   

From a methodological standpoint, it is important to look at the entire population of states to determine not only why democracy succeeds, but why nondemocracy does as well.  Turning the question to the reasons for and nature of autocratic regimes can significantly alter perspective on regime change.  For example, in his 1998 book On Democracy, Robert Dahl points to ten key advantages of democracy over authoritarianism: 

1. Democracy helps to prevent government by cruel and vicious autocrats.

2. Democracy guarantees its citizens a number of fundamental rights that nondemocratic systems do not, and cannot, grant.

3. Democracy insures its citizens a broader range of personal freedom than any feasible alternative to it.

4. Democracy helps people to protect their own fundamental interests.

5. Only a democratic government can provide a maximum opportunity for persons to exercise the freedom of self-determination-that is, to live under laws of their own choosing.

6. Only a democratic government can provide a maximum opportunity for exercising moral responsibility.

7. Democracy fosters human development more fully than any feasible alternative.

8. Only a democratic government can foster a relatively high degree of political equality.

9. Modern representative democracies do not fight wars with one another.

10. Countries with democratic governments tend to be more prosperous than countries with nondemocratic governments.

While the advantages listed by Dahl are broadly true for democracies versus autocracies, they are also true for certain types of autocracies versus other types.  Prevention of tyranny is a good example.  While there is less tyranny in democracies than in autocracies, there was also less tyranny in India under the British than under Nazi Germany; the British provided for greater fundamental rights, personal freedoms, opportunities to exercise moral responsibility, and so forth than did Hitler.  There are major differences between autocratic systems, and not all autocratic systems are alike.


Moreover, differences in nondemocratic type can have short and long run consequences.  In the short run, it seems that states with ‘soft’ authoritarianism such as Singapore have been able to generate greater economic opportunity than states with totalitarianism such as North Korea.  In the long run, the type of authoritarian regime can have a dramatic impact on later attempts to democratize; indeed, the characteristics of the outgoing authoritarian regime may not only affect the type of democracy that evolves, but whether that democracy survives at all.
  For example, Valerie Bunce points out that ‘transition’ in the former East Bloc is a substantially different project than other Third Wave transitions due to the nature of the Soviet system.  She argues that, while the states of Southern Europe and Latin America emerged from military dictatorships needing only political reform, the states of Eastern and Central Europe had to build not only democracy but also a social and economic system to undergird it.
  On a broader level, Linz and Stepan argue that ‘authoritarian’ states are better suited to democratic transition than ‘totalitarian,’ ‘post-totalitarian,’ or ‘sultanistic’ states (see definitions below).  They argue that authoritarian states have a greater level of autonomy for civil society and, in some cases, for political competition, rule of law, market competition, and professionalism in state bureaucracy.
  All of these characteristics are correlated with a democratic outcome of transition.

Types of Autocracies
There are two basic paradigms for classification of autocratic regimes.  The first, alluded to previously, is by the nature of the regime’s involvement with society and the economy.  In this conception there are four types of nondemocratic regime - totalitarian, post-totalitarian, sultanistic, and authoritarian. Linz and Stepan define a totalitarian state as one that 

...has eliminated almost all pre-existing political, economic, and social pluralism,  has a unified, articulated, guiding, utopian ideology, has intensive and extensive mobilization, and has a leadership that rules, often charismatically, with undefined limits and great unpredictability and vulnerability for elites and nonelites alike...

The Soviet Union under Stalin or Nazi Germany would be typical examples of totalitarian regimes, although neither reached Linz’s ideal type.  The second regime type is post-totalitarian.  As the name implies, a post-totalitarian regime is one that was formerly totalitarian but has loosened the state’s hold on power.  Post-totalitarian regimes generally have greater constraints on the leader and some loosening of the police apparatus; however, competition for power is still beyond the pale as the party has a formal monopoly on power.
   The third regime type, sultanism, involves a highly personalistic dictator but far lower levels of ideology and mass mobilization than under totalitarianism.
  Sultanistic states tend to be parasitic, with the state serving to enrich the leader.  Haiti under the Duvalier dictatorship or Congo under Kabila are examples of sultanism.  

The fourth regime type is authoritarian.  Authoritarian governments generally allow greater electoral competition than post-totalitarian ones, but the competition in authoritarian states can not lead to an alternation in power.  Authoritarian regimes also allow some sort of truncated organizational autonomy for their citizens. Leaders in authoritarian states generally face some constraints. though these constraints do not come from the public at large.
 Malaysia represents an authoritarian system.  

Some authors would create a further delineation between authoritarian states and pseudodemocracies.  Diamond defines pseudodemocracies as states where the political system:

extends beyond...hegemonic parties to encompass multiparty electoral systems in which the undemocratic dominance of the ruling party may be weak and contested (as in Kenya), or in the process of decomposing into a more competitive system (as in Mexico), or highly personalistic and poorly institutionalized (as in Kazakstan).
 

 However, the distinction between pseudodemocratic and authoritarian regimes hinges on the degree of constraint on ‘democratic’ institutions.  This makes drawing a line where authoritarianism ends and pseudodemocracy begins exceedingly difficult and of questionable use as an analytical tool. Thus, this thesis will generally deal with  pseudodemocracies as part of the spectrum of authoritarian governments.


Overlaying the function-based typology of autocracies is one that is culturally-based.  As defined by Samuel Huntington, the remaining autocratic systems in the world can be classified as either ‘Confucian’ or ‘Islamic.’  According to this argument, liberal democracy is based on concepts developed in the western cultural tradition; thus, political systems in societies with different traditions have different systems of government.
  Since Huntington is looking at autocratic systems in the wake of the Cold War, this paradigm excludes failed systems such as communism.  It also excludes distinctly African autocracies such as Tanzania under the ujamaa program of Julius Nyerere.  For the purposes of a study on Uzbekistan, Huntington covers the important competing models (besides communism).


As the name implies, Confucian systems of autocracy can be found among the East Asian states influenced by the Chinese philosopher. Since Confucian societies (in China, Korea, Vietnam, Singapore, and others) do not have a tradition of individual rights, it is argued that liberal democracy cannot take root.  Moreover, the cultural analysis indicates that a specific type of political system would emerge from Confucian societies - the so-called “East Asian” model.  In this model, there is some electoral competition, but that competition does not lead to alternation in power.
  Confucian systems have generally embraced capitalism with a role for the state in guiding development.


While there are at least the trappings of democracy in Confucian political systems, in many Islamic systems there is no opposition at all.  While Huntington notes that there is no prima facie bias in Islam against democracy, he also notes that in the Islamic tradition there is no delineation of power between mosque and state.
  Islamic states generally fare far worse on indicators like the Freedom House’s annual survey because of the pervasive influence of religion.  Thus, even a state such as Iran, which has electoral competition for both the President and Parliament, is not considered a democracy since both branches of government are subordinated to clerical authority.  Moreover, the egalitarian nature of Islamic theology and the creation of quasigovernmental waqf foundations have generally prevented the emergence of a capitalist economic order in most Muslim states.  


Using either a function-based or a culture-based analysis of autocracies can have value.  The function-based paradigm more or less ignores regional differences but covers the whole population of nondemocratic regimes.  By contrast, a cultural explanation gets at the roots of why authoritarianism exists in certain contexts but fails to cover the entire spectrum of autocracy visible in today’s world.  As a result, this study will look at Uzbekistan through both models in Chapter III.

Studying Uzbekistan


Uzbekistan provides a good case to test various questions related to autocratic transition and consolidation in the Central Asian context.  In many respects, Uzbekistan is the median state of Central Asia, which makes it particularly worthy of a case study.  Given the topic at hand the best approach would be a comparative study of autocracy in Central Asia or even globally.  However, given the time and space constraints of this particular project, a comparative study was not feasible.


That said, Uzbekistan is the logical place to start any inquiry on transition in Central Asia.  With an estimated at 24 million people, Uzbekistan is the most populous state in the region.
  However, the sheer size of Uzbekistan’s population is the one of the only characteristics that sets it apart from its Central Asian neighbors.  With respect to most other dimensions of political, economic, or social development Uzbekistan stands squarely in the middle (See Chart I).  In addition to these indicators, it is significant that Uzbeks, like the majority of Central Asians, are both Turkish speaking and a historically sedentary population.  Thus, from a methodological standpoint, Uzbekistan is the ‘least different’ state in the region.

Chart I. Social and Political Indicators for Central Asia

Country
Freedom House

GNP

per capita

Private-sector share of GDP

Life Expectancy

Urbanization


Kazakstan
5.5
$1310
55%
70
61

Kyrgyz Republic
5.0
$350
60%
71
40

Tajikistan
6.0
$350
30%
66
33

Turkmenistan
7.0
na
25%
62
45

Uzbekistan
6.5
$870
45%
66
42


The most significant difference between Uzbekistan and the other states of the region is Uzbekistan’s ethnic breakdown.  According to CIA estimates, 80% of Uzbekistan’s population is ethnically Uzbek, which would make it the most ethnically homogeneous state in Central Asia.
  However, two important factors mitigate this apparent difference.  First, Uzbekistan has hardly been immune from ethnic conflict; indeed, the most significant ethnic violence in Central Asia in the twenty years prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union occurred in Uzbekistan.
  Second, there are serious questions as to the validity of the CIA estimate of Uzbekistan’s true ethnic makeup.  Several scholars believe that the number of minorities in Uzbekistan is often underreported because minorities claim to be Uzbek for fear of persecution.  Indeed, Richard Feltz believes that the Tajiks in Uzbekistan may outnumber those in Tajikistan.


The final reason for examining Uzbekistan as an initial case study for Central Asia is the enormous influence transition in Uzbekistan will probably have on the rest of the region.  As already mentioned, Uzbekistan is the most populous state of the region; it is also centrally located.  Uzbekistan has pretensions to being a regional leader due to its military and economic power.  Indeed, since independence Uzbekistan has shown few qualms about intervening in the affairs of the other Central Asian republics.  Uzbekistan’s interventions were particularly notable when the Kyrgyz Republic introduced its own currency.  In response, Uzbekistan shut off gas shipments to the Kyrgyz Republic until Bishkek agreed to pay Tashkent $13 million in hard currency for the disruption and President Akayev issued a humiliating public apology to President Karimov.
  This combination of power and assertiveness has led observers such as S. Frederick Starr to the conclusion that Uzbekistan’s future will largely determine that of Central Asia.
   


II. Not a Democracy

Tashkent claims that Uzbekistan is an emerging democracy.  The government of Uzbekistan points to the existence of five registered political parties, relative freedom of association, and the fact that incumbent president Islam Karimov has won two elections for president as evidence of Uzbekistan’s progress.  The Central Election Commission of Uzbekistan claims that the current state of electoral competition reflects “the progressive and gradual nature of development of democracy in Uzbekistan, which takes into account the mentality and traditions of the Uzbek people, the peculiarities of the nation’s social and economic development, and the current level of its political and legal culture.”
  Most Uzbek government officials acknowledge that Uzbekistan is not a full-fledged or consolidated democracy in the Western sense; the typical comment is that democracy is waging a battle against people with “old values.”
  


By contrast, human rights groups and the press routinely vilify the political situation in Uzbekistan as neo-Soviet, if not worse.  Pointing to the wide margins of victory enjoyed by Karimov in the last two presidential polls, the total state control of the media, and frequent reports of arrests and beatings of political dissidents, the press is highly critical of the Karimov regime. Karimov’s prior incarnation as head of the Communist Party of Uzbekistan (CPUz) reinforces the idea that the regime is neo-Soviet.  Agence France Presse describes Karimov as “a Communist-era strongman who is already running a repressive regime in an impoverished ex-Soviet state.”
  London’s Sunday Observer was less charitable, calling Karimov the “Stalin of the Silk Road.”
  This sentiment is evidently shared by Human Rights Watch, which decries the techniques used by the Uzbek government as “reminiscent of Stalinist times.”


In some respects, the discrepancy hinges on different definitions of democracy.  

Joseph Schumpeter defines the democratic method as “that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.”
  Given that this definition of democracy essentially equates it with some form of competition, Uzbekistan exhibits some signs of democracy.  There are five legal political parties in Uzbekistan, all of which competed for seats in the Oliy Majlis in December 1999.  Combined with independent candidates, there were 5-6 candidates for each post.
  Foreign observers found the election-day procedures to be clean, with none of the ballot box stuffing or voter intimidation found in other parts of the world.
  Indeed, the Russian delegation found that the “parliamentary elections in Uzbekistan occurred in accordance with international norms and had a democratic character.”

Moreover, there have been two contested elections for the vastly more important post of President.  In 1991, President Karimov, running at the head of the People’s Democratic Party (PDP), defeated Mohammed Soliq, head of the opposition Erk (Freedom) Party, with 86% of the vote, according to government statistics.
  In 2000 Karimov, running as the candidate of several parties, defeated Abdulhasiz Jalalov, head of the People’s Democratic Party, with about 92% of the vote.
  


However, when we look at the underlying institutions that are critical for effective competition, Uzbekistan is clearly lacking.  Dahl, whose conception of democracy also relies heavily on competition, argues that real democracy requires that citizens are able to formulate their preferences, signify their preferences, and have their preferences weighted equally in the conduct of government.  In order to ensure this process, eight institutional features of a functional democracy are critical:

1. Freedom to form and join organizations

2. Freedom of expression

3. Right to vote

4. Eligibility for public office

5. Right of political leaders to compete for support

5a. Right of political leaders to compete for votes

6. Alternative sources of information

7. Free and fair elections

8. Institutions for making government policies depend on votes and other expressions of preference.

Although this definition of democracy does not include basic civil rights such equal protection, it represents a significant standard by which electoral can be judged.  Even without delving into personal freedoms, an examination of Uzbekistan’s record on Dahl’s paradigm shows that Uzbekistan is a nondemocracy.

Freedom to Form and Join Organizations


Particularly in comparison to the Soviet regime that preceded it, the Karimov government has done fairly well promoting organizational autonomy in a broad sense.  Given that Uzbekistan, like all of the former Soviet states, is emerging from a Soviet system in which the Communist Party controlled everything from labor unions to bird-watching societies, there has been an explosive growth in non-governmental organizations (NGO) in Uzbekistan since independence. According to official statistics, there are currently 2,300 NGOs active in Uzbekistan, including a rise of over 1,500 in the last five years.
  A separate count from the State Committee for Religious Affairs found 1,710 religious organizations in Uzbekistan in August 1999.
  In 1999, Uzbekistan promulgated a new law on NGOs that significantly broadened and strengthened their legal rights.
  One member of the foreign NGO community said that the area in which Uzbekistan has been most successful in promoting human rights was “in beginning to acknowledge NGOs through increased dialogue and passage of a new NGO law.”
  Abdumannob Polat, head of the Human Rights Society of Uzbekistan, agreed, though he warned that autonomy only extends to non-political NGOs.


However, while the doors have been opened for independent organizations that deal with issues such as women’s rights, there is a strong government desire to use NGOs for state purposes.  The mahallas are a good example.  A traditional unit of local self-government, the Uzbek government prides itself on the fact that “observation of local values like the mahalla has been maintained.”
  However, the independence of the mahallas has been compromised as they have become tools of the government.  In a January 2000 speech to the Oliy Majlis, Karimov called for increased cooperation between the mahallas and Uzbek security services.
  The previous year, the mahallas were instrumental in “hate rallies” that attacked those caught up in the arrests following the bombings.  In these often-televised events, the mahalla leads a round of denunciations of the person accused, who is forced to remain by police.  In a typical case, Makbuba Kasymova, an activist with the Independent Human Rights Organization of Uzbekistan who was arrested for allegedly sheltering a terrorist and defrauding her neighbors, was interrogated for several hours at a police station, then brought to such a rally.  Forced to remain silent for four hours as members of the mahalla and the community at large denounced her, she broke down.  This portion of the rally was repeatedly rebroadcast on Uzbek television.
  

At independence, there were three political parties in Uzbekistan - the PDP, Erk, Birlik (Unity), and the Islamic Renaissance Party (IRP).  However, Birlik and the IRP were prevented from fielding a candidate in the first presidential elections, and Erk was banned shortly afterwards.  Even organizations affiliated with the two parties, such as the Human Rights Society of Uzbekistan and the Independent Human Rights Organization of Uzbekistan, were denied registration  (See Figure 1).
  


The legal political sphere is occupied solely by the government.  The five legal political parties are all creations of the state, and have yet to define themselves programmatically.  Indeed, during an April 1999 speech to the Supreme Assembly, Karimov himself was highly critical of the party system:

Therefore, if something is called a party then its leaders and supporters must know exactly what they are struggling against.  If a party does not have clearly defined goals, if members of that party do not know why they joined it, then it is no good.  We have five or six parties.  Can you really tell them from one another?  I have to speak candidly, as foreign guests are also present here.  Tell me if you can tell the difference between them.  If you look at their main goals, the ways of achieving them and the path they have chosen or their main principles and issues they have set before themselves, I repeat these questions: what are they struggling for, who do they rely on and what or who are they opposed to.
 

This pattern of emasculating the legal opposition played out in a similar fashion in the 2000 presidential elections.  Jalalov ran as the head of the PDP, which had nominated Karimov in the 1991 race and is generally considered the party of power.  More to the point, Jalalov actually voted for Karimov in the 2000 election.
  In a statement after the election, Jalalov claimed that:

I voted for stability, peace, our nation’s independence, for the development of Uzbekistan...So as paradoxical as it may sound, I voted for Islam Karimov...I ran so that democracy would win.

The government also created organs to parallel the emerging human rights organizations.  The Oliy Majlis created the institution of the Human Rights Ombudsman and appointed Sayyora Rashidova, the daughter of former CPUz First Secretary Sharaf Rashidov, to run it.  The Ombudsman’s 1999 report criticized the “insufficient intensity of public organizations and lack of coordination between them and governmental institutions in the field of human rights activity.”
 Additionally, the government registered the Committee for the Promotion of Human Rights in Uzbekistan, led by a professed pro-Karimov man, Murat Zakhidov, who believes that cooperating with government authorities is the best way to accomplish improvements in human rights.
  

Freedom of Expression


Freedom of expression in Uzbekistan is more unequivocally curtailed than freedom to form and join organizations.  While the majority of the Uzbek population enjoys the freedom to criticize the government “in their own kitchens,” there has been no significant improvement in freedom of expression since the end of the Soviet era.
  Indeed, particularly with regard to the right to demonstrate, freedom of expression has declined in the years since independence.


In the late Soviet and early independence eras, there was a surge in mass protest in all of the former Soviet republics, including Uzbekistan.  In 1990, an estimated 15,000 Muslim believers demonstrated in Namangan.
  Similar protests the next year by both Erk and Birlik forced the government to allot fifteen minutes of television air time to Soliq ahead of the 1991 presidential elections.
  Erk’s claims that Soliq in fact won 46% of the vote in the 1991 poll, combined with price liberalization in early 1992 sparked a new round of protests.
   

Freedom of speech is enshrined in the 1992 constitution.  However, the constitution contains seemingly contradictory provisions on insulting honor and limits on freedom of speech that have become the linchpin of repression in the independent era.  Provisions from the constitution include:
Article 20.  The exercise of rights and freedoms by a citizen shall not encroach on the lawful interests, rights and freedoms of other people, the state or society...

Article 27.  Everyone shall be entitled to protection against encroachments on his honor, dignity, and interference in his private life, and shall be guaranteed inviolability of the home... 

Article 29.  Everyone shall be guaranteed freedom of thought, speech and convictions. Everyone shall have the right to seek, obtain and disseminate any information, except that which is directed against the existing constitutional system and in some other instances specified by law. 

Freedom of thought and its expression may be restricted by law if any state or other secret is involved...

Article 33.  All citizens shall have the right to engage in public life by holding rallies, meetings and demonstrations in accordance with the legislation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. The bodies of authority shall have the right to suspend or ban such undertakings exclusively on the grounds of security.
 
Starting in 1992, freedom of expression in Uzbekistan began to be significantly curtailed.  Erk, the only legal opposition party (Birlik was registered only as a movement), had about 80% of the material in its April/May 1992 newspaper censored.  The majority of the censored material dealt with the civil war in Tajikistan, which the Uzbek government was determined to keep from spreading.
  According to the government, the situation in Tajikistan triggered the “security” provisions of the constitution.  By the end of 1993, the IRP, Birlik and Erk were banned.  When members of Birlik and the Human Rights Society of Uzbekistan (HRSU) attempted to participate in a human rights conference in Bishkek in 1992, they were abducted by Uzbek security forces.  Among those abducted was Abdumannob Polat, chair of the HRSU, who was charged with “insulting the dignity and honor of the president.”
  

The current situation exemplified by two attempted protests in 1998 and 1999 by female relatives of detained dissidents and organizers in the Muslim community. A 1998 protest, which occurred outside a Tashkent police station, comprised 100 women.  It was broken up by police, who later arrested the organizers and several participants.
  The 1999 protest, which comprised about 40 women, dispersed after a brief confrontation with police.
  Human Rights Watch (HRW) believes these to be the largest public demonstrations in Uzbekistan in the last two years.

Hard as the situation was for dissidents like Polat, the brunt of the government’s campaign against freedom of expression was borne by the devoutly Islamic segments of Uzbekistan’s population.  Following the liquidation of the “Adolat” insurgency in Namangan and the fall of the capital of neighboring Tajikistan to Islamist forces, the government intensified its campaign against overly pious Muslims.
  In a 1998 speech to the Oliy Majlis, Karimov said of Islamic extremists “...such people must be shot in the head.  If necessary, I’ll shoot them myself, if you lack the resolve.”
  In the wake of the Tashkent bombings, Karimov said that he would “cut off their hands.”
 Since 1998, the government has prohibited the use of loudspeakers in the call to prayer and during services in mosques throughout Uzbekistan.
  The group Hezb-ut-Tahrir, which advocates the peaceful establishment of an Islamic state in Uzbekistan, has increasingly been singled out for prosecution.  Although precise figures are not available, the State Department’s Human Rights report for 1999 states that “police...detained a large number of Hezbut Tahrir leaflet distributors in Tashkent.  The leaflets severely criticized President Karimov and propagated a Muslim teaching banned in the country.”

Additionally, HRW claims that the anti-Islamist campaign spread to educational institutions, where students face expulsion and are threatened with arrest for wearing veils or beards, both of which are associated with pious Muslims.
 Bearded males also reportedly face general police harassment, particularly in the volatile Farghona Valley.
  Under heavy pressure from the Karimov administration, the independent-minded head of Uzbekistan’s Muslims was forced to resign in 1993 and was replaced with an ardent Karimov supporter.
  In an apparent attempt to strengthen control over the nation’s religious leaders, in 1999 Uzbekistan opened a state-run Islamic University to train clerics and withdrew its students from colleges and universities in Turkey.
  At a fundamental level, the right to publicly express political or religious opinions at odds with government aims is nonexistent in Uzbeksitan.

The Right to Vote


Uzbekistan is closest to democratic norms in the field of voting rights.  However, even the right to vote can be circumscribed.  In 1991, there was considerable controversy over the announcement that President Karimov garnered 86% of the vote.  Soliq and others charged that the government had manufactured these results.
  By contrast, the 1999 parliamentary elections and the 2000 presidential election were relatively free from such accusations, which observers declared fair from the standpoint of election-day procedure (see above).  The ostensible party of power, the PDP, became the largest faction with 32 seats in the Oliy Majlis. Four other political parties split an additional 43 seats, and candidates supported by local governments gained a further 98 seats.
  

Notably, both HRW and a limited assessment mission from the OSCE’s Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) condemned the December 1999 parliamentary poll, and ODIHR refused to send an observer delegation to the presidential elections in January 2000.  However, the entirety of the ODIHR report focuses on restrictions on the media, de-registration of candidates and parties, and the politicization of the Central Election Commission.  ODIHR did not deploy any monitors, saying that such an exercise would be pointless since “voters did not have a genuine choice on election day.”
  HRW’s complaints about the process were similar, although its backgrounder on the elections mentioned government obstruction of individuals who hoped to serve as election monitors.
  While the issues raised by ODIHR and HRW certainly highlight the interactivity of the rights listed in Dahl’s paradigm, neither organization indicates that the right to vote, narrowly defined as the right to cast ballots, is significantly abridged in Uzbekistan. Dahl addresses this very issue in Polyarchy: 
Needless to say, in the absence of the right to oppose the right to “participate” is stripped of a very large part of the significance it has in a country where public contestation exists.  A country with universal suffrage and a completely repressive government would provide fewer opportunities for oppositions, surely, than a country with narrow suffrage but a highly tolerant government...Nonetheless, as long as we keep clearly in mind the fact that the extent of “suffrage” or, more generally, the right to participate indicates only one characteristic of systems, a characteristic that cannot be interpreted except in the context of other characteristics, it is useful to distinguish regimes according to their inclusiveness.

Thus, while Uzbekistan should be applauded for the lack of restrictions on the right to cast ballots, it is important to judge the characteristics of competition in elections. 

Eligibility for Public Office


In theory, Uzbekistan allows members of registered political parties and independent candidates nominated by public organizations to stand for office.  The 1992 constitution deals with formation of and restrictions on political parties:

Article 56. Professional associations, political parties, and scientific societies as well as women’s, veteran’s and youth organizations, trade unions, mass movements and other citizen’s associations that are registered in accordance with the law shall have the status of public associations in the Republic of Uzbekistan.

Article 57.  The formation and activity of political parties and other public associations that aim to do the following shall be prohibited: changing the existing constitutional by force; opposing the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and security of the Republic as well as the constitutional rights and freedoms of its citizens; advocating war and social, national, racial and religious enmity, encroaching on the health and morals of the people; as well as armed associations and political parties based on national and religious principles.

Before it was banned in 1993, Erk successfully nominated Mohammed Soliq to run for president, and as previously stated, there were contested elections (in the sense of having more than one candidate) for both the Oliy Majlis and the presidency within the last twelve months.  However, while there is some degree of choice on the ballot, the government of Uzbekistan heavily restricts electoral competition to the point of reportedly stopping candidates of approved parties from participating in elections.


The most obvious restriction of the right to stand for public office is the fact that three major opposition parties - Erk, Birlik, and the IRP - are banned for alleged criminal activity.
  Birlik, which was initially registered as a ‘movement’ as opposed to a party, attempted to nominate its chairman, Abdurahim Polat
, for president in 1991.  Since Birlik was a movement, it was required to gather 60,000 signatures in one day in order to nominate Polat.  However, the authorities rejected 25,000 of the 63,000 signatures that Birlik managed to gather and refused to place Polat on the ballot.
  Following the 1991 poll, Soliq was forced into exile and Polat was severely beaten by unknown assailants as he left police questioning.
  Both of these incidents undoubtedly had a chilling effect on political participation.


Even for a legal political party, the right to stand for office can be restricted. Despite official rhetoric supporting multicandidate elections, both independent and party-nominated candidates reported harassment by local authorities.  ODIHR reports that “absent regulations and vague criteria for the validation of signatures” on petitions led to an arbitrary process that favors candidates with official support.
  Both ODIHR and HRW reported that regional administrations, called hokimiats, pressured candidates who opposed those favored by the hokimiat to either withdraw or run outside their home districts.
  Even PDP leader Jalalov criticized the parliamentary elections and claimed that some PDP candidates were pressured to withdraw.
  Such pressure may not have been limited to the parliamentary poll; Abdumannob Polat claims that Milliy Tiklanish (National Revival), one of the legal political parties, attempted to nominate its own candidate but backed down under government pressure.  Milliy Tiklanish eventually nominated Karimov.

Right of Political Leaders to Compete for Support/Votes


Once nominated, candidates face severe restrictions in their ability to compete for support and votes due to state domination of the media. For example, in the 1991 elections Soliq was only granted fifteen minutes on national television, and three minutes of his speech were censored.  The sycophantic coverage given to Karimov during nightly news broadcasts gave him a significant advantage in those elections.  Soliq’s best coverage came from Erk, the official newspaper of his party.  The 2000 presidential election repeated the pattern of the 1991 election, with Jalalov supported by the PDP paper and Karimov supported by all other papers and the broadcast media.


Strict regulations on campaign procedure also preclude effective competition for popular support.  ODIHR reported that candidates could not engage in public meetings without the approval of the relevant District Election Commission.  It also found that “severe restrictions on the freedom of association and freedom of assembly in the country had a further and fundamentally chilling effect on the entire electoral process.”
  HRW reported further limits on the right to campaign, including commission representatives stopping audience questions to candidates on politically sensitive subjects.
  Moreover, the Central Election Commission prohibited candidates from printing more than 5,000 copies of campaign literature and from campaigning at places of work.
  

Alternative Sources of Information


Access to alternative sources of information in Uzbekistan is highly restricted.  Television and radio are both dominated by the government-owned stations, which are almost never critical of Karimov and the government’s policies.  The domestically-owned independent stations that do exist practice self-censorship; this is bolstered by the government’s repeated revocation of broadcast licenses for independent political reporting.
  Some Russian television stations and newspapers are available; however, in the past the Uzbek government curtailed access to these resources. In 1993, Uzbekistan threatened to shut off broadcasts from Ostankino television unless the station stopped broadcasting negative reports about Uzbekistan.
  Uzbekistan routinely jams foreign broadcasts on the domestic political situation.
  More recently, Uzbekistan has forced the BBC into broadcast bands too low to be received on Uzbek radios and stopped the transmissions of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty and Voice of America entirely.

The government practices censorship through its monopoly on printing presses. The government-run presses will not print a newspaper without approval from the Committee for the Control for National Secrets, which acts as a censor.
  Both Pravda Vostoka, which is an organ of the Cabinet of Ministers, and Narodnoe Slovo, which is an organ of the Oliy Majlis, take their articles from the official government press service.  Additionally, Narodnoe Slovo has a parallel newspaper, Khalq S’uzi that publishes an Uzbek-language version of the same articles.  Ozbekiston Ovozi, the official paper of the PDP, is occasionally mildly critical of the government, but generally fills its position as the newspaper of the party of power.  In 1992, Uzbekistan prevented Izvestiya from publishing in Uzbekistan after the newspaper complained that the Uzbek government had pulled articles on censorship in Uzbekistan from the newspaper’s run.  Later that year, the import of Komsomol’skaya Pravda was banned.
 


In addition to pressuring organizations, the government attempts to control and intimidate individual reporters.  Russian reporters from the newspaper Panorama were reportedly beaten by unknown assailants in 1998; one of the reporters, Vitalii Ponomarev, had previously been expelled from Uzbekistan for his human rights reporting.
  Shadi Mardiev, a reporter for an independent television station in Samarkand, was convicted of defaming the deputy prosecutor of Samarkand, whom Mardiev claimed was corrupt.  Mardiev remains imprisoned despite having suffered two brain hemorrhages.
  


Uzbekistan is now attempting to assert control over the internet, which has yet to gain widespread use in Uzbekistan due to its prohibitive cost and the poor quality of phone lines.  Reporters Sans Frontiers lists Uzbekistan (like all of the Central Asian republics) one of twenty “enemies of the internet.”
  In 1999, the government issued a decree that required all Internet Service Providers (ISPs) to route through a government server that would screen for inappropriate material.
  While the government claims that this is necessary to protect its citizens against pornography and hate sites, human rights activists fear that the government will use its monopoly to prevent access to web sites on information regarding Uzbekistan’s political situation.

Free and Fair Elections


In Uzbekistan the election-day procedures are generally democratic, although there are unconfirmed allegations of ballot box stuffing.
  International (although not western) observers claim that activity at polling places conforms to international norms, despite the difficulty in placing monitors.  However, the legitimacy of the election-day process does not apply to the election process as a whole.  The fact that three major parties are outlawed, and the reported pressure on candidates that were allowed to run, is a substantial indicator that the election process is not free.  The use of government resources by parties and individuals to influence the election process, including the use of state-run media to bolster pro-government candidates and restrictions on campaigns, mean that they were not fair, either. Since the relevant issues have been dealt with above, I will not repeat the problems of Uzbekistan’s electoral system here.

Institutions for Making Government Policies Depend on Votes, etc.

Without institutions to force the government to tailor policy to reflect the public mood, Dahl argues that citizens cannot have their preferences weighted equally.
  However, the lack of genuine competition in Uzbekistan means that the elections do not serve as an effective constraint on government policy.  Because of government pressure on freedom of expression and heavy regulation of independent media (see above), the state is able to shape public opinion to support government policy instead of the other way around.  Moreover, competitive elections for the Oliy Majlis does not imply a significant constraint on the state.  In theory, the constitution endows the parliament with significant powers, including the exclusive right to set “the guidelines of domestic and foreign policies of the Republic of Uzbekistan and approval of strategic government programs.”
  In reality, the Oliy Majlis is subservient to the presidency and serves as a rubber stamp for government policy.
  Thus, even though there are multicandidate elections for the Oliy Majlis, the parliament’s lack of power prevents this limited expression of the popular will from performing the task set forth by Dahl.

Ultimate political authority in Uzbekistan rests with the President, who is unconstrained by the electoral process.  Karimov has not faced a true opponent since the disputed 1991 presidential poll.  In 1995, Karimov’s term was extended to 2000 through a referendum in which he officially received 99.4% of the vote, with 99.6% participation by registered voters.
  In 2000, Karimov did face the voters with another candidate on the ballot; however, his opponent was a member of the PDP and voted for Karimov in the election (see above). Karimov may have personally selected Jalalov as his opponent in the 2000 presidential poll in order to ensure a ‘controllable’ opponent.
  As a result, Uzbek citizens have little power to decide who holds the country’s most powerful office.

III. But Not Soviet, Either

While the use of Dahl’s paradigm demonstrates the nondemocratic nature of the current Uzbek regime, Uzbekistan is not necessarily slipping back into old Soviet habits.  For his part, Karimov has made several conflicting statements about the kind of state he hopes to build, including at times claiming China, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Singapore as potential models.
  More recently, he has claimed that Uzbekistan must pursue “its own path of revitalization and progress.”
  To determine the precise nature of the Uzbek autocracy, it is necessary to examine the various types of autocracies laid out in Chapter 1 to determine which model is the best fit.  We will examine Uzbekistan’s autocracy in the context of the defining features of the Soviet regime.  Then, we will look at alternative models of autocracy, starting with the function-based typology followed by the regional typology.

Return to (Post-) Totalitarianism?


A brief look at the annual mean scores in the Freedom House’s annual report Freedom in the World for the Soviet Union and Uzbekistan indicates that Uzbekistan, after a brief loosening in the Gorbachev era, has returned to Soviet levels of repression (see Chart 1).
  This argument is bolstered by the fact that the state has yet to yield control of the press and that the government is run by the same people who controlled Uzbekistan in the Soviet era.  Indeed, Karimov became First Secretary of the CPUz after a lengthy career in Gosplan, the state economic planning agency.
 However, these visible symbols mask a profound transformation of the Uzbek state.  While the overall level of repression may be comparable to that experienced in the Brezhnev era, Uzbekistan today is experiencing repression of a completely different type.
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Differences between the Soviet and Uzbek political systems fall into four broad categories.  The first set of differences deals with civil society and the party system.  The second set of differences deals with police and criminal procedure.  The third deals with the economy, and the fourth with the role of ideology.  Although some aspects of the autocratic state remain basically the same as under Soviet rule, the differences outlined below constitute a political system different than that of the Soviet Union as well as totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes.  However, it should be noted that for the time being this analysis does not extend to Gorbachev’s Soviet Union, which is explored later.

Party Development and Organizational Autonomy


In their typology of nondemocratic regimes, Linz and Stepan identify totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes in part by the total lack of political pluralism.  While dissident groups may exist in the post-totalitarian state, they may not in the totalitarian state.
  Generally speaking, Soviet rule in Uzbekistan fit the totalitarian model under Stalin and the post-totalitarian model thereafter, with single-candidate elections until the Gorbachev reforms in 1989.
  Even after the reforms, Uzbekistan had the second-lowest amount of electoral competition in the Soviet Union, as measured in candidates per seat.
  Moreover, over 94% of those elected at the republican level were members or candidate members of the Communist Party, a higher proportion than before the reforms.  In elections for the republic Soviet, there were only 84 candidates running for 80 seats - a paltry figure that brought condemnation from Pravda.


Independent Uzbekistan differs from its predecessors with regards to party development and civil society.  The most obvious new feature is that there is no single-party domination of the government.  The president is not a member of the largest political party, the PDP, and the PDP does not have controlling organs in factories and other public organizations the way its predecessor, the CPUz, did.
  In a recent speech to the Oliy Majlis, Karimov criticized the PDP and rejected the notion of a one-party state:

From this point of view, speaking about the People's Democratic party, there is one thing in their spirit: we are the heirs of the former Communist party, it is not correct to say heirs, we can say successors, we are the biggest party and therefore the government may be formed of our members and the bodies of executive power may be formed of our party members. This is absolutely wrong. We have not yet reached that level. If four or five parties struggle against one another and win, that is a good thing. But today it is impossible. Just know that. 

We have five or six parties and none of them can yet claim that it is the dominant one. Because at present times are different, our society is different and our people are different. Free thought, broad thinking and different thinking are in our minds, in our blood and bones. It is not correct to accumulate and forcefully implant the ideas of one party in all, it is impossible. 

Of course, the fact that the PDP is forced to compete with four other legal political parties for votes does not make the system democratic.  Elections to the parliament are still a sham due to the prohibition on Erk, Birlik, and the IRP and the lack of real power vested in the Oliy Majlis.  However, it is a different sham than under the Soviet regime. 


The legacy of vertical integration of public organizations is still with Uzbekistan. In speeches and reports the government clearly expects that public organizations, particularly those in the political realm such as the Committee for the Protection of Individual Rights of Uzbekistan, will coordinate their actions with government authorities and generally toe the government line.  In official rhetoric, the government is ambivalent about its relationship with NGOs: 

We have been afraid of one word - opposition. I take this opportunity now at our first meeting at the start of our work to openly describe this question. Opposition should not be feared... the work of nongovernmental organizations that are not opposed to the government and the activities of citizens' self-government bodies should be stepped up. It should be noted that a developed system of nongovernmental and public organizations must serve to create and strengthen harmonious interests in society. This system should complement the state structures in a certain way and serve as a certain counterbalance to them. As people's political awareness and political culture and activeness increase, state tasks need to be gradually delegated to nongovernmental organizations and citizens' bodies of self-government.

In reality, the government is far more tolerant of NGOs generally that was the pre-Gorbachev Soviet regime.  While in Soviet days every organization of was sponsored by the state, in independent Uzbekistan there is a limited space for public organization.  Bolstered by Article 56 of the Uzbek Constitution, a series of NGOs dealing with issues such as women’s rights and the disabled have sprung up and are relatively free of government interference.
  

Additionally, there is limited tolerance of organizations that engage in the political sphere.  HRW and the Soros Foundation, both of which are active in human rights and political development, are tolerated by the Uzbek government.
  Moreover, although the two main domestic human rights NGOs (The HRSU and the Independent Human Rights Organization of Uzbekistan) are not legal, they do not face total repression.  While some members of these organizations, such as Makbuba Kasimova, Ismail Adylov and Muidin Kurbanov have been imprisoned, others such as Mikhail Ardzinov, remain free and highly critical of the government.
  Abdurahim Polat, the exiled head of Birlik, was invited back to Uzbekistan in 1996 and even was even interviewed on state-run radio.
  Notably, this tolerance is not open to Islamic groups such as Hizb-ut-Tahrir or the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU).  Even so, the use of a competitive (if not democratic) party system as well as limited tolerance of NGOs places Uzbekistan squarely outside of the Soviet system.

Police-State Procedure

A second difference between the Soviet and Uzbek systems is that of police procedure.  The use of labor camps by the Stalinist regime is well known, and Stalinist police procedure, along with that of the Nazis, is considered a signal feature of a totalitarian regime.
  By the end of the Brezhnev era, the worst aspects of the Stalinist system had been dismantled, but major dissidents were still generally imprisoned, exiled, or otherwise held incommunicado.
  For minor dissidents who were allowed to remain at large inside the Soviet Union, there was discrimination by the authorities in terms of housing, employment, and admission for their children in universities.
  Moreover, dissidents who were imprisoned after trials were convicted of ‘crimes’ they actually committed.  For example, in 1965 Soviet writers Andrei Siniavskii and Iurii Daniel were sent to prison because their writings, which had been published in the west, criticized the party-state, a charge that was substantively true.
  

From a standpoint of suppressing vocal opposition, the Soviets basically were interested in silence; by contrast, the Uzbeks are interested in intimidation.  In the Soviet system, beatings were normally used to extract confessions, and it would have been unthinkable for a dissident to be released immediately after a beating by police.  In Uzbekistan, this seems to be exactly what is occurring.  For example, Ardzinov was detained and beaten by members of Uzbek Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD); however, after beating Ardzinov through the night, showing him an incriminating accusation from another human rights group, and seizing his passport, equipment, some money, and literature in his apartment, the MVD released him.
 

Moreover, unlike in the Soviet system, the government has difficulty controlling defendants once they are in court.  The witnesses in the first set of show trials against those accused in the February 1999 terrorist attack in Tashkent were generally controlled.  By contrast, a defendant in the second set of trials, Mamadali Makhmudov, issued the following statement in court:

On 19th Feb 99 at about five o’clock in the afternoon my wife and I went to the shops to buy some cigarettes.  As I entered the shop some people in masks jumped on me, hit me on the head with something and took me away somewhere.  The last thing I remember is hearing my wife and the other people who were in the shop at the time screaming...In the basement of the place I was kept I was regularly beaten - I was completely covered in bruises.  They also tortured me by burning my legs and arms and they put a plastic bag over my head.  I was told that I had to do three things: firstly to confess to everything, secondly to tell everything in front of a camera and thirdly they said that if I didn’t do what they said I would share the same fate as Akhmadjan Adilov or they would kill me.  They told me that they were holding my wife and daughters and threatened to rape them in front of my eyes...I decided to tell the whole truth during my trial and now sitting in the court room I'm telling you what really happened.

A statement on the torture methods used was signed by all six defendants and passed to HRW.


Unlike the Soviet system, which generally tried dissidents for their views, the Uzbek government regularly plants weapons, narcotics, and extremist literature on dissidents and tries them on that basis.  IHROU member Makbuba Kasimova was convicted of fraud in addition to harboring a criminal, although testimony during her trial seemed to exculpate her of the fraud charge and eyewitnesses claim that government agents planted a grenade, narcotics, and extremist literature at the scene.  In the last two years, HRW has documented almost 100 instances of such planting of evidence.
  The government of Uzbekistan claims that human rights abuses such as those listed above are merely aberrations and reflect the power of old habits in the security services.
  However, the use of new procedures to crush dissent indicates that, far from simply slipping back into new habits, Uzbekistan is building a different type of police apparatus than that of the Soviet system.

Economic Structure


Despite occasional backsliding, the primary focus of the Soviet economy was the state sector.  Linz and Stepan identify this state domination of the economy as a characteristic of totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes.  The underground or second economy, which (in theory) does not exist in the totalitarian state, thrives in the post-totalitarian state, as does corruption.


Clearly, in Uzbekistan there is massive, and corrupt, state involvement in the economy.  This is the result of an economic reform program based on a “staged transition to the market...not by great leaps or revolutionary destruction.”
 Estimates range from a 55-80% state share in GDP in Uzbekistan.
  Corruption is a major problem; Transparency International places Uzbekistan as one of the ten most corrupt states that it surveyed in 1999.
  Both the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and the World Bank describe Uzbekistan as a reform laggard compared to the other economies of the former East Bloc.
  In 1996, the International Monetary Fund terminated its standby agreement with Tashkent.
  


At the same time, the fact that the state has a large presence in the economy does not make the economic system Soviet.  While the majority of the economy is under state control, there is substantially less state influence than there was at independence.  Moreover, the trend is generally away from direct state involvement in economic affairs.  Uzbekistan continues to slowly privatize state-run enterprises and is attempting to bring the official and black market exchange rates into harmony.  In a speech detailing his economic policy for 1999, Karimov stated:

The entire system of organization of foreign economic activity should be radically revised. I think this sphere, the management of this sphere, has become too bureaucratic. Management by administrative restrictions, rather than by economic prescription, prevails in this sphere. We must go over to world standards of foreign economic activity as soon as possible and try to join the World Trade Organization...The currency system and the market should be liberalized. It is time we solved the problem of turning our national currency completely into a freely convertible currency in the year 2000 and solved the problem of its convertibility by expanding and developing the non-exchange market and stepping up the role and responsibility of commercial banks.
 

While there has been little progress on currency reform since Karimov’s speech, the government of Uzbekistan continues to welcome whatever foreign investment it can attract.  This marks a consolidation of the reforms initiated by Gorbachev, who first let foreign investment into the Soviet Union.  Since 1992, flows of foreign direct investment have risen from $9 million per year to $226 million.
  In repeated public statements, Karimov tries to push foreign investment:

My task, and I want to convince others of this, is that we want to live with a country like the USA with great potential, in general, and, first of all, democratic potential, so that its presence in the region grows further. I mean, first of all, the presence of its economic and investment potential. We will open the way for US companies in our region, this is beyond doubt.

In 1998, Uzbekistan began a major set of privatization designed to further separate the economy from the state.  However, foreign interest in this process has been low due to the continued lack of currency convertibility and the high amount of corruption.  The first scheduled major privatization, a 40% share of the Almalyk Copper Plant outside Tashkent, failed due to such lack of interest.
  Clearly, economic reforms have a long way to go before Uzbekistan can be termed a market economy.  At the same time, the amount of legal private economic activity in Uzbekistan today places it outside the realm of post-totalitarian states. 

Ideology


One of the Soviet system’s most distinguishing characteristics was its communist ideology, embodied in the works of Marx, Engels, and (after his death) Lenin.  In theory, the Soviet regime attempted to pursue a policy that would yield a classless society and in which the state would eventually wither away.  There was an additional campaign against backward religious practices, particularly in Central Asia.  Ideology, though not necessarily communist ideology, is a fourth element that distinguishes totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes from other nondemocracies.  Carl Friedrich claims that totalitarian regimes require, among other things:

An official ideology, consisting of an official body of doctrine covering all vital aspects of man’s existence, to which everyone living in that society is supposed to adhere at least passively; this ideology is characteristically focused in terms of chiliastic claims as to the “perfect” final society of mankind.

Other authors have seen in totalitarian ideology a need to “export the revolution,” as it were.
  While post-totalitarian states retain the ideology of their totalitarian predecessors, Linz and Stepan argue that in a post-totalitarian state, the regime shifts away from utopian in favor of performance criteria to legitimate the regime.


The main carry-over from the Soviet system is the combination of co-optation and repression of Islam.  Uzbekistan has retained the Soviet practice of controlling official clergy through a Spiritual Directorate of Muslims; although poor control in the early days of the newly-independent state led to a public battle over the role of Islam in Uzbekistan.
  At the same time, clerical critics have disappeared into police custody or turned up dead, and the IRP has been banned.
  However, even given that the distrust of Islam and the tactics used to attack it are rooted in the Soviet system, the line of what is and is not acceptable has clearly changed.  Islam has a much larger role in state and society than in the past.  Indeed, the government does not seem to be opposed to private worship, and it has allowed an explosion in the size of the and the number of Islamic organizations.
  The government paid for a massive restoration of the tomb of Imam al-Bukhari, a founder of one of the main branches of Sunni Islam who is buried in Samarkand.
  Karimov himself has even made the hajj.
  


There are fewer similarities in other areas of Soviet ideology.  While Karimov does talk of establishing “economic independence,” the fact that his program includes privatization programs and calls for foreign investment make it a far cry from the Soviet attempt to “build socialism in one country.”
  Moreover, Uzbekistan has an aggressive foreign policy on nationalism, yet Tashkent seems to be more interested in the domestic impacts of its relations with other countries than with exporting its social, economic, or political structures.


If Uzbekistan has an ideology, it is that of the strong leader providing stability.  ‘Stability’ comes up in most official rhetoric about the nature of the political system; Karimov’s collected works are entitled Stability and Reform; his latest work is Uzbekistan on the Threshold of the Twenty-First Century: Challenges to Stability and Progress.
  Uzbekistan has rehabilitated the great authoritarian leaders of the past, from Amir Timur (Tamerlane) to Sharaf Rashidov.
  Streets and squares throughout Uzbekistan now bear the names of these two leaders.  In case rehabilitation is too subtle, the Amir Timur museum in Tashkent features a mural of Uzbek history with Amir Timur overlooking Karimov as he gave his first speech to the UN General Assembly.  Karimov’s comments on Amir Timur are insightful:

How many times in the past when we read and heard about ‘Timur-a conqueror’, and ‘Timur-a destroyer’ did we ask ourselves: ‘How could such a culture and economy flourish on our ground during his reign?’  Only after gaining independence could we render proper veneration to and appraisal of our great ancestor.  In this we have been supported by both our Central Asian neighbors and the international cultural community, for Timur’s personality is a heritage not only for us, his descendants, but also for all peoples in our region, and for the whole of civilized mankind.

Other manifestations of the new ideology are easily identifiable.  The newspaper of the Oliy Majlis, Narodnoye Slovo, carries the slogan that “Uzbekistan is a country with a great future.”  In an Uzbek-language introduction to a book of letters from foreign leaders congratulating Uzbekistan on its independence, Karimov asks Uzbeks “Do not ask ‘What can my Motherland give to me?’, but ‘What can I give to my motherland?’”


However, while a general idea of nation-building permeates official Uzbek discourse, this idea may not meet the standard of being an ideology, at least in the sense that a totalitarian or post-totalitarian regime has an ideology.  Linz and Stepan argue that such an ideology “articulates a reachable utopia.”
  However, outside of a vague notion of restoring Uzbekistan as a major power and creating further stability, the government has not articulated what such a utopia entails.  The transformation of society so critical to the totalitarian and post-totalitarian ideologies of the past is simply missing in the Uzbek conception.

Alternative Models of Nondemocracy


As discussed in Chapter I, there are two ways of looking at nondemocracies.  The first is a function-based analysis of autocratic regimes.  Using this typology, there are two remaining types of autocracy - authoritarian and sultanistic.  The alternative model looks at culture to explain the similarities of autocracies by region.  This typology yields two other possibilities for Uzbek autocracy - the Islamic and the East Asian models.  Significantly, the two typologies are not directly opposed; indeed, Uzbekistan today represents an East Asian authoritarian state.  Moreover, Uzbekistan’s autocracy is consolidated, in the sense that there are no major actors opposed to the regime.

Function-Based Autocracies


In addition to totalitarian and post-totalitarian autocracies, Linz and Stepan list two alternative models of modern nondemocracy - sultanism and authoritarianism.  Of these, Uzbekistan most closely resembles authoritarianism.


According to Linz and Stepan, a sultanistic regime is one that is dominated by a single ruler who is venerated in a public discourse that few in the state believe.  The concept of sultanism comes from Weber, who claimed that the overriding characteristic of a sultanistic regime is the total power of a single person.  In Weber’s conception, the ‘sultan’ in a sultanistic regime uses the state simply as an extension of his personal power.
  Moreover, according to Linz and Stepan, a sultanistic regime leaves no space for any kind of political and economic pluralism, since the state, society and economy are essentially all extensions of the ruler.


Certainly, there are some aspects of leader veneration in Uzbekistan.  Any time a new monument is erected, a plaque is placed next to it with an inscription that resembles the one at the veterans’ memorial off of Independence Square in Tashkent:

This square of memory built in 1998-1999 based on the project initiated by Islam Karimov the first President of the Republic of Uzbekistan. 

This is in addition to the aforementioned mural at the museum of Amir Timur.  Additionally, government press agencies can at time slavishly praise Karimov for his leadership.  Few articles are printed without a reference to Karimov such as “the head of our country President Islam Karimov has repeated more than once that dreams are entrusted to us, the young,” or “Uzbekistan is shown a wonderful example in this regard by its president, Islam Karimov.”


However, official veneration seems to be the limit of Uzbekistan’s resemblance to a sultanistic regime.  The high degree of institutionalization in Uzbekistan, from the Oliy Majlis to the Spiritual Board, is a sharp contrast to what Linz and Stepan consider sultanistic.
  Perhaps most importantly, the existence of party structures and independent organizations place Uzbekistan outside the spectrum of sultanistic states; indeed, it is difficult to imagine a true ‘sultan’ who would subject himself to an election with another candidate on the ballot.


This brings us, by default if nothing else, to authoritarian regimes.  Authoritarian regimes can include military dictatorships, such as Pinochet’s Chile, and ‘softer’ forms of autocracy, such as Mahatir’s Malaysia.  There is no guarantee that an authoritarian regime will allow any type of semiopposition or electoral competition, though any nondemocracy that allows the existence of such institutions is clearly authoritarian.  States with bureaucracies that function according to some sort of norms or in which the leader is constrained by anything other than ideology can be authoritarian.  By contrast, a highly ideologized state cannot be authoritarian.


The primary evidence that Uzbekistan is indeed an authoritarian state is the existence of a legal civil society.  As explored above, Uzbekistan’s organizational autonomy is extremely truncated when it comes to political development.  However, it passes the threshold for classification as an authoritarian regime.  The additional existence of limited electoral competition, a legal private economy, and apparent power in the regions further bolster the argument that Uzbekistan is indeed some form of authoritarian state.  To further narrow the distinction, we must look at the regionally-based dissection of autocratic regimes.

Culturally-Based Autocracies


In theory, there is an almost infinite spectrum of regionally-based autocratic types.  However, given Uzbekistan’s background as a state populated overwhelmingly by Muslims and located in Asia, the two most logical types of autocracy to look at are those that apply to other states similar characteristics.  This gives us two potential models -  Islamic and East Asian forms of autocracy.  While one would expect, given Uzbekistan’s pre-colonial history that it would fit into an Islamic model it in fact bears far more resemblance to the East Asian autocracies.


As the name implies, the ‘Islamic model’ of autocracy deals with a form of government that emerges from Islamic traditions.  According to Huntington, this includes a stress on egalitarianism and community that is less prevalent in the individualist traditions of the West.  At the same time, the Islamic model is generally associated with a high degree of fusion between the secular and the religious.
 Huntington argues that the main political opposition supposedly comes from Islamic fundamentalists; however, the recent emergence of a semi-democratic opposition in Iran indicates that this is not always the case.
  


The Islamic model of autocracy existed in Uzbekistan until the Russian occupation, and in some cases until the October Revolution. In Bukhara and Khiva, both of which remained semi-autonomous vassal states of the Russian empire, there was a high degree of fusion between secular and religious authority - even during the brief reign of the Bukharan Peoples’ Soviet Republic, the government proclaimed that it would enforce sharia.
  The enforcement of Islamic law included a pervasive impact of the state-mosque on family and social interactions.
  In the early days of the newly independent Uzbekistan, there were significant pressures to revert to the Islamic model of byegone days.  In the eastern city of Namangan, the ‘Adolat’ (Justice - not to be confused with the legal political party of the same name) movement, led by Tohir Yuldosh, established an Islamic government that reportedly included the enforcement of sharia.


However, since the suppression of the Adolat movement in the early 1990s there has been little in the way of Islamic government in Uzbekistan.  Karimov made hajj and loosened at least some of the constraints on the private practice of Islam.  At the same time, Karimov has not pursued an ‘Islamic’ foreign policy, nor has he been constrained by clerical authority.  Indeed, the episode of the replacement of the head of the Central Asian Spiritual Directorate of Muslims indicates that the situation is the other way around.
  Moreover, while there is clearly an Islamic opposition to the Karimov regime by groups such as Hezb-ut-Tahrir, the Islamic Renaissance Party, the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, and others, there is also a strong democratic opposition of a kind not generally seen in Muslim nondemocracies.


The alternative is an Uzbekistan that represents an East Asian model of autocracy.  The rhetoric of the East Asian model is highly focused on stability and consensus, both of which are exemplified by a lack of turnover in the real institutions of power.  However, the focus on stability does not mean the total suppression of dissent.  Indeed, there is some competition, as Huntington points out:

By contrast, the East Asian dominant-party systems seem to involve competition for power but not alternation in power, and participation in elections for all, but participation in office only for those in the ‘mainstream’ party.

Huntington notes that there is a spectrum of East Asian-style polities, from Japan at the democratic end to Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore at the authoritarian end.
  Gordon Means argues that the key feature of the East Asian model in the nondemocracies is that “...democratic institutions survived in these countries, while democratic ideals and practices have not.”
  

At first blush, the East Asian model does not seem to apply to Uzbekistan, since the main examples are thousands of miles away and apparently part of a different cultural tradition.  However, such an analysis is deceptive.  Among the most commonly sited examples of such autocracy are contemporary Malaysia and Suharto-led Indonesia.  In both of these cases, the states have Muslim-majority populations and significant ethnic cleavages.
  Moreover, the type of Islam practiced in Uzbekistan is very similar to that practiced in Malaysia and Indonesia, since both areas were primarily Islamicized through Sufi missionaries; indeed, Sufism in Uzbekistan seems to have been significantly strengthened in the Soviet era.
  

The second major difference is that Uzbekistan does not have a dominant party; indeed, Jalalov, not Karimov, was nominated by the party with the largest share of seats in parliament.  However, as in the East Asian model, there is no alternation in real power despite a facade of elections.  Moreover, the discourse of stability as an Asian value so prevalent in the East Asian cases is also clearly part of Uzbekistan’s autocracy.  

The Malaysia-Uzbekistan comparison is the most striking.  In Malaysia, as in Uzbekistan, some dissent and organizational autonomy are allowed to exist, yet at the same time the government uses trials on unrelated charges to attack those who cross the line.
  Malaysia is continuing to slowly privatize its economy and to welcome foreign investment, though the pace of such reforms exceeds that in Uzbekistan.  The Malaysian promotion of the bumiputera and ‘Malayness’ bear striking resemblance to the campaigns to strengthen Uzbek national identity.
  Other aspects of the Malay state, including state censorship of independently-owned media and a continuing struggle against both democratic and Islamic opposition also bear strong resemblance to Uzbekistan.  

Consolidation

In discussing democratic transitions, scholars often discuss the issue of ‘consolidation’ - in essence, a measure of how durable and ingrained democracy is in a given country.  In a typical argument, P. Nikfros Diamondouros states that in a consolidated democracy, every major political player acknowledges the legitimacy of democratic institutions and no major player resorts to extralegal means to attain power.
  The concept of consolidation, with some modifications, can be applied to nondemocracies as well as democracies.  In a consolidated nondemocracy, the major political actors in the system acknowledge the supremacy of the leader (or, in the case of a junta, leaders) and the nondemocratic system.  Additionally, in a consolidated nondemocracy no major domestic force poses a serious threat to the state or the leadership.  


An unconsolidated autocracy could thus display an array of features that indicate its status.  If members of the leadership are able to rebel or if there is a struggle for power at the very top, an autocracy should be considered unconsolidated.  Malaysia represented such a system when Ibrahim challenged Mahatir’s power.  Similarly, if there is a major armed opposition to the government or the government does not exercise territorial control over the entire country, the autocratic system should not be considered consolidated.  Tajikistan represents such a case, as does Congo (Kinshasa).  Notably, the opposition does not have to be calling for democracy; it must simply try to overthrow the existing order.


Uzbekistan represents a consolidated autocracy.  Along the first dimension of examining consolidation, there are no members of the government who seem to be actively attempting to oust Karimov or who flagrantly disobey commands from the center.  This was not always the case - in October 1991, Karimov won a major struggle for power with Shahrulla Mirsaidov, a former prime minister and vice president, who attempted to use a parliamentary putsch to oust Karimov.
  Since then, there have been periodic shake-ups of the leadership below Karimov, which may be an attempt by the president to prevent opponents from coalescing.


Outside the government, most opposition to the Karimov regime has been driven out of the country. Both Birlik and Erk are banned; Abdurahim Polat is now in the United States, while Muhammad Soliq is thought to be in Scandanavia.
  The Islamic opposition is similarly scattered, and Juma Namangani and Tohir Yuldosh are presumed to be in Tajikistan or Afghanistan.
  While there was a terrorist attack in Tashkent in 1999, this was the exception rather than the rule; Uzbek forces successfully repelled an attempted insurgency launched from Tajikistan later in the year, and holds firm control over the country’s territory.

IV. Why Nondemocracy?

Uzbekistan is clearly a nondemocracy and resembles an East Asian-style authoritarian state.   However, these outcomes were not repeated throughout Central Asia.  In the Kyrgyz Republic, an unconsolidated democracy persisted for several years; despite recent movement toward nondemocracy, the freedom to organize and protest clearly far exceeds that provided in Uzbekistan.  In Tajikistan, an authoritarian state was briefly overthrown by an Islamic-democratic coalition, Islamic rule persists in areas held by the United Tajik Opposition (UTO).  In Turkmenistan, a neo-Stalinist state has apparently consolidated with Saparmurat Niyazov at the apex of a cult of personality.  Kazakstan stands in between Uzbekistan and the Kyrgyz Republic, with multicandidate elections and some freedom of association, but lacking the underlying characteristics of a democracy.  


The diversity of regime outcomes in Central Asia makes the task of explaining why particular kinds of nondemocracy developed far more complex than it would be were one to examine Uzbekistan outside of the Central Asian context.  At the same time, the regional comparison provides significant insights that are not available with a single-country study.  Thus, the next two chapters attempt to place Uzbekistan’s autocracy in the Central Asian context.


Obviously, significant differences exist between Central Asian states and societies.  Three republics - Kazakstan, Turkmenistan, and to a lesser extent Uzbekistan, emerged with significant natural resources that made them attractive to the West, while the other two states - Tajikistan and the Kyrgyz Republic - did not.  Tajiks speak a Persian dialect, while the languages of the other four republics are similar to Turkish.  Kazakstan has an enormous ethnic Russian population, while the Russian population of the other republics is smaller (though still significant).  The Kazakhs, Kyrgyz and Turkmen were primarily nomads prior to the Russian occupation, while the Uzbeks and Tajiks had longstanding sedentary cultures.  As a result of the nomadic/sedentary divide, Islam is thought to play a stronger role in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan than in the other three republics.  Even the borders are different - Kazakstan has to worry about its border with Russia and China, while Turkmenistan is more concerned with its long border with Afghanistan and Iran.  These lead to different orientations toward the outside world that have impacts on the treatment of minorities domestically.  


However, as significant as these differences are the region’s similarities.   Islam, while it takes a different form in each republic, is at least nominally the religion of the vast majority of the peoples of the region.  None of the Central Asian states had ever experienced democracy prior to the truncated democracy of the late Soviet period.  More to the point, all states in the region experienced colonial rule and Soviet domination, which led to a homogenization of political cultures.  As a result of Soviet policies, all of the states of Central Asia developed economically at roughly the same time.  


Against this backdrop of longstanding similarities and differences, the states of Central Asia all developed autocracies after independence.  With the possible exception of the Kyrgyz Republic, all of Central Asia now lives under autocracy.  However, these autocracies vary in type.  This chapter will examine various theories as to why Uzbekistan developed nondemocracy given the background that all of Central Asia also developed nondemocracy.  Chapter V deals with how, given the regional variation in type of nondemocracy, Uzbekistan developed its particular form of nondemocracy.


Theories on nondemocratic development fall into two categories.  The first category deals with ‘policy’ theories.  These theories explain the nondemocratic outcome as a result of a policy failure during the transition.  The second category deals with ‘legacy’ theories.  ‘Legacy’ theories explain nondemocratic outcomes as the result of the historical processes and conditions with which Uzbekistan had to cope at independence.  Generally speaking, legacy theories tell us much more about why Uzbekistan, like the other Central Asian states, is a nondemocracy.

Policy Theories on Nondemocratic Development


The first set of theories deal with things that could have been done during the transition to foster a different outcome.  These theories can be divided into two subgroups.  The first subgroup asks if Uzbekistan itself could have done anything differently in terms of constitutional or institutional engineering to foster democracy.  The second subgroup asks if a different focus of Western foreign policy could have created more democracy.  Sadly, the answer to both questions appears to be no.

Institutions and Constitutions

Literature on comparative transitions in recent years has been consumed by a debate on whether presidential and winner-take-all electoral systems are better or worse for democratization than parliamentary and consociational systems.  In particular, Juan J. Linz condemned presidential systems for fostering ethnic conflict, reducing regime support, and eroding democratic institutions.
  Others have claimed that presidential systems are no more prone to breakdown than parliamentary ones.  Since Uzbekistan represents a presidential system, the Linz argument, but not its opposite, is addressed below.  


To oversimplify, presidential systems are ones in which the executive and legislature are elected separately by the voting public.  The United States is an example of a democratic presidential system.  By contrast, a parliamentary system is one in which the voting public elects a parliament, which then selects a prime minister to run the executive branch.  The United Kingdom is an example of a democratic parliamentary system.  Gerald M. Easter argues that, as Linz’s analysis would suggest, the choice of a presidential electoral system led to authoritarianism in Uzbekistan.
  Indeed, all five Central Asian states seem to have developed some kind of autocracy; all five also have presidential electoral systems.  However, the underlying logic behind Linz and Easter’s condemnation of presidentialism does not hold up under closer examination.


In his critique, Linz presents four main arguments for parliamentary democracy over presidentialism.  Presidential systems are more likely to lead to minority government, especially in a plurality system; they are more likely to have increased policy volatility, are less constrained between elections and yield a figure who can claim that he alone represents the national interest.   Significantly, Linz does not claim that all presidential systems will break down in transition, nor that all parliamentary systems will succeed.  His only claim is that presidential systems are more likely to break down.
  


Linz’s first argument is that presidential regimes are more likely to lead to minority government or a divisive election process, particularly in diverse and polarized societies.  If the presidential electoral system simply requires a candidate to get more votes than his opponents to win, even if this is less than a majority (in other words, a plurality), minority governments can be elected with small percentages of the vote.  Linz points to Salvador Allende, who won the 1970 Chilean presidential election with only 36% of the vote.
  Even in a system that requires a run-off in the event no candidate wins a majority, the jockeying for votes from the third, fourth, and fifth place finishers can polarize an election campaign.
 For example, imagine how the tone of the 1992 U.S. presidential campaign would have changed if Bush and Clinton had to jockey for Perot supporters in a second round.


The link between a minority government and democratic breakdown is not immediately apparent, and Linz does not spell it out.  In the case of Allende, a government with only 36% of the vote initiated a radical program and was overthrown by a military coup; however, other than revolutions or coups resulting from radical policies, there is no evident problem with minority government.  Without a third party seizing power, minority government can only affect the quality of the democracy, not its existence.  In the event, problems of plurality and/or run-offs carry no explanatory weight in the Uzbek case. In the founding presidential election in 1991, Islam Karimov defeated his opponent with (according to official statistics) 86% of the vote in a two-candidate race; the figure in 2000 was 92%.
  Thus, Karimov has never formed a minority government.


Linz’s second argument, that presidential systems result in radical policy, is similarly unsuited to Uzbekistan.  Linz argues that, given the fact that presidential executives in the vast majority of cases face term limits, the president’s policies are more radical than those of parliamentary systems.  In his words:

A president who is desperate to build his Brasilia or implement his program of nationalization or land reform before he becomes ineligible for reelection is likely to spend money unwisely or risk polarizing the country for the sake of seeing his agenda become reality.


Again, this radicalization of policy does not clearly lead to democratic breakdown.  Without a third party waiting to seize power in an undemocratic manner, radical policy does not lead to autocracy.  In Uzbekistan, there was no revolution or coup to create autocracy after a period of radical policies; thus, claiming that Karimov’s radical policies precipitated an autocratic outcome is a stretch.  Moreover, Karimov does not seem to be constrained by term limits, since his first term, lasted for nine years thanks to a mid-term referendum.
  


Linz’s third argument is that parliamentary systems provide greater checks on the executive between elections.  In a parliamentary democracy, the government can be defeated by a vote of no confidence at any time; thus, the executive is subject to constant checks. This theory is based on the assumption that a coalition is formed to create a majority; thus, the defection of a coalition partner can cause a government to fall and new elections to be held.  In other circumstances, members of the prime minister’s own party may rebel and force new elections, though this generally requires party members to have individual mandates.
  This check prevents the accumulation of autocratic power in the president’s hands.


The key to oversight is for the parliament to have the power and some degree of willingness to force new elections.  However, given the outcomes of the initial parliamentary elections in Uzbekistan, this appears to have been an unlikely outcome even with a different constitutional framework.  Parliamentary elections under the Soviet regime in 1990 led to a heavily pro-regime Supreme Soviet.
  This parliament was replaced in 1994 (notably, two years after the new constitution was ratified) by an Oliy Majlis in which an estimated 90% of the members were allied to the PDP.
  However, even in the parliament, the government was apparently able to manipulate rules to prevent backbencher revolt.  The following story from an unnamed Uzbek government official is illustrative of the docility of the legislature in 1992:

It is worth noting that when the Constitution was being adopted, the Parliament’s chairman, upon observing the poll tally which included an opposition vote, immediately said, “The computer is not working correctly, that is a mistake.  The Constitution has been adopted unanimously.”
 

Given the size of the majority of the party of power and the docile nature of the legislature, it is hard to imagine a change in electoral structure alone fostering democracy in Uzbekistan.  


Linz’s final argument against presidential systems rests on the fact that the executive is the only branch of government that has a national electoral mandate. While members of the legislature are elected from individual districts, they cannot claim the national mandate of a president, who is elected nationally.  If the inherent tension in executive-legislative relations becomes radicalized and acquires a zero-sum quality, democratic erosion can occur.  There is a tendency for the president to use this mandate to override parliamentary decisions on the basis of his superior mandate.
  The result is the same accumulation of power in the hands of the president described above.  The case of contemporary Venezuela, where President Hugo Chavez has used his national mandate to dissolve parliament and override the courts, is instructive here. 


In Uzbekistan, the problems of ‘dual legitimacy’ never materialized; Karimov never dissolved parliament, nor was there a significant battle between the legislative and executive branches for power (the only such battle in Central Asia was in the Kyrgyz Republic, where the battle was won by the legislature).
 However, in Uzbekistan it seems that the government would have been able to accumulate power in a strong prime minister the same way it has in the president.  Despite the presence of a few members of Erk in parliament until 1993, it is hard to believe that the CPUz- and later PDP-dominated parliament would have stopped the accumulation of power in Karimov’s hands based solely on the fact that he did not have a national mandate.  The ultimate problem is that Karimov would still have inherited the power structures of the Soviet system; thus, even as Prime Minister he would have been able to prevent Birlik from running in 1991 and to ban the IRP, Erk, and Birlik by 1993.  In all probability, the PDP would have backed all of the moves that laid the foundation for Uzbekistan’s present authoritarianism.  Significantly, of the East Asian authoritarian states, both Malaysia and Singapore have prime ministers, while Indonesia under Suharto had a president selected by parliament.

Foreign Policy Failure


A second type of policy failure that is claimed to lead to nondemocracy is a failure of the international environment and community.  Uzbekistan does not exist in a vacuum, and what happens in other states can have an impact on Uzbek political development.  Two types of international influence are addressed here.  The first type is a strictly policy-based issue of whether the West, and particularly the United States, failed to provide the appropriate carrots and sticks for the development of democracy in Uzbekistan.  The second question is not as policy oriented, but asks if the general international environment precluded Uzbek democratization. 


In theory, international pressure can have a dramatic impact on political systems. Wen H. Kuo, Yun-Han Chu, Fu Hu, and Chung-in Moon all point to external pressure as a key component in political transition in South Korea and Taiwan.  In Taiwan, Kuo claims that the need for U.S. assistance may have may have prevented the Kuomintang from brutally repressing an increasingly politically active middle class at the beginning of transition.
  In South Korea, the U.S. seems to have played a longer role in the transition, using the threat of withdrawal of military assistance to keep transition moving.  The broader international community played a role by awarding South Korea the 1988 Olympics, which forced Seoul to ameliorate the worst aspects of repression lest it elicit a boycott.
  Significantly, in no case is the West solely responsible for starting a transition, only in creating an environment with high perceived costs for a return to nondemocracy.  In recent years, Western states and organizations have increasingly made foreign aid conditional on respect for human rights and progress toward democracy under the assumption that the aid carrot can help foster democracy.


The Central Asian context provides significant variation regarding Western pressure. Central Asia was a relative international backwater during the Cold War and through the vast majority of the Gorbachev era.  However, at independence, the West was far more interested in some states than others; the result was a variation in policy.  Kazakstan, by virtue of its inherited nuclear arsenal, was near the top of the Western agenda at independence.  The result was a basic policy of engagement with Kazakstan from the outset. Indeed, Nazarbayev became the first post-independence Central Asian leader to visit Washington when he signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty in May 1992.
  In the case of the Kyrgyz Republic, Akayev’s quick mastery of the democratic idiom (if not practice) led the West to recognize Bishkek immediately at independence.
  The initial U.S. engagement with the Kazakhs and Kyrgyz contrasts sharply with its adversarial relationship with the Turkmen, Tajik, and Uzbek governments (although the discovery of the Caspian oil deposits seems to have led to a shift in policy toward Ashgebat).  Indeed, Karimov did not have a bilateral meeting with the U.S. president until 1996.
  While the International Monetary Fund did engage Uzbekistan initially, it withdrew its stand-by agreement in 1996 due to a lack of political and economic reform by Tashkent.
  Ironically, prior to 1999 the Russian media claimed that the U.S. and Uzbekistan were the best of friends.


Ostensibly, this carrot-and-stick approach was used to foster democracy.  As the independence era started, the Bush administration claimed that it would not recognize the Central Asian states unless they (among other things) had free elections, respected human rights, and had multi-party political systems.
  In a broad sense, the Clinton Administration retains this focus on democratization - indeed, the global advancement of democracy is part of the administration’s national security strategy.
  According to official statements, this policy extends to Central Asia.
  


However, neither pressure nor engagement has led to democratization in Central Asia.  The two states with which the U.S. has been engaged the most consistently - the Kyrgyz Republic and Kazakstan - had radically different outcomes early in the transition process, as Kazakstan consolidated autocracy and the Kyrgyz Republic seemingly democratized.  However, given Bishkek’s recent change in course, some may argue that engagement is a total failure.  Pressure has not worked either.  Snubbing Karimov for the first five years of Uzbek independence did not lead to democratization, nor did the early pressure on Ashgebat or Dushanbe.  In short, the broad pressures of foreign powers do not seem to have led to any more democracy than engagement.
The internal logic of aid as pressure seems to fall short in the Central Asian case.  In South Korea and Taiwan, the persistent threat of attack by Pyongyang or Beijing made U.S. assistance vital to national survival; thus, the U.S. was in a very strong position in terms of pressuring Seoul and Taipei to democratize.  While Russia and China are potential adversaries in Central Asia, neither has yet posed the severe threat to national survival seen on the other side of Asia.  At the same time, U.S. pressure only helped an existing indigenous democratization process in South Korea and Taiwan; by contrast, there was little such pressure in Central Asia, which gained independence only because of decisions out of their control as opposed to through mass pressure.

Compared to the other Central Asian states, Uzbekistan was in an even stronger position to resist U.S. pressure and refuse U.S. aid.  Unlike Kazakstan, Uzbekistan does not have a large Russian population or border with Russia. Unlike Tajikistan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and Kazakstan, it has no border with China, and unlike Turkmenistan it has no border with Iran.  At the same time, there is no indication that a counterfactual U.S. engagement would have led to democratization.  There were certainly short-term openings prior to the opening of the U.S. Embassy in Tashkent in 1992 and again prior to Karimov’s visit to Washington in 1996.
  In both cases the easing of repression was followed by an immediate crackdown once the event in question occurred.  However, a commitment to engagement would probably shut off even these brief, reversible gains. Indeed, this seems to be the pattern in the Kyrgyz Republic, Kazakstan, and (in a more recent case of engagement) Turkmenistan.  The case of the IMF withdrawal is instructive here.  Even though the Uzbeks presumably needed the IMF’s financial backing and credibility to maintain economic stability, this did not lead to the deep-seated reforms that the IMF required.  There is no reason to believe that the U.S. would have been more successful with engagement.  Indeed, the loosening that occurred prior to Karimov’s 1996 visit to Washington was not repeated when he visited in the spring of 1999.  Nor was it evident prior to the recent trips of CIA Director Tenet, FBI Director Freeh, or Secretary of State Albright.


A lack of international support for democracy was not the problem.  However, the general international environment, while it did not hinder democratization per se, certainly did nothing to promote it in Central Asia.  In an analysis of the differences in transition between the former East Bloc and Southern Europe/Latin America, Valerie Bunce points to institutionalization and a stable international environment in the latter case as facilitating democratic transition.  For example, Spain, Portugal and Greece democratized in an environment where the basic two-power system was stable and where ready accession to European economic structures was possible.  This environment provided a cushion on the transition process that helped democracy to survive.
  A second environment theory deals with ‘snowballing.’  The idea of snowballing claims that an autocratic state surrounded by democratizing regimes will face increased pressure to democratize - a sort of reverse domino theory.
  Snowballing is a particularly attractive theory in the Latin American transitions, where the common linguistic bonds made leakage of information on authoritarian breakdowns easier.


In Central Asia, the international environment was basically the same for all of the states.  The Central Asian states were eligible for membership in a series of regional organizations, such as the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the Partnership for Peace, and the Organization of the Islamic Conference.  However, membership in the European Union and NATO was clearly out of the question at the beginning of the reform process and did not appear on the foreseeable horizon for any of the Central Asian states.  Moreover, the immediate acceptance of any pro-Western regime that marked the Cold War era had passed, as had the sense of urgency for providing aid.
  


The aid issue certainly seems compelling, but there is little indication that a lack of institutional and financial support led directly to authoritarian outcomes in Central Asia.  The prospect of membership in the EU or NATO did not lead to democracy in the European states of Serbia, Belarus, or Croatia, although it may have provided an disincentive to the abandonment of reforms in other cases.  The key is that these institutional and aid programs helped to consolidate democracy where an attempt at democratization was underway.  However, in Central Asia, there is only one state that ever seems to have headed down the path to liberal democracy - the Kyrgyz Republic.  While the West never dangled EU or NATO membership as an incentive to Bishkek, it did provide enormous amounts of aid to bolster political and economic reforms.  Martha Brill Olcott described the Kyrgyz as “surviving on foreign support.”
  However, despite the aid Eugene Huskey characterized the Kyrgyz Republic as an example of ‘delegative democracy.”
 Recent events indicate a worsening of the situation, particularly after the Kyrgyz banned several opposition parties from running in recent parliamentary elections and arrested opposition leaders who claimed that the elections were rigged.
  Clearly, while the provision of aid may have prevented something worse, aid provision alone did not lead to democracy.


Snowballing seems to have also had little effect on Central Asia.  Russia surrounds the region to the north, China to the east, the Caspian to the West and Iran and Afghanistan to the south.  At independence in 1991, the only possible source of ‘snowballing’ was from the rapid collapse of the Soviet system.  However, at that point the majority of the Central Asian states (again, with the exception of the Kyrgyz Republic) had already resisted the forces that led to democratization in the rest of the Soviet Union.  During the 1989 and 1990 elections, Central Asia was a reliable bloc for hard-line nonreformist elements in the Union as a whole.  Indeed, Uzbekistan represented one the least democratized republics in both Central Asia and the whole Soviet Union as of 1991.
  


It is difficult to say whether the situation would have been the same if Iran, China, or Afghanistan was undergoing a similar transformation in (or around) 1991.  Again, the fact that not every East European state democratized may be an indicator that snowballing is not an irresistible force.  At the same time, the only state that seems to have had an authoritarian regime bolstered by outside events was Tajikistan, which had Afghanistan, Uzbekistan, Russia and Iran backing different factions in its civil war.
  Since there was no ‘reverse snowballing,’ or collapse of democracies, going on around the region, it is implausible to point to outside transitions as being the determinative factor in the regime outcomes of Central Asia.  The only possibility of snowballing being a factor is in Uzbekistan, which borders only its fellow Central Asian states and Afghanistan.  However, as indicated above, Uzbekistan led Central Asia in autocracy-building, not vice versa.    

Legacy Theories


The main reason that policy theories seem to have so little explanatory power with regards to the transitions of Uzbekistan and Central Asia is that any policy had to overcome enormous obstacles left by the Soviet system.  The attitudes and institutions that were left behind after 150 years of Russian and Soviet rule proved to be too powerful to overcome in Central Asia.  However, understanding which legacies were the most relevant and deconstructing the process by which legacy influenced the transition process in Uzbekistan indicates that some aspects of the Karimov legacy may actually lead to democracy in the long run.  Further ‘modernization’ of Uzbekistan will probably not create democracy. However, the political culture that throttled democratization in the early 1990s is shifting to become more supportive of democracy in the long run. 

Modernization


In 1906, Max Weber once suggested that democracy could only occur under the conditions of capitalist accumulation.
  The implication of this analysis is that two economic preconditions heavily influence democratic development: the level of economic development and the existence of a private sector.  Statistical analysis of democracies by Seymour Martin Lipset in 1959 led to the most famous (and controversial) finding that economic development in a broad sense fostered democracy.  Lipset focused the Weber argument by arguing that it was a well-to-do lower class (relatively speaking) that prevented the emergence of extremist ideologies.
  Moreover, Lipset found that the most important aspect of ‘modernization’ for democracy building was education, which he measured via literacy rates.
  He argued that: 

Education presumably broadens men’s outlooks, enables them to understand the need for norms of tolerance, restrains them from adhering to extremists and monistic doctrines, and increases their capacity to make rational electoral choices.

By making people more tolerant, Lipset believed that education allowed for the peaceful competition of ideas critical to democracy.  In later works, Lipset argued that democracy follows development along an n-shaped curve, where the prospects for democracy increase until a state reaches a per capita GNP of approximately $2,346, then falls until the state reaches $2,979, then begins increasing again.
  

Other scholars, notably Przeworski and Limongi, have been critical of modernization theories.  However, even they find that democracy is more likely to survive at higher levels of income, although they believe the effect to be outweighed by performance criteria such as economic growth; moreover.
 Moreover, Przeworski and Limongi argue that high growth rates and, to a lesser extent, high income levels can be as conducive to the survival of dictatorship as to the survival of democracy.
  

Even in his 1959 work, Lipset allowed for the possibility of outliers - his analysis of modernization involved sweeping generalizations at best.
  Uzbekistan in many respects appears to be such an outlier in both the cases presented by Prezworski and Lipset.  At first glance, Uzbek non-democracy fits into the mold of the modernization theorists as a typical case for nondemocracy.  At independence in 1991, the market infrastructure for Weber’s ‘capitalist accumulation’ was virtually nonexistent - virtually all economic activity was in the hands of the state.  The World Bank estimates that private sector output accounted for little more than 10% of Uzbek gross domestic product (GDP) in 1990.
  As late as 1999, the government of Uzbekistan hoped to bring this figure up to 25% in two to three years.
  On measures such as the Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom, Uzbekistan has consistently rated as one of the world’s twenty-five most repressed economies.
  General income levels were also low.  In 1991, the World Bank estimated per capita GNP in Uzbekistan at $1,350 by the World Bank; the figure for 1994 was figure at $960.  These figures were below the thresholds for democracy presented in the n-curve debate and well below global means.
  Moreover, extreme poverty was high; in 1996, 71% of Uzbeks claimed that they had difficulty finding the money to buy basic foods.
  These patterns were repeated for all of the states of Central Asia at independence.


However, the low levels of private economic activity and income should have been ameliorated by several other factors.  On measures of broad quality of life, Uzbekistan and Central Asia do quite well.  Infant mortality in Uzbekistan at independence was estimated at 44 per 1,000 live births, far below global means.
  More importantly, Uzbekistan appears to be highly developed in terms of Lipset’s most important variable - education.  According to the Central Intelligence Agency, Uzbek literacy in 1996 was 99% - again, far above global means.
  This pattern holds for all of Central Asia.  Moreover, economic growth in Uzbekistan has been quite poor - between 1990 and 1994, Uzbekistan’s economy shrank by approximately 5% annually, a situation that should have de-legitimized the Karimov government.
  


While it is difficult to say for certain, it seems that Uzbekistan is an outlier too much of the modernization literature - a possibility readily acknowledged by Lipset in his 1959 work.
  Literacy and widespread provision of social goods does not seem to have prevented dictatorship in Uzbekistan, a result I will argue is due in part because of the nature of what Uzbeks had read and believed for the previous 75 years (see political culture, below).  Moreover, the lack of private economic activity may have robbed the emerging opposition in 1991 of some bases of financial support; however, even with this constraint opposition parties were emerging in 1991.  These parties were marginalized at the same time the government was gradually loosening its control of the economy.  Extreme poverty as an explanatory variable is also fairly weak; despite the economic conditions, Erk claimed to have recruited over 40,000 members.
  Protests were fairly common in the early years of independence, an indicator that the struggle to survive did not make Uzbeks apolitical.  However, Lipset points to extreme poverty as something that facilitates radical ideologies, and Islamic radicalism lost out to Karimov’s status quo in the first few years of independence.  Finally, the decline of the economy did not lead to a democratic breakdown since Uzbekistan was never a democracy.  While Przeworski and Limongi argued that economic crisis should de-legitimize any regime, autocracy seems to have weathered the decline in the Uzbek economy fairly easily.

Political Culture


Broadly defined, political culture is the set of values that the public and elites have about the nature of the political process.  In their seminal work on the subject, Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba describe the formation of political orientations as comprising 

(1) "cognitive orientation," that is, knowledge of and belief about the political system, its roles and the incumbents of these roles, its inputs, and its outputs; (2) "affective orientation," or feelings about the political system, its roles, personnel, and performance, and (3) "evaluational orientation," the judgements and opinions about political objects that typically involve the combination of value standards with information and feelings.

Obviously, these orientations build on one another - a person’s knowledge of their political system has a substantial impact in how they feel about that system and the people running it.


"Cognitive orientation" deals with the knowledge and beliefs about the political system.  In this case, Uzbekistan has a very limited knowledge of what ‘democracy’ means.  In Uzbekistan, the indications are that the public at large has little knowledge about the political system that they aspire to have.  According to a 1996 survey by the International Foundation for Election Systems, 72% of Uzbeks believe that democracy will help to ameliorate economic problems; 73% believe that democracy as a system would benefit most of the people.
  However, 71% of Uzbekistan's citizens believe that they live in a democracy, and a further 12% describe the country as moving toward democracy.




The basic problem is that in 1991 the Uzbeks had little experience with democracy.  The state that is now Uzbekistan was ruled by shahs and emirs for the vast majority of its history prior to colonization.
  The Soviet system, while in theory democratic, was in reality a dictatorship - sometimes quite a brutal one.  Located in Central Asia, there was no time in its history that Uzbekistan even bordered on a democracy.  As a result, the knowledge and norms that foster democracy were absent when Uzbekistan became independent.  

The fact that most Uzbeks had lived for 75 years under a regime that claimed to be democratic probably colored their views of what democracy should mean.  This was certainly the case in states with some kind of democratic tradition.  In an analysis of East Germany, Dieter Fuchs found that East Germans thought that the core elements of democracy were social stability, and particularly the provision of social welfare.
  This explains some of the more curious results from the IFES survey, which found that 49% of Uzbeks believed that politicians should not criticize the government on policy matters and 33% thought that Uzbekistan should have one political party.
  In essence, ‘democracy’ in the Western sense was a totally foreign concept to the Uzbek population at large at independence.  This allowed the government to credibly claim to the general population that its multicandidate elections meant that Uzbekistan was a democracy.  

In addition to a warped idea of democracy, the legacies of Soviet rule and the transition process impacted Uzbekistan’s secular opposition.  As the Soviet Union began to loosen its reigns, the heretofore underground opposition began to emerge and push for faster liberalization.  Unfortunately for these dissidents, the stresses of so many years underground along with the collapse of the system that had served to unify them led to fractionalization.  Aleksander Smolar argues that this fractionalization was due to the essential failure of the Soviet experiment:

Far from creating a “new socialist man” free of egotism and greed, communism actually bred atomized, amoral cynics good at doubletalk and “working the system,” but not at effective enterprise.  The shakiness of independent organizations, including political parties, suggests the lack of a culture of free collective activity.

Uzbekistan represents a sound example of Smolar’s commentary.  In 1990, the main opposition group, Birlik (Unity), split over whether the movement should focus on independence or democracy first.
  Since that time, the two parties and their affiliate organizations have spent as much time fighting each other as fighting the government.  Some Birlik members are now even siding with the government in its conspiracy theory naming the Erk leader, Mohammad Soliq, as the mastermind behind the February 1999 Tashkent bombings.
  For its part, the government seems to be using the internecine war in the opposition camp to its own advantage.  When Mikhail Ardzinov, the head of the human rights organ for Erk, was brought in for police questioning, he was shown a paper from another group denouncing him for terrorist activities.


Seymour Martin Lipset, et al point to the legacy of colonialism as an important variable in determining whether or not regimes became democratic.  In essence, postcolonial states that had high degrees of organizational autonomy and some representative institutions under foreign rule fared somewhat better than other postcolonial states.
  That said, prior colonial experience with democracy and civil society is only part of the story of democratic and nondemocratic transitions in the former Soviet Union. Uzbekistan was not the only state in the former Soviet Union to have no experience with democracy and a fractionalized opposition - Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, the Caucasus states and Central Asia all had strongly autocratic traditions at independence.  However, a significant number of these states at least appeared to make a start toward democracy, while others did not.  This is a classic indicator that an intervening variable is involved.

Lack of experience with democracy was a problem throughout the former Soviet Union (with the possible exception of the Baltics). However, Central Asia was in particularly poor shape to import Western notions of democracy in 1991.  Jeffrey T. Checkel argues that foreign norms can be effectively imported through either a process of elite learning or through societal diffusion.
  In an elite learning process, elites who have control of a strong central government are exposed to a different set of norms that they decide to accept.  If the process is societal diffusion, individuals and groups in a liberal polity are exposed to the new norm and use their influence to pressure the government to change.  However, neither type of diffusion of the norm of preference for (or even knowledge of) democracy seems to have been possible in Uzbekistan in 1991.

At the elite level, very few people in Uzbekistan had any experience with democracy outside of the Soviet-defined type.  As the Soviet Union opened up after the Stalin period, the Soviet government allowed some of its citizens to go abroad to study.  When Gorbachev liberalized the political system, the returned students were starting to reach the highest levels of the republican governments and were able to use their experience with Western democracy as the new states reformed.  Alexsandr Yakovlev, Yegor Gaidar, Oleg Kalugin - all had spent significant amounts of time in the West prior to becoming major players during and after perestroika. Like the other Central Asian states, Uzbekistan had no such stable of reformers with experience in democracies.  While people from the European republics were headed to London and New York, Uzbeks on exchange programs were headed for Riyadh, Kabul, or Cairo.  This was in large part due to a conscious effort by the Soviet government to use the Soviet Muslim populations as emissaries to the Islamic world.
  Indeed, prior to the perestroika period, there were no Uzbek nationals studying in the West.
  As a result, there was no possibility for elite learning to occur.  Given the top-down nature of the Uzbek regime at independence, access to the West prior to independence seems to be an important variable for explaining Uzbekistan’s nondemocratic outcome.

However, even if Uzbekistan in 1991 is considered to be a liberal polity where societal pressure is important, there were few opportunities for the adoption of the foreign norm of democracy.   In the absence of an elite dedicated to democracy, NGOs and individuals outside the government should in theory be able to pressure a liberal polity.  The problem is that the NGOs have to have a conception of the norm they are trying to promote.  Again, this problem harkens back to the issues surrounding elite learning.  NGOs, and in particular NGOs pressing for greater political liberalization, appeared fairly late in the game in Uzbekistan.  Erk was founded in 1989 and was the first such group; Birlik was founded a year later.
  NGOs dedicated to human rights were founded even later - the Human Rights Society of Uzbekistan was not founded until 1992.
  Moreover, NGO learning generally occurs after exposure to either the West or Western NGOs.  However, neither type of exposure was relevant in the case of Uzbekistan.  In addition to the constraints on travel during the Soviet era, the West had little presence in Tashkent prior to independence.  The United States did not even have a presence in Uzbekistan until March 1992, when autocratic consolidation was already well underway.
  While NGOs in theory could have been a transmitter of Western ideas and norms of democracy to Uzbekistan, the reality of the transition stripped them of this possibility.

V. Why This Type of Nondemocracy?


Explaining why Uzbekistan became a nondemocracy is in many ways a simpler task than explaining why this particular form of nondemocracy emerged.  The first is an exercise in explaining a dichotomous variable - either Uzbekistan is a democracy, or it is not.  The second involves a more complex analysis: Uzbekistan could be consolidated or not; could be an East Asian-style authoritarian system or a plethora of other options which run the gamut from military dictatorship to Islamic republic.  To attempt to get a handle on the various dimensions of the regime type question, this chapter will first deal with questions of consolidation: why is autocracy in Uzbekistan consolidated, and why did this happen more quickly than in other Central Asian states?  The second part of the chapter will deal with why Uzbekistan developed an East Asian-style authoritarian system.

Understanding Quick Autocratic Consolidation


As explored in the previous chapter, nondemocracy was the outcome in the Central Asian states largely as a result of the political cultures at independence, which displayed an almost total lack of knowledge of democracy in the Western sense.  However, some states in the region - namely Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan - seem to have reached consolidated autocracy early in the transition process.  By contrast, the Kyrgyz Republic developed a psuedodemocracy that is beginning to erode into autocracy, and Tajikistan developed an unconsolidated autocracy.  While the issues of ethnicity and income have backing in the literature, the most plausible explanation for Uzbekistan’s ability to consolidate autocracy quickly lies in the Karimov regime’s access to resources.  This is a pattern repeated throughout Central Asia.

Ethnicity and Nondemocracy


One of the most obvious possible explanations in Central Asia has to do with the ethnic problem. Central Asia is riven by ethnic divisions that were exacerbated by the Soviet collapse.  Even in a state that has a relatively high proportion of its titular nationality such as Uzbekistan, ethnic cleavages can be severe, as evidenced by 1989 riots in Ferghana against Meshketian Turks who had been deported to Uzbekistan by Stalin.
  This was in many ways a result of Soviet policies, which not only created national-territorial units by Soviet-designated ethnicity, but also forced the ethnic groups of Central Asia to compete amongst themselves for resources.



When Uzbekistan and the other Central Asian states reached independence, ethnic divisions threatened to tear the new states apart.  Longstanding ethnic divisions and tensions threatened to come to the fore as the features of the new states were debated.  Indeed, in many cases regime transitions such as the ones in Central Asia provide a spark for ethnic conflict, as the previous security guarantees for minorities increasingly appear to be of questionable value.  Ethnic groups that are increasingly fearful of the future begin to mobilize and arm, starting a cycle of violence that is hard to break.
  


The political process in emerging democracies often exacerbates such cycles.  With high-energy politics and high stakes to the game, in-group leaders can engage in bidding wars that increasingly poison politics.
  In Central Asia, the solution to this conundrum has been to not allow democracy to occur.  Leaders like Nursultan Nazarbaev of Kazakstan have positioned themselves as invaluable, in undemocratic, balancers of ethnic harmony.
  Karimov has attempted to assume a similar mantle for himself, pointing to the ethnic violence elsewhere in Central Asia and calling Uzbekistan “an oasis of civil and inter-ethnic harmony.”


However, a look at the broad patterns that dominate Central Asian politics make the ethnicity explanation less plausible.  Turkmenistan was clearly one of the first states to consolidate autocracy - indeed, Turkmen President Saparmurat Niyazov has never faced a competitive election, and Turkmenistan has remained virtually immune to the wave of Islamic radicalism facing the other republics.  However, Turkmenistan is one of the most homogeneous states in Central Asia, with the titular nationality comprising 72% of the total population in 1989, and an increasing share thereafter.
  This homogeneity would indicate that is should be the state least conducive to autocracy-building on the basis of ethnic fears.  By the same note, autocracy failed to consolidate in Tajikistan despite that country’s regional and ethnic divisions.


Even in Uzbekistan, the threat of regional and clan loyalties may have been overplayed.  In 1991 the Uzbek government did face a mobilized population; however, despite the occasional outbursts of spontaneous violence, organized opposition had a cross-regional character.
  The mobilized opposition in Uzbekistan was democratic and/or Islamic in nature, and it was these groups that the Karimov regime suppressed in 1991-1993.  Moreover, the threat of ethnic conflict spilling over from Tajikistan does not provide sufficient explanation for Uzbekistan’s autocracy, since the government’s first moves against Islamists in Namangan dated back to March 1992, two months before rebel groups seized Dushanbe.
 The idea that somehow ethnic divisions forced Karimov to be nondemocratic should therefore be rejected.

Income Levels


Income levels may have helped in a small way to foster nondemocracy in Central Asia.  Theoretically, income levels could have had an impact on the consolidation process as well.  However, If one takes a view of modernization from Lipset’s perspective, lower income levels should foster less support for democracy in any of the states of Central Asia, although literacy would have a greater impact in supporting democracy.
  By contrast, Przeworski and Limongi would argue that it is harder for any government, democratic or autocratic, to rule in a state with a low income and high levels of poverty.
  Moreover, higher growth rates should in theory increase regime support.
  


In Central Asia in 1991, Uzbekistan had a per capita income of $1,350, Turkmenistan of $1,700, Kazakstan of $2,470, Tajikistan of $1,050, and the Kyrgyz Republic of $1,550.
  The first three states can be considered consolidated, while the last two are unconsolidated. Lipset’s theory indicates that nondemocracy would have the best chances in low-income states can clearly be rejected in this case, since consolidation occurred in the states with the first, second, and fourth highest incomes.  Moreover, there is virtually no variation in literacy rates that could explain differences in consolidation patterns.

 Prezoworski and Limongi’s theory, which indicates that consolidation would be easier in high income states, seems to generally be the case, but the Kyrgyz Republic is an outlier.  With regards to questions of economic growth, none of the relevant states had its economy grow between 1990 and 1994, which is hardly surprising given the shock of the Soviet collapse to trading patterns.  While data for Tajikistan are not available, the remaining four states had average annual changes in GDP of -5.0% for Uzbekistan, -5.2% for Turkmenistan, -14.3% for Kazakstan, and -16.9% for the Kyrgyz Republic.
  Again, while the general pattern is there in this small sample, there is an outlier. While the statistical evidence gives some support to the Przeworski and Limongi thesis, the match is far from exact.


In the specific case of Uzbekistan, there seems to be little support for either thesis.  While Uzbekistan’s low income level relative to the rest of Central Asia would indicate a slower consolidation process, the historical record shows that Karimov had little trouble consolidating power.
   Karimov’s consolidation also came despite a poor record of economic performance; while GDP only declined slightly in the early years, inflation, a far more regressive assault on incomes, soared to 1,568% in 1994.
  Clearly, a more precise analysis is called for to explain regime consolidation patterns in Uzbekistan and the rest of Central Asia.

Resource Access 


While higher income levels do not explain all of the variation in regime consolidation patterns in Central Asia, it does point to a factor with more explanatory power - access to resources by the central government.  In states with access to natural resources (i.e., Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Kazakstan), the new regime was able to quickly consolidate autocracy; in states with few resources (i.e., the Kyrgyz Republic and Tajikistan), the new regimes faced insurmountable challenges to autocratic consolidation.
 The resource issue actually has roots deep in the history of the region that must be explored.  First there is the historical context of the destruction of patronage networks in the 1980s.  Second, there is the fact that the Central Asian republics lost longstanding central subsidies with the break-up of the Soviet Union.  Finally, the states in which there were resources that could earn hard currency were able to reconstruct patronage networks and buy off opponents, while states with no such resources succumbed, at least initially, to the opposition.


One of the most overlooked factors that explains regime change in Central Asia is the historical backdrop of the ‘Cotton Case.’ Uzbekistan stands as the most extreme example of a process that took place in the entire region.  Prior to Gorbachev’s accession to power, Uzbekistan was run by CPUz First Secretary Sharaf Rashidov, who stood at the apex of a massive patronage network.
  After a satellite overpass found vast unplanted fields in many of the Central Asian republics, a wave of investigators descended on Uzbekistan to clean up the party structure.
  The result of the investigations’ mounting pressure was the death of Rashidov under mysterious circumstances.
  Moreover, by 1987 2,300 officials had been imprisoned and more than three-quarters of the republican Central Committee were ousted, shattering the patronage networks that had held the Uzbek government together.
  This pattern was repeated in all five republics, as every regional leader changed between 1982 and 1986.


At independence, the reconstruction of the patronage networks critical to authority in Central Asia was barely underway when a second shock hit - the loss of subsidies from the center.  Every state in Central Asia enjoyed net subsidies from the central Soviet government; Richard Pomfret estimates Tashkent’s subsidy at 14% of Uzbekistan’s GDP.
  In addition to the fiscal burden this placed on the Central Asian republics, the subsidy cut-off also reduced the resources available to each government to reconstruct its patronage networks.   Thus, in 1991 the regional governments had to provide social services, buy off opponents, and bolster the support of allies in order to achieve their preferred outcome of consolidated nondemocracy.
 


The answer to this problem lay in natural resources.  In an analysis of the natural resource development strategies of Uzbekistan, Kazakstan, and Turkmenistan, Pauline Jones Luong and Erika Wienthal argue that states with natural resources calibrated their development strategies so that they would have enough to pay off opponents and neutralize political contestation.
 In Kazakstan, which discovered massive oil and gas reserves after independence but had few other resources, this meant opening the economy to foreign investment.  As a result of these policies, Kazakstan had more foreign direct investment in 1997 than Poland.
  By contrast, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan were willing to forgo foreign direct investment in energy resources because the combination of an inefficient state-run energy program combined with cotton exports were enough to rebuild patronage networks and buy off opponents.
  For example, Uzbekistan largely privatized cotton farms and other agricultural production through insider buy-outs that went primarily to regime supporters, and thus re-energized patronage networks.
  At the same time, Tashkent was still able to capture rents from Uzbekistan’s natural gas exports - indeed, Uzbekistan is the world’s eighth-largest producer of natural gas.

The implicit logic of Luong and Wienthal’s analysis would indicate that resource-poor leaders would have difficulty consolidating their rule.  This is exactly what occurred. In the resource-poor republics of Tajikistan and the Kyrgyz Republic, there were no resources to consolidate the authoritarian structures of government.  The result was that Kyrgyz First Secretary Musaliyev was unable to defeat Akaev in the country’s pre-independence presidential elections and that Tajikistan’s Nabiev was overthrown by a coalition of Garmis and Badkhastanis.
  

In sum, while Prezworski and Limongi’s analysis may have some merit, it is only in measuring the severity of the task that faced the Central Asian governments at independence.  States with higher incomes may have had slightly less pressure to find resources, but the need was still there.  Ultimately, if one of the new Central Asian leaders could not find resources to replace lost subsidies and reconstruct patronage networks, he could not hope to achieve his preferred outcome of consolidated autocracy.

Why East Asian-style Authoritarianism?


Unpacking the quick regime consolidation process is a far less muddled task than understanding why Uzbekistan has chosen the path of East Asian-style authoritarianism.  There are several potential factors that may have played into this outcome, including the legacy of Gorbachev’s reforms, a desire for approbation (or at least acceptance) from the West, the need to bleed off tensions through a more open political process, and idiosyncratic preferences of the leaders.  Unfortunately, none of these provide an adequate explanation of regime change in the Central Asian context.


Before addressing the reasons for the specific regime outcome in Uzbekistan, it is important to look at Uzbekistan against the backdrop of the Central Asian states.  Uzbekistan is not the only state to have opted for an East Asian-style authoritarian system.  Indeed, with its openness to foreign investment and greater personal autonomies, Kazakstan seems to be a much more successful example of the same regime type.  The Kyrgyz Republic is the least repressive regime in the region by any measure, and has semicompetitve elections of the type seen in East Asia.  It too has greater economic openness than Uzbekistan.  By contrast, Turkmenistan is without electoral choice of any kind and with virtually no unimprisoned opposition.  Turkmenistan also has a massive personality cult built around Saparmurat Niyazov, now known as the ‘Turkmenbashi’ (the leader of all Turkmen).  Finally, Tajikistan has a mix - harsh authoritarianism similar to Uzbekistan’s in government-controlled areas combined with Islamic rule in areas held by the UTO.  

Perestroika’s Stepchildren?


One possible explanation for the regime outcome in Uzbekistan is that it would have been impossible to go back on the Gorbachev reforms.  Given the momentum that Uzbekistan had already built toward reform under perestroika, it had to opt for at least the trappings of democracy in the post-Gorbachev era.  While compelling on its face, there are serious flaws in this argument.  


If Uzbekistan is so heavily influenced by the Gorbachev reforms that it cannot repeal them, then one would expect that the political system would have frozen as a copy of the Soviet system.  This is not the case.  As outlined in Chapter III, Uzbekistan’s government is fundamentally different from the Soviet system along a series of fronts, not the least of which is that Islam Karimov has now stood for election against an opponent twice, which Gorbachev never did.  At the same time, sectors of the economy and even the media have been partially privatized, and the regime is at least in principle dedicated to market reforms resulting in a capitalist system.  All of these are changes from the Soviet system under Gorbachev - the question then arises why the basic choice of political system would be more heavily influenced by the Soviet legacy than these other aspects.


Second, it is important to remember that Uzbekistan in 1991 was not Estonia or even Russia.  The Gorbachev reforms that led so dramatically to mass mobilization in the European republics of the Soviet Union by and large left Central Asia with little change.  Certainly, the electoral reforms did not change the percentage of UzCP members in parliament; why then would the reforms in the Soviet Union outside Uzbekistan constrain Uzbekistan’s regime choice after independence?


Most importantly, believing in the irrevocability of any political reform is a dangerous pastime.  In 1999, five democratic governments were overthrown by military coups, indicating that political reforms in Pakistan, Comoros, Niger, Cote d’Ivoire, and Guinea-Bissau were obviously reversible.
  Moreover, this has not been the outcome even in Central Asia - Turkmenistan today resembles Brezhnev’s Soviet Union far more than Gorbachev’s.  Indeed, the Turkmen parliament recently decided to make the Turkmenbashi president for life.
 

Foreign Pressure


A second possibility is that Uzbekistan’s lack of susceptibility to foreign pressure may have allowed Karimov to become more authoritarian.  Certainly, the least repressive republics of Central Asia - the Kyrgyz Republic and Kazakstan - are the ones most exposed to foreign demands.  Thus, they had an incentive to at least pay lip service to democracy in the form of some sort of elections.  In the Kyrgyz Republic, the government for a time attempted to fill the subsidy void left by the Soviet collapse with foreign aid; however, that aid often came with attachments that demands for political openness.
  In Kazakstan, the need to placate a restive ethnic Russian minority and attract foreign investment may have forced Nazarbaev to ameliorate the worst aspects of his nondemocratic regime lest he invite Russian intervention.
  By contrast, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan were relatively immune from such pressure.


However, the analysis of international pressure takes us only so far. Certainly, the role of international politics in the regime transitions of the Kyrgyz Republic and Kazakstan may have been significant.  However, in the Kyrgyz case, it begs the question why Bishkek is not more democratic.  Moreover, in Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan explanations based on international pressure leave the key question of regime type unanswered.  While the lack of international pressure allowed these states to take more repressive paths, it does not explain why each state chose a particular path - for example, why Turkmenistan opted for a post-totalitarian state while Uzbekistan more resembles an East Asian-style authoritarian state. Indeed, under this theory Uzbekistan probably should not bother with elections, since they are only a sham designed to fool the West anyway.  Thus, while helpful to an extent, the role of international pressure does not fully explain regime change in Central Asia.

Ethnic Relations and Other Cleavages

As examined above, the issue of ethnic relations and other cleavages can have a dramatic effect on regime transition.  If there are severe cleavages, the regime may try to bleed off some of the tension through greater political openness or co-optation of certain issues.  In Kazakstan, the government has been able to build, at least in part, on its image of promoting inter-ethnic harmony.  By contrast, the issue of ethnicity seems to carry far less weight in Turkmenistan, which was the first state to allow dual citizenship for ethnic Russians on its territory.
  With fewer cleavages, it may have been easier for Niyazov to choose a more severe model of autocracy.

Uzbekistan stands in the middle - while regional identity seems to carry little weight in Uzbekistan, Islamic identity has been a rallying point for the opposition.   In response, the government of Uzbekistan has made moves to sap Islam’s appeal by co-opting it.  Early after independence, Islam Karimov made hajj to Mecca and swearing his first oath of office on a Koran.
  Later on, the government of Uzbekistan created a series of Islamic seminaries (madrasahs) under state control, thus blurring the line between the state and religion.

However, as with international pressure, cleavages only explain part of the story of regime choice in Central Asia.  All leaders of the region have attempted to reassert some form of Islamic identity in their republics, but none (except for the UTO) has formed what could be called an Islamic government.  Moreover, while the most ethnically homogeneous state has chosen a post-totalitarian model of autocracy, the heterogeneous states have significant variation in terms of levels of repression.  Significantly, in Uzbekistan multiparty politics does not inherently mean a greater voice for ethnic Tajiks or for Islamists, since parties based on ethnic or religious principles are banned.

Leader Preference


The failure of the preceding three explanations to account for the full range of regime types in Central Asia leaves only the intellectually unsatisfying prospect that regime change is the result of idiosyncratic preferences of the leaders involved.  This leaves this analysis in the unfortunate but unavoidable position of trying to divine from Karimov’s actions and statements what values and issues led him to opt for the current East Asian-style government.  


In 1991, the East Asian model was very attractive to a leader interested in maximizing his authority.  Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore registered impressive economic growth while keeping a lid on political dissent, claiming that Asians preferred stability, non-democratic though it may be, to confrontation and disorder.
  As Karimov began travelling abroad, he made some comments about the appeal of the ‘East Asian’ model, which he said should be Uzbekistan’s goal.  However, lest these statements be taken out of context, Karimov also expressed a desire to emulate the Turkish, Chinese, and Saudi Arabian models of development after trips to those countries.


Nevertheless, Karimov’s hints at the East Asian model have continued beyond the circumstances of his trips abroad.  He has stated that he is building an “Eastern democracy,” and that part of the Uzbek national makeup is a result of its exposure to “Eastern philosophies” that it gave to world civilization.
  In response to OSCE criticism of Uzbek elections, Karimov stated that “The OSCE focuses only on establishment of democracy, the protection of human rights and freedom of the press...I am now questioning those values.”
  Even today, some Uzbek officials express admiration for the successes of the East Asian systems.
  Again, however, there is some confusion; Uzbekistan’s ambassador to the United States, Sodyq Safaev, denies vigorously that such a system can be built in Uzbekistan, which he characterizes as primarily European.


Certainly, little in Karimov’s past would indicate a reason for the construction of an East Asian system.  A member of Gosplan at the republican level, Karimov entered the communist party in 1966 and steadily worked his way up the nomenklatura.
  In the early 1980s he was demoted to running a province bordering Turkmenistan by then-CPUz First Secretary Nishanov.  However, when Nishanov was sacked in the wake of the Ferghana riots, Karimov ascended the top position in Uzbekistan, where he has stayed.
  If the ethnic violence of that era had an impact on Karimov, it was to convince him that a strong hand was needed to ensure ethnic harmony; he later commented “Everything that had been pent up by years of humiliation was rolling over the country in waves.  The prevailing powers had lost control.”
  The only part of his biography that might shed light on his desire for a facade of democracy is the fact some of Karimov’s grandchildren hold U.S. passports.  However, this has not prevented periodic bouts of poor relations with the United States.


In a government-endorsed biography, Karimov is implicitly compared to former Chilean dictator Augusto Pinochet, who the biography claims worked out a transition from totalitarianism to democracy with the assistance of American advisors.
  Elsewhere, the biography states that Karimov has never referred to the ‘Chilean model,’ but that he has great respect for the progress made by China.
  The end result is that it is nearly impossible to determine where Karimov’s heart may lie on issues of regime transition.

Conclusion: What Does It All Mean?
Implications for Uzbekistan

The most obvious question that arises from findings that Uzbekistan is a consolidated, East-Asian style authoritarian system is: so what?  Do the findings here have any impact on the future of Uzbekistan? The answer is that, in the short run, Uzbekistan’s particular type of nondemocracy is unlikely to mean anything.  Uzbekistan is a consolidated nondemocracy, which means that absent the death of Karimov, it is highly unlikely that there will be any short-term changes.


However, in the long run Uzbekistan will be better off than Turkmenistan should it make an attempt at democratization.  With higher levels of organizational autonomy, a limited (but still existant) experience with multiparty democracy, and with some legal non-state economic activity, Uzbekistan in the future should find it easier to democratize, since it will not have to build these institutions from scratch.
  Even in terms of political culture, the situation in Uzbekistan is changing.  Hundreds of Uzbek students are currently studying in the United States and other Western countries.
  Should Uzbekistan attempt reform later on, these students could serve as a pool of talent with some democratic experience upon which the new regime can draw.  If there is to be a fourth wave of democratization, Uzbekistan will be well positioned to be one of that wave’s success stories.


If one were to draw a policy consequence from such an analysis, they would be to stay the course and plan for the long term.  For the West, attempting to force the Karimov regime to democratize is likely to be wasted effort - the structures in place in Uzbekistan now have powerful supporters that will be difficult to oust.  The West should focus on programs that support civil society and that provide for cultural and intellectual exchanges, both of which prepare the eventual groundwork for democracy.  For Uzbekistan, the advice is similar; if slow progress is all that can be achieved, then at least make sure that that progress occurs.  Despite the instinct to clamp down on non-political NGOs, allowing them to flourish is likely to yield important long-term benefits.

Theoretical Implications and Avenues for Future Research


As was stated earlier, the fact that the results of regime change in Uzbekistan or Central Asia generally differ from any particular theory’s predictions should not be taken as a condemnation of that theory per se.  Any theory that attempts to explain broad patterns in global politics is bound to have a few outliers, and Uzbekistan could well be one of them.  However, the fact that, for example, the Central Asian states became nondemocracies despite high levels of literacy should be a concern for anyone who subscribes to the literacy and education aspect of modernization theory.  Perhaps nondemocracy was the result of what people read, as opposed to whether or not they read.


Many potentially fruitful avenues for research had to be ignored for the sake of time, space and scope.  Of those, two are the most important.  First, this thesis has focused on Uzbekistan because of the author’s first-hand knowledge of the situation there, while the sources on the other Central Asian republics have been mostly secondary.  The next step, then, is to perform primary research in the remaining republics to develop a truly comparative work on nondemocracy in the region.  Potentially, this could even be expanded beyond the region to include nondemocracies as a general category of government.  Second, the available evidence did not provide a compelling case as to why Uzbekistan chose this particular regime type; future research on this important question is also warranted.
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