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Editors’ Note
This issue of Caucasus International is devoted to the twentieth 
anniversary of the launch of the Partnership for Peace program 
(PfP), the format for NATO’s first and most complex cooperation 
with the countries that were not then members of the Alliance. 
Undoubtedly, since its launch, the PfP program has played a sig-
nificant role in shaping NATO’s relations with countries outside 
the Euro Atlantic bloc, twelve of which subsequently joined to 
Alliance. 

For the three South Caucasus countries, the PfP was the first and 
most comprehensive partnership tool offered in the years shortly 
after the collapse of Soviet Union. The trajectory of each coun-
try’s partnership with the Alliance has developed differently. For 
instance, in the case of Azerbaijan, one of the first PfP signato-
ries and a reliable partner, Baku’s cooperation with NATO now 
extends to many areas including, inter alia, the fight against ter-
rorism, regional security, contribution to international security. 
In particular, Azerbaijan’s support to the NATO/ISAF mission 
in Afghanistan and beyond has been a key development. Geor-
gia, on the other hand, has made clear its membership aspiration, 
while Armenia, as a CSTO member, has an inherently limited 
Alliance partnership, under the patronage of Russia. 

Considering the significant changes to the security environment 
over the last two decades, it is also the right time to look beyond 
2014 to ensure the PfP’s continued success in the post-Soviet 
space. Therefore, this issue of Caucasus International is dedi-
cated the twentieth anniversary of the PfP program, as well as 
NATO’s role in region, in broader terms. 

The first article, by Gergely Varga, Research Assistant at the 
Center for Defense and Strategic Studies at the National Univer-
sity for Public Service in Budapest, provides a timely reflection 
on one of the most interesting aspects of NATO-Russia relations 
and the Alliance’s cooperation on the soft security threats. The 
author, based on an examination of NATO-Russia soft security 
collaboration, argues that Russia-NATO cooperation has been 
conducted on a fairly limited and temporary basis. According to 
Varga, one reason for this is the divergent perceptions on soft 
security and its relationship to political and economic systems, 
leading him to conclude that the Ukrainian crisis has underscored 

the primacy of hard security issues, indicating that cooperation 
on soft security issues will remain a variable in global political 
developments. 

Since NATO’s Wales Summit, energy security has featured on 
the Alliance’s agenda, with added urgency in the context of the 
crisis in Ukraine. Two Hungarian experts, Péter Stepper and 
Kinga Szálkai, discuss NATO’s energy security policy in relation 
to the South Caucasus. In this relevant and insightful analysis, 
the authors review the theoretical discourse around the emerg-
ing NATO agenda on energy security, then address its practical 
implications for the South Caucasus and finally explore NATO’s 
possible contributions to regional energy security.

In terms of county-level cooperation with NATO, there are im-
portant contributions from regional experts. With Georgia now 
an aspirant NATO member, Nona Mikhelidze, a research fellow 
at the Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI) in Rome, explores Geor-
gia’s NATO partnership. In analyzing the historical background 
and dynamism of the NATO-Georgia partnership along with ex-
ternal factors, Mikhelidze concludes that in the short term, the 
Alliance will likely pursue only a limited role in Georgia and 
in the South Caucasus more generally, keeping activities within 
the framework of the Individual Partnership Action Plans, and 
engagement limited to the promotion of democracy, economic 
development, and military reform.

The other important bilateral focus is surely Ukraine’s NATO 
integration plan, complicated by the ongoing political and secu-
rity crisis in the country. Dr. Hanna Shelest, Senior Researcher at 
the National Institute for Strategic Studies in Ukraine, explores 
Ukraine’s NATO partnership future by analyzing internal and 
external trends and the influence of recent developments on this 
process.  

In the same vein, Micha’el Tanchum, Fellow at the Department 
of Middle East and Islamic Studies at Shalem College in Israel, 
takes a look at the neglected question of the NATO-Kazakhstan 
partnership. Kazakhstan has developed different integration and 
regional development models involving close cooperation with 
NATO since 2001. The author concludes that the Kazakhstan-
NATO partnership has evolved to a level of strategic cooperation 
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and interoperability, whereby it meets the Eurasian strategic im-
perative of ensuring a functional non-Russian, China-to-Europe 
transportation corridor alongside the already existing Russian 
routes. 

Looking to Central Asian partnerships with NATO, Dr. Fark-
hod Tolipov, Director of the non-governmental Education and 
Research Institution “Bilim Karvoni” in Uzbekistan, examines 
the evolving partnership between Central Asian countries and 
NATO, with particular focus on their involvement in Afghani-
stan in partnership with the Alliance. The author suggests that fu-
ture partnerships between Central Asian nations and NATO may 
prove challenging.

In relation to Azerbaijan specifically, this issue includes a book 
review of an important contribution on the topic. The recently 
published “Nagorno-Karabakh: History Read from Sources”, by 
Ramiz Mehdiyev, a well-known Azerbaijani scholar and active 
member of the Azerbaijan National Academy of Sciences, exam-
ines the roots of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between Arme-
nia and Azerbaijan. The book provides an in-depth and thorough 
historical and political analysis of the evolution of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict. Readers are invited to consider the problem-
atic discourse that has brought about the Nagorno-Karabakh con-
flict, and key features of the history of the Armenian occupation 
of Azerbaijani territories.

On the Azerbaijan-NATO strategic partnership, Ambassador 
Khazar Ibrahim, the head of the Azerbaijani mission to NATO, 
analyzes how this partnership has developed to its current strate-
gic basis. Through historical analysis, the author concludes that 
in the first decade, the partnership was characterized by NATO’s 
assistance to Azerbaijan in security sector reform, improving in-
teroperability, and other efforts towards capacity building. To-
day, Azerbaijan is a troop contributor, a crucial transit route for 
ISAF in Afghanistan, and leading partner on emerging security 
challenges. The Azerbaijan Mine Agency (developed with NATO 
support) provides its own support to Afghanistan and the NATO 
Trust Fund project in Georgia.

Also, in regard to energy security and NATO’s role in the South 
Caucasus, Bakhtiyar Aslanbeyli, lecturer at Baku State Univer-
sity in Azerbaijan, looks the protection of critical energy infra-
structure in Azerbaijan, and NATO’s possible role therein.  Ac-
cording to the author, based on an agreement between NATO 

and partner countries in the South Caucasus (i.e. Azerbaijan and 
Georgia), the proposed Article 4.5 format can enable higher-level 
security relations. The article analyzes the possible positive im-
plications of that new format for the protection of existing en-
ergy infrastructure in Azerbaijan, which is critical for European 
energy security.

In relation to the partnership between the South Caucasus coun-
tries and NATO, Turkey, a NATO member country and regional 
player, has served as a significant supporter and contributor. Dr. 
Arif Bağbaşlıoğlu, Assistant Professor at Ahi Evran University in 
Turkey, examines Turkey’s contributions to NATO’s partnership 
policy, in particular the Partnership for Peace. 

The current issue also includes articles that address the South 
Caucasus region at a more holistic level. Jason E. Strakes, vis-
iting Lecturer at the International School for Caucasus Studies 
(ISCS), Ilia State University in Georgia, analyzes NATO’s poli-
cies toward the post-Soviet and South Caucasus regions. The 
author compares bilateral relations with NATO and the recogni-
tion of soft threats as indicated by their inclusion in the official 
national security documents of the Baltic States, East Europe/
the Slavic Republics, the South Caucasus, and Central Asia since 
independence. Local foreign policy analyst, Reshad A. Karimov, 
provides a brief analysis of NATO’s post-Cold War cooperation 
with the South Caucasus countries, arguing that when it comes 
to the South Caucasus, NATO has been pursuing a limited role, 
mainly confined to the goals defined in the Individual Partner-
ship Action Plans (IPAPs) and the involvement of the South 
Caucasus countries in related activities. According to the author, 
NATO’s strategy in the South Caucasus has its roots not only 
in the political and security dynamics of the regional states, but 
also in Russia’s substantial role in the region, and the ways in 
which NATO-Russian relations have been shaped and enacted 
as a result.

Last but not least, CI provides readers with reviews of recently 
published books on the post-Soviet space and Turkey.

Finally, we would like to announce some changes at Caucasus 
International. First of all, our founder and Editor-in-Chief, Zaur 
Shiriyev, is now leaving the team due his commitments to other 
institutions. This issue is his final one, prepared with the help of 
other CI team members. We would also like to mention that we 
have restored our website, which is now fully functional and ac-
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cessible at www.cijournal.az. Readers can find all the latest news 
about CI; additionally, all previous issues are available for free. 

Finally, on behalf of the CI team, we hope this issue provides 
food for thought and for discussion!

Sincerely,
CI team

* Gergely Varga is a Research Assistant at the Center for Defense and Strategic Studies, National University for Public 
Service in Budapest, Hungary

Gergely Varga*

NATO-Russia Cooperation  
and its Soft Security Limits

Since the early years of the post-Cold War era until the recent Ukrainian crisis, NATO 
has sought to build cooperation with Russia on a wide range of security issues, 
including soft security threats. Under the NATO – Russia Council framework, numer-
ous initiatives have been successfully implemented to the benefit of both parties. 
However, based on an examination of NATO-Russia collaboration on soft security, 
this article argues that this cooperation has been conducted on a fairly limited and 
temporary basis. According to the author, one reason for this is the divergent per-
ceptions on soft security and its relationship to political and economic systems. 
Another reason is Russia’s weakness and vulnerability in the soft security domain, 
which it does not want to expose. Furthermore, cooperation on soft security has 
been largely contingent on relations between the parties - though to a lesser extent 
than hard security issues have been. The Ukrainian crisis underlined the primacy of 
hard security issues and indicates that cooperation on soft security issues will re-
main a variable of global political developments. 
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The nature of the threats and challenges faced by NATO mem-
bers has significantly changed since the end of the Cold War. 

As a result, the Alliance has had to transform itself in order to 
remain a relevant international security organization. NATO 
has conducted operations out of area (i.e. outside the territory 
of member states), conducting crisis management operations 
first in the Balkans, then the ISAF mission in Afghanistan. It 
has started to build partnerships with its neighbors and global 
partners over the past two decades. In the post-Cold War era, 
NATO has increasingly turned towards crisis management as one 
of its core tasks. Although collective defense has remained the 
cornerstone of the Alliance, as stated in both the 1999 and the 
2010 Strategic Concept, NATO is now focused primarily on out 
of area operations, which have become a source of legitimacy for 
its continued existence. Above all, leading the ISAF mission in 
Afghanistan has formed a central element of Allied activities for 
over a decade. Along with the strategic considerations of trying 
to promote stability in conflict ridden regions – regardless of the 
ultimate efficacy of its policies - crisis management operations 
have been a major platform for engagement between global and 
regional actors. Russia was no exception, and the Afghan cam-
paign became one of the most important pillars in NATO-Russia 
cooperation, especially after 2009 with the launch of the Obama 
Administration’s reset policy with Moscow.1 Changes to NATO-
Russia political relations have always had a direct effect on prac-
tical aspects of their cooperation.

Although NATO is becoming a security organization focused on 
crisis management, collective defense has remained one of its 
fundamental tasks. Despite the end of the Cold War, and with it 
the imminent threat of a major war in Europe almost, following 
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the post-Soviet space, and 
above all Russia, have continued to present major security issues 
for the Alliance. Although NATO’s New Strategic Concept states 
that NATO poses no threat to Russia,2 and in 2012, NATO’s Sec-
retary General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, said that NATO does 
not consider Russia to be a threat to NATO countries,3 the mutual 

1 Octavian Rusu: Russia and the West: What are the Implications of Putin’s Return to the Presidency
of Russia? The Polish Quarterly of International Affairs, issue: 3 /2012, pp. 46
2 NATO Strategic Concept 2010 – Active Engagement, Modern Defence, pp. 10
3 Statement by NATO Secretary General at the press point following the NATO-Russia Council meeting in 
Foreign Ministers session, 19 April 2012, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_86234.htm, 20.7.2012.

distrust has never entirely disappeared. Recent develop-
ments in Ukraine have only reinforced this. The Ukrai-
nian crisis has had a dramatic effect on NATO-Russia 
relations. In the wake of the military occupation and the 
annexation of Crimea, Secretary General Rasmussen 
named Russia a threat to European security,4 and NATO 
suspended all cooperation with Russia. According the 
decision taken by the North Atlantic Council on April 
1st, 2014, NATO has suspended all practical military and 
civilian cooperation with Russia, including cooperation 
on soft security issues. Only the ambassadorial level dialogue 
can continue in the NATO-Russia Council. The annexation of 
Crimea and the ongoing Ukrainian crisis will likely have deep 
and lasting effects on the relations between Moscow and the 
Alliance, the future of which will largely depend on the further 
developments in Ukraine. Within the strategic context broadly 
outlined above, the purpose of the article is to examine how co-
operation developed between NATO and Russia on soft security 
issues, and to identify its limits, especially in light of the Ukrai-
nian crisis.   

Concepts of Hard Security and Soft Security

Since the end of the Cold War, the perceptions of security threats 
within NATO have changed considerably. During the Cold War, 
the focus was on defending the territory of the Alliance from a 
single visible enemy with symmetric military capabilities.5 The 
security perception was state-centric, and it centered on tradi-
tional and nuclear military capabilities. According to contem-
porary security studies thinking these features of security are 
mostly covered by the term “hard security”.6 After the Cold War, 
with the likelihood of a major conventional attack on the Alli-
ance greatly reduced, new emerging security challenges became 
much more significant for the Alliance. This trend continues to 
shape the security environment. These threats and challenges in-
clude the proliferation of WMD, terrorism, ethnic and religious 
conflicts, illegal migration, organized crime, energy security, 

4 Russia actions threaten peace in Europe: NATO’s Rasmussen. Reuters, March 2, 2014 http://www.
reuters.com/article/2014/03/02/us-nato-russia-idUSBREA2109O20140302
5 Michael Rühle: NATO and Emerging Security Challenges: Beyond the Deterrence Paradigm. 
6 Bertel Heurlin: International Security. In: Jarrod Wiener – Robert A. Schrire: International Rela-
tions, Vol II. pp. 177

The annexation of Crimea 
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climate change, to name the most relevant ones. Some of these 
threats are primarily military, while others are non-military in na-
ture and not necessarily state centric. Those which are primarily 
political, economic, social and environmental are usually seen as 
“soft security” threats.7 However, hard security and soft security 
has always been closely interlinked. Political, economic, social 
conditions have a huge impact on national security and security 
perceptions. Conflicts and crises in these domains can ultimately 
lead to armed conflicts, either within a state or between states, 
or between state and non-state actors. Furthermore, soft security 
threats can directly increase hard security threats; for instance, 
illicit drug trafficking or arms trade could generate revenue for 
terrorist organizations.   

However, there are significant differences between NATO 
members and Russia in terms of how they want to tackle 
these security threats. This divergence is rooted in their 
differing concepts of security. For NATO members, espe-
cially in Europe, security is a comprehensive and value-
based concept, where the division between hard security 
and soft security is much more fluid.8 One only needs to 
look at the core tasks and principles laid down in NATO’s 
strategic concept, or, given that most NATO countries are 

also members of the European Union, core Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) documents, and the EU’s foreign and se-
curity policy approach in general. The cornerstone of EU’s exter-
nal relations and influence has always been its soft power. This 
is a combined result of the EU’s lack of hard power on the one 
hand and much more visible economic, institutional, cultural in-
fluence, and the importance it puts on certain norms (democracy, 
rule of law, human rights) on the other. Although as a defense 
alliance NATO is still more focused on hard security issues, 
NATO also has a comprehensive security concept based on the 
above norms. When it comes to tackling soft security threats and 
challenges, these principles must be valid both in the domestic 
policies of the respective countries, and in an international coop-
eration framework. Of course, neither NATO nor the EU always 

7 Moustakis, Fotios: Soft Security Threats in the New Europe, in: George C. Marshal European Centre 
for Security Studies, Managing the Challenges of Soft Security Threats in the 21st Century Report of 
the Conference, April 7-9. 2003
8 Andrey Makarychev: Hard, Soft, or Human? Security Discourses In The Eu, Nato, And Russia. 
PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo No. 129 pp. 3-4.

adheres to this normative approach in practice, but in comparison 
to other regions or nations, they usually perform well.   

Russia and Soft Security

There is a general perception that Russia tends to prioritize hard 
security concerns over soft security. This is underpinned by sev-
eral institutional features of the Russian state. Russia’s interna-
tional position and influence still largely rests on its considerable 
military capabilities. Although the 2008 Russia-Georgia war re-
vealed serious shortcomings in Russia’s military capabilities, it 
still has considerable conventional military power - not to men-
tion its nuclear capabilities, which are comparable to the nuclear 
arsenal of the United States. Furthermore, the armed services, 
both the military and other domestic armed services have always 
been the backbone of the centralized Russian state, and this re-
mains so under President Putin’s rule. The Russian government 
also still seems to prefer the short-term solution of applying hard 
power to solve various internal threats and challenges which are 
not primarily military in nature. This bolsters the perception that 
the importance of soft power in Russian statecraft is secondary. 
In short, in terms of hard power, Russia is still a major interna-
tional player, and a major potential threat to NATO because of its 
military strength. This was only reinforced by Russia’s actions in 
the Crimea crisis, where Russian military might proved to be the 
decisive factor. 

However, the balance between hard security and soft security 
threats has been more nuanced than it may initially appear. Presi-
dent Putin, early on in his first presidency, recognized the impor-
tance of soft security challenges and their potential role in under-
mining security and state authority. Even the Russian National 
Security Concept adopted in 2000 acknowledged the following:

 “The condition of the national economy and incomplete na-
ture of the system and structure of the authorities of state and 
of society, social and political polarization of society and 
criminalization of social relations, the growth of organized 
crime and terrorism and a deterioration in intercommunal 
and international relations are all creating a broad range 
of internal and external threats to the country’s security.”9

9 National Security Concept Of The Russian Federation Presidential Decree No. 24 of 10 January 
2000 http://www.mid.ru/bdomp/ns-osndoc.nsf/1e5f0de28fe77fdcc32575d900298676/36aba64ac09f7
37fc32575d9002bbf31!OpenDocument
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Russia’s soft security challenges gained importance over 
the past decade. Terrorism – as a security challenge with 
soft security aspects - especially in relation to the sepa-
ratist movements in the Northern Caucasus, illicit arms 
trade, nuclear material there as well as in Central Asia 
are significant concerns. Another significant soft security 
issue is nuclear safety, with both the civilian and military 
role nuclear facilities and devices, some close to NATO 
borders, raising serious security questions.10 Other non-
nuclear related environmental risks generate similar 
concerns for Russia’s neighbors. A major catastrophe 
in these domains could seriously affect the security of 
NATO countries too. Other lower intensity soft security 
issues, such as illegal immigration, organized crime or 

smuggling also pose challenges for Russia and its neighbors. The 
significance of soft security was further highlighted in Russia’s 
National Security Strategy to 2020, adopted in 2009.

 “The strategic goals in terms of ensuring national secu-
rity in the area of improving the quality of life of Russian 
citizens are the reduction of social and material inequali-
ties within the population, the stabilization of population 
size in the medium term, and in the long term — the funda-
mental improvement of the demographic situation.”11

The Russian strategy recognizes that the country’s national se-
curity is founded on its long term economic development, public 
security, social security for its citizens, highlighting the impor-
tance of the quality of public services such as education health-
care, in addition to ecological concerns. However, in reality, the 
quality of governance, development and internal security remain 
significant challenges for Russia. Despite the economic boom in 
the first decade of the 21st century, Russia is still underdeveloped 
in these crucial national indicators, and some regions, such as 
the Northern Caucasus, are especially vulnerable in terms of soft 
security threats. 

One must note, however, that the Russian government has rec-
ognized the significance of soft power tools in managing these 
10 Christer Pursiainen: Soft security problems in Northwest Russia and their implications for the 
outside world. Finnish Institute of International Affairs – Working Papers, Issue 31
11 Russia’s National Security Strategy to 2020, Decree of the President Of the Russian Federation 12 
May 2009, http://rustrans.wikidot.com/russia-s-national-security-strategy-to-2020

various regional challenges. Along with the increased presence 
of security forces, the Russian government has made signifi-
cant financial investments in the troubled regions of Chechnya, 
Dagestan, and Ingushetia over the past decade in order to im-
prove the living conditions of the local population, though much 
of the resources  have been used very ineffectively.12 To summa-
rize, in terms of soft security, Russia poses a security challenge 
for NATO due to its weakness and relative underdevelopment 
vis-à-vis NATO countries. 

Another strategic area, energy security also needs to be 
mentioned. As a major oil and gas producer and an en-
ergy source for many European NATO members, Russia 
is seen as a major energy power from a Western perspec-
tive. Although energy security, as a major component 
of economic stability and development, belongs to the 
soft security domain, its strategic significance in terms of 
Russian foreign and security policy can hardly be over-
estimated. 

Overview of NATO - Russia Cooperation

The focus of NATO – Russia cooperation has always been stra-
tegic, encompassing hard security issues. During the 1990’s this 
mainly involved establishing the political framework for dia-
logue and partnership in the shadow of NATO enlargement and 
crisis management operations in the Balkans. Following the end 
of the Cold War, NATO has increasingly turned towards crisis 
management as one of its core tasks. Although collective de-
fense has remained the cornerstone of the Alliance, as stated in 
both the 1999 and the 2010 Strategic Concept, NATO now fo-
cuses primarily on out of area operations. This has  also become 
a source of legitimacy for the Alliance, particularly in relation 
to leading the ISAF mission in Afghanistan, which comprised 
a central element of Allied activities for over a decade. Along 
with the strategic considerations of trying to promote stability in 
conflict-ridden regions –regardless of the efficacy of those poli-
cies - crisis management was a primary tool for engaging other 
global and regional actors. Russia was no exception, and the Af-

12 Andrew C. Kuchins, Matthew Malarkey  and Sergei Markedonov, The North Caucasus – Russia’s 
Volatile Frontier. CSIS Report, March 2011 http://csis.org/files/publication/110321_Kuchins_North-
Caucasus_WEB.pdf
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ghan campaign became one of the key pillars of NATO-Russia 
cooperation. 

After September 11 2001, combating terrorism became a prior-
ity area for cooperation, and was one of the main factors behind 
the increasingly close relations between 2001 and 2003.13 How-
ever, the new rounds of enlargement, the prospect of Ukraine and 
Georgia becoming NATO members, the proposed European mis-
sile defense system, and finally the Russia-Georgia war in 2008 
issues made relations more tense.  

When President Obama came into office in 2008, the “re-
set” policy was launched. The European allies also sup-
ported the rapprochement with Russia, while Moscow 
was also open to easing tensions, hence the improvement 
of NATO – Russia relations in terms of practical coopera-
tion.14 Again, hard security issues, such as the proposed 
cooperation on missile defense and increased Russian co-
operation concerning the ISAF mission in Afghanistan, 
were at the forefront, although in the latter, soft secu-
rity cooperation was also an important component. The 
vulnerability of many European countries following the 
economic crisis, the unresolved security problems with 
deep economic and social roots around Russia’s southern 
borders, the growing relevance of the Arctic and its eco-
nomic and security implications, revealed the increasing 

prominence of soft security. At the same time, it has been rec-
ognized that in many aspects NATO - as a military organization 
- is much less able to provide a platform for cooperation on soft 
security issues than, for example, the European Union. This is 
especially true for issues directly linked to socio-economic chal-
lenges. Trying to channel issues into the NATO-Russia frame-
work rather than the EU-Russia framework may send the wrong 
signal to Moscow, as the Kremlin has seen this as an act of in-
terference.      

13 Barbora Padrtová: NATO-Russia Relations. In: Róbert Ondrejcsák – Beata Górka-Winter: NATO’s 
Future Partnerships pp. 26
14 Luca Ratti: Resetting’ NATO–Russia Relations: A Realist Appraisal Two Decades after the USSR. 
The Journal of Slavic Military Studies, 26:2, pp. 147

Despite the rapprochement between Russia and NATO, 
Russia’s then-President Dmitri Medvedev warned that 
the rapprochement was not irreversible, and it would de-
pend largely on the success or the failure of the negotia-
tions on missile defense cooperation.15 As the prospect of 
an agreement on the issue began to fade and essentially 
ran aground, especially after Putin returned to the presi-
dency in 2012, relations have soured once again.16 Thus, 
NATO-Russia relations were already effectively frozen 
before the Ukrainian crisis escalated into a wide-ranging 
political confrontation between Russia and the West. The 
tipping point in the crisis was clearly the military oc-
cupation of Crimea by Russian forces. The violation of 
Ukrainian territorial integrity and sovereignty by Russia 
was met with sharp condemnation from NATO countries. 
In response to the crisis, NATO decided to suspend all 
existing partnership programs with Russia, and instructed NA-
TO’s military leadership to draw up plans on how to strengthen 
NATO’s military stance in Eastern Europe. In light of the ‘hard’ 
security-strategic issues, soft security cooperation has always 
been secondary. However, this does not diminish the importance 
of soft security cooperation, not least in the service of confidence 
building measures between the two parties. The following sec-
tion provides an overview of NATO-Russia cooperation on soft 
security threats.

Combating Terrorism

Terrorism is a complex area encompassing both hard and soft 
security concerns, and requires specific mention here, since 
some areas of cooperation cover soft security aspects. The 9/11 
terrorist attacks in 2001 were the key factor in NATO–Russia 
rapprochement during the first half of that decade. The 
United States was facing a major terrorist threats; Rus-
sia perceived similar threats from radical Islamist groups 
involved in conflicts in the North and South Caucasus. 
Thus, there was considerable common ground for coop-
eration. The 2002 NATO-Russia Declaration, which cre-
ated the NATO-Russia Council, put the struggle against 

15 Ibid pp. 154
16 Octavian Rusu: Russia and the West: What are the Implications of Putin’s Return to the Presidency 
of Russia? The Polish Quarterly of International Affairs, Issue 3/2012, pp. 45
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terrorism at the top of the list of cooperative efforts. Cooperation 
on terrorism between NATO and Russia is currently based on the 
NRC Action Plan on Terrorism, which was signed in 2004, and 
recently updated in 2011 in Berlin. One of the projects was the 
STANDEX project, completed in 2013, a scientific cooperation 
aimed at developing devices for detection, recognition, localiza-
tion and tracking of explosives.17 The exchange of information 
and best practices on countering improvised explosive devices 
has also taken place.18 Although there are overlaps with the hard 
security domain, the Cooperative Airspace Initiative (CAI)19 can 
also be mentioned here. The CAI is an information exchange 
system on air traffic, aimed at preventing terrorist activities in 
the airspace.  The implementation of the project began in 2006, 
and it was successfully concluded in 2011. Several live exercises 
have proven the readiness of the system.20

Counter – Narcotic Initiatives in Afghanistan 

Although Russia’s involvement in Afghanistan is a highly strate-
gic and political issue, and it comprises one component of ISAF’s 
crisis management operation, Russia’s involvement in counter 
narcotic efforts in the Central Asian countries is primarily a soft 
security issue. The project on counter-narcotics training of Af-
ghan and Central Asian personnel began is 2005 with the coop-
eration of the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNO-
DC). The initiative seeks to build partnerships among mid-level 
officers from participating nations through sharing of expertise.21 
Russia’s primary contribution to the project is the provision of 
training facilities (the Domodedovo Center near Moscow, the 
North-West Training Centre in St. Petersburg and the Rostov-on-
Don Canine Training Centre) as well as trainers.22 In 2013, the 
project was expanded to include cross-border counter-narcotics 
17 STANDEX Counter Terrorism Project: 10 Years 10 Stories Anniversary Feature, available at  http://
www.nato-russia-council.info/en/articles/20121123-nrc-10-years-standex/
18 NRC conference on countering improvised explosive devices, NATO Russia Council, available at
http://www.nato-russia-council.info/en/articles/20121212-nrc-counter-ied-seminar/
19 Nations discuss Cooperative Airspace Initiative progress, NATO - Russia Council, available at
http://www.nato-russia-council.info/en/articles/20130513-nrc-cai-update-april/
20 NATO-Russia Council holds Cooperative Airspace Initiative exercise,  13 November 2012, avail-
able at http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_91277.htm?selectedLocale=en
21 20 NATO members, Russia, Finland, Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Pakistan 
(joined in 2010), Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.
22 NATO-Russia Council Project  on Counter-Narcotics Training of Afghan, Central Asian and Paki-
stani Personnel, NATO-Russia Council Info, July 2011, available at http://www.nato.int/nato_static/
assets/pdf/pdf_2011_07/20110802_1107015-NRC_Counter-Narcotics_Project_en.pdf

training. By the end of 2013, the project had trained over 3000 
officers from the participating countries, with over 466 officers 
trained in 30 courses in 2013.23 However, the pullout of the ISAF 
forces along with Afghanistan’s uncertain future raise questions 
on the long term sustainability of the project.  

Combating Piracy

Combating piracy is another dual area encompassing both hard 
security and soft security, as it involves hard maritime power, via 
law enforcement on international waters. Cooperation between 
NATO and Russia has been developing at the tactical level since 
2008, when NATO’s Operation Ocean Shield was launched in 
the vicinity of the Horn of Africa to tackle the piracy threat in 
the region. The cooperation includes regular meetings between 
staff at the operational level, tactical cooperation and exercises in 
the theater, and Russia’s use of the NATO Maritime Interdiction 
Training Centre in Crete.24 A document formalizing this tactical 
maritime cooperation was signed by NATO Maritime Command 
and Russian Navy in December 2012 in St. Petersburg.25 Both 
parties aim to develop the cooperation through increased tactical 
information exchange, coordination and technical support.   

Civil Emergencies

Civil emergencies present a more traditional soft security 
area for cooperation. Cooperation in this field began in 
1996, with the signing of a Memorandum of Understand-
ing on Civil Emergency Planning and Disaster Prepared-
ness between Russia’s Ministry of Emergency Situations 
and NATO. The focus of the cooperation was initially on 
response, detection and prevention of emergencies such 
as earthquakes and floods. One of the first results of the 
cooperation was the establishment of the Euro-Atlantic 
Disaster Response Coordination Centre. A Civil Emer-
gency Planning and Protection Working Group was also 
created in 2002.26 Several joint disaster response exer-

23 NATO-Russia Council Practical Cooperation Fact Sheet, October 2013, http://www.nato-russia-
council.info/media/104666/nato-russia_council_factsheet_final_2013-11-07_trilingual.pdf pp. 4
24 NATO and Russia seek to strengthen cooperation to counter piracy, NATO Homepage, March 27, 
2012 http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-38DC19C3-FFF50588/natolive/news_85557.htm
25 NATO-Russia Council Practical Cooperation Fact Sheet, October 2013, http://www.nato-russia-
council.info/media/104666/nato-russia_council_factsheet_final_2013-11-07_trilingual.pdf pp. 7
26 NRC Civil Emergency Planning: 10 Years 10 Stories Anniversary Feature. 
http://www.nato-russia-council.info/en/articles/20121018-nrc-10-years-cep/
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cises focusing on terrorist attacks27 have been held, while coop-
eration on high visibility events is also strengthening.  

Nuclear weapons safety is a special area of disaster prevention 
and response cooperation. Several nuclear weapons accidents and 
incident exercises have been held over the last decade, hosted by 
the NRC nuclear powers. The more sensitive aspects of nuclear 
policy have remained outside the framework of this cooperation. 

Defense Transparency, Strategy, and Reform 

Although dialogue on doctrinal issues, military reform, human 
and financial resources management has taken place within the 
NRC, there has been a lack of substantive cooperation on the is-
sue for political reasons. Command and control, transparency of 
the military, civil-military relations are at the core of the Russia’s 
political system, and Moscow does not want external oversight, 
let alone substantial democratic reforms in these domains. With 
the cooling of Russia - NATO relations, including the collapse 
of the CFE Treaty, the increased capacity of Russia’s military 
modernization programs, and large-scale exercises returning on 
both sides, transparency has become a greater concern for NATO 
countries. The Russian government seems now to be isolating 
itself from further cooperation in this field, rejecting even limited 
initiatives.28  

Nonetheless, a degree practical cooperation has taken place. The 
parties provide regular briefings on doctrine, white papers, de-
fense programs, though the quality and the depth of these brief-
ings are limited.29 As a further example, in 2002, a NATO-Russia 
Resettlement Centre was established in order to help former Rus-
sian military officers integrate into civilian life by providing soft 
skills training. This ran until 2008.

27 Noginsk (2002),  Kaliningrad (2004), Rome (2005).
28 An example was the German initiative on a Common Space of Trust (CST), which aimed to of-
fer notification on military exercises, but was rejected by Moscow. Simon Lunn: The NATO–Russia 
Council: Its Role and Prospects. European Leadership Network, Policy Brief November, 2013 pp. 8 
http://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/medialibrary/2013/11/29/11e0c7b3/The%20NATO%20
Russia%20Council%20Its%20Role%20and%20Prospects_Simon%20Lunn_November%202013.pdf
29 Ibid pp. 7

Scientific Cooperation 

The NATO Science for Peace and Security (SPS) Pro-
gram was one of the first areas of practical cooperation; 
Russia has been involved in this initiative since 1992. 
The program seeks to facilitate international cooperation 
through Action Plans adopted by the NRC on scientific 
research focusing on emerging security challenges. The 
latest scientific Action Plan includes exchange of tech-
nologies, methodologies, best practices on counter ter-
rorism, energy security, defense against CBRN agents, environ-
mental security, border and port security, mine and unexploded 
ordnance detection and clearance, human and social aspects of 
security.30 Environmental protection in the Baltic Sea region has 
been a special focus under this framework, including oil spill 
management, and the establishment of a risk monitoring assess-
ment network on munitions dumpsites.

Conclusions

As soft security challenges become more and more globalized, 
neither NATO countries nor Russia can avoid strengthening their 
international engagement in order to tackle these issues. Howev-
er, NATO member states and Russia still have fundamentally dif-
ferent perceptions of security threats and challenges, particularly 
in relation to the role of the state in tackling and managing those 
threats. This limits the scope and depth of soft security coopera-
tion. Although there has been wide-ranging cooperation in this 
area since NATO and Russia established formal relations in the 
1990’s, the intensity of those initiatives was largely dependent 
on international political developments, such as hard security is-
sues and major political developments in Eastern Europe. As a 
general observation, the more politically sensitive the particular 
soft security issue, the more cooperation was determined by the 
current state of political relations. As the events in Ukraine have 
shown, NATO and Russia continue to have significantly differ-
ent core interests in the Euro-Atlantic region, and hard security is 
still at the core of the relationship. Both NATO and Russia have 
shown that they will easily sacrifice the gains of soft security co-
operation for pressing political considerations. Whether the cur-

30 NATO-Russia scientific cooperation, NATO Homepage 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/88267.htm
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NATO’s Energy Security Agenda 
and its Possible Applications  
in the South Caucasus

Over the past decades and in the course of a complex discourse, NATO has decided 
to undertake a role in energy security. From one perspective, the Alliance has already 
reached a kind of ‘acquis’ related to energy security, based on three strategic priori-
ties: political consultation and intelligence sharing; projecting stability; and protection 
of nuclear and non-nuclear critical energy infrastructure. On the other hand, NATO’s 
current activities suggest that it will not take on a leading role, but rather a limited 
and complementary one. After analyzing the theoretical discourse around the emerg-
ing NATO agenda on energy security, the article addresses its practical implications 
for the South Caucasus. The article explores NATO’s possible contributions to the 
regional energy security. First, it examines the potential of a traditional deterrence-
based approach, before assessing the forms of preventive approaches developed 
by NATO. The article concludes that cooperation in the framework of partnership 
programs has been developing in line with the functional security concept, increas-
ing the partner states’ capability to respond to emerging energy security challenges, 
while also contributing to the security of NATO member states.

rent Ukrainian crisis will further escalate, or whether the parties will find a political-
diplomatic solution determining the fate of NATO-Russia soft security cooperation 
remains to be seen.       
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At the Brussels Summit 
(1994), NATO launched 
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Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, NATO has been under-
going a constant self-redefinition process. A significant part of 

this process can be linked to the emergence of new security chal-
lenges in the post-Cold War era. Therefore, the Alliance is focus-
ing on these new threats – such as terrorism, cyber-attacks, and 
energy security – and on implementing new types of responses.

After 1991, NATO’s involvement in the post-Soviet region was 
unavoidable. The Alliance had to develop relations with non-NA-
TO countries (energy producers, transit states, etc.) without con-
fronting Russia. What role could former Warsaw Pact and post-
Soviet states play in connection with the Atlantic Alliance? Some 
of the Central European countries, like Hungary, Poland and the 
Czech Republic, joined NATO in 1999, and seven more shortly 
before the Alliance’s 2004 Istanbul Summit. Ukraine and Geor-
gia applied for membership, but they did not yet have a Member-
ship Action Plan (MAP). At the Istanbul Summit in 2004, special 
emphasis was placed on Central Asia and the Caucasus, though 
it is important to mention in that respect that ‘there is [only] a 
limited cooperation between NATO and these states and such as 
there is mainly on a bilateral project basis between some states in 
NATO and the partner.’1

The 1949 Washington Treaty that established NATO ensures 
the collective security of the members of the Alliance, via the 
mechanism set out in Article 5 of the Treaty. Expanded mem-
bership entails risks for current members, due to their require-
ment to defend the new member under Article 5. In this regard, 
NATO should favor partnership over membership for states such 
as Georgia and the Ukraine, given that ‘NATO willingness to 
risk Article 5 defense of these states is small if not nonexistent.’2 
It is not surprising that the Alliance has found ‘soft’ cooperation 
mechanisms preferable in their dealings with post-Soviet coun-
tries. Partnership programs for non-candidate states along the 
eastern and southern borders of NATO can be of mutual benefit.

1 Moore, R, NATO’s Partners in Afghanistan: Impact and Purpose. Madrid: Research Unit on Interna-
tional Security and Cooperation, UNISCI Discussion Papers, 2010, No. 22, pp. 100.
2 Matlary, J. H, ‘Partnerships to the East and South: A ’Win-Win’ Policy’, in: Edstrom, H., Matlary 
J. H. and Petersson M. (eds.) NATO: The Power of Partnerships. New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 
2011, pp. 68.

Partnership for Peace: A Framework for Cooperation

In 1991, NATO created the North Atlantic Cooperation Council 
(NACC) encompassing NATO members, former Warsaw Pact 
countries and former republics of the Soviet Union. At the Brus-
sels Summit (1994), NATO launched a more individualized Part-
nership for Peace (PfP) program open to all European 
and former Soviet countries. The Partnership seeks to 
expand and intensify political and military cooperation 
throughout Europe, increase stability, diminish threats to 
peace, and build strengthened relationships. While the 
PfP focuses in particular on practical, defence-related 
and military cooperation activities, the NACC provides 
a forum for broad consultations on political and securi-
ty-related issues as well as for practical cooperation on 
security-related economic questions, information and 
scientific and environmental matters. In 1997, NACC 
was transformed into the Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council (EAPC) to accommodate the fact that not all 
PfP countries were members of the NACC.3 Each PfP 
partner develops an Individual Partnership Program with 
NATO (IPP), listing specific cooperation activities drawn 
from the Partnership Work Program. At its Prague sum-
mit in 2002, NATO reinvigorated the IPP process by launching 
a new practical mechanism, the Individual Partnership Action 
Plan (IPAP).4 IPAPs are designed to ensure that the dialogue and 
the cooperation are specifically tailored to the state’s individual 
needs, enabling the Alliance to adopt a clearly focused approach 
with regard to the various cooperation and assistance activities 
(such as defence, security and military issues; public informa-
tion; science and environment; civil emergency planning; and 
administrative, protective security and resource issues).5

NATO’s Emerging Energy Security Agenda

Energy security is one of the most important challenges of the 
21st century. Following a brief discussion of the definition of en-
ergy security, we will consider the development of the concept 
within NATO discourses, through the examination of documents 
generated at NATO Summits. 

3 Sloan, E, ‘NATO approaches to energy security: Future options, challenges and directions’, Critical 
Energy Infrastructure Protection Policy Research Series, 1, 2007, pp. 4.
4 Ibid., pp. 7.
5 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: Individual Partnership Action Plans, available 
at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49290.htm
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The International Energy Agency (IEA) has a broad 
definition of energy security, whereby energy security 
equates to the “adequate, affordable, and reliable access 
to energy fuels and services, it includes availability of 
resources, decreasing dependence on imports, decreasing 
pressures on the environment, competition and market 
and market efficiency, reliance on indigenous resources 
that are environmentally clean, and energy services that 
are affordable and equitably shared.”6 In the much shorter 
definition of the United Nations, energy security is “pro-
tection against shortages of affordable fuel and energy 
resources.”7 NATO first referred to energy security in 
its 1999 Strategic Concept.8 In this document, while the 
Alliance noted its core function was still to deter and/or 
respond to armed attacks on the territory of any of the Al-
lies, it also emphasized that NATO’s security could also 
be affected by other factors, such as the “disruption of the 
flow of vital resources.”9

Energy security is a very complex issue. International coopera-
tion in this field is based on the logic of realism; oil and gas sup-
plies are so vital for states that problems may arise even among 
likeminded allies. As Rühle states, even “If they chose multilat-
eralism, they chose institutions through which they can best meet 
their concerns.”10 Departing from this, it is not surprising that 
NATO kept energy security off its agenda for a long time. Al-
though the topic was mentioned at the 1999 Washington Summit, 
there followed a long period of silence, up until 2006. 

In 2006, the Russia-Ukraine gas dispute raised serious con-
cerns about energy security. The dispute reached a climax on                       
January 1, 2006 when Russia cut off supplies to Ukraine. After 
that, Poland put forth a proposal suggesting that NATO members 
commit themselves to help one another during energy crises.11 
U.S. Senator Richard Lugar, a high-ranking member of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, went even further, arguing 

6 Sovacool, B.K., (ed.) The Routledge Handbook of Energy Security, Routledge, Abingdon, 2011, 
pp. 4.
7 Ibid., pp. 5.
8 Sloan, E,  ‘NATO approaches to energy security: Future options, challenges and directions’, Critical 
Energy Infrastructure Protection Policy Research Series, 1, 2007,  pp. 2.
9 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1999) The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, Paragraph 24.
10 Rühle, M,  ‘Energy Security: From Philosophy to Implementation,’ Journal of Transatlantic Stud-
ies, 10(4), 2012, pp. 388.
11 Sloan, E., ‘NATO approaches to energy security: Future options, challenges and directions’, Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure Protection Policy Research Series, 1, 2007, pp. 4.

that energy security should be a commitment under the Article 5 
mutual defense clause of the North Atlantic Treaty. At the Riga 
Summit (29 November 2006), Senator Lugar argued that, ‘Be-
cause an attack using energy as a weapon can devastate a nation’s 
economy and yield hundreds or even thousands of casualties, the 
Alliance must avow that defending against such attacks is an Ar-
ticle Five commitment. This does not mean that attempts to ma-
nipulate energy for international political gain would require a 
NATO military response. Rather, it means that the Alliance must 
commit itself to preparing for and responding to attempts to use 
the energy weapon against its fellow members.’12

Although Lugar was cautious not to suggest a military re-
sponse to Russia’s political move, his expressions clear-
ly show the seriousness of the situation back in 2006. 
However, it was not NATO’s interest to apply Article 5 
commitments to the field of energy security. There was 
a fundamental concern about putting additional pressure 
on the NATO-Russia relationship, and ‘degenerating 
energy security debate in NATO into a Russia-bashing 
exercise.’13

The Riga Summit Declaration (2006) highlighted the 
importance of infrastructure security and directed the 
member states to consult on most immediate risks in the 
field of energy security14 and ‘define the interests, where 
NATO may add value to safeguard interests.’15 In general, NATO 
has set three main targets concerning energy security. First, 
NATO should provide clearer definitions of the threats in ques-
tion. Secondly, while it has to support a coordinated international 
effort, the Alliance should have a complementary role, instead 
of a leading one. Third, NATO must prevent the ‘disruption of 
vital flow of resources,’16 thus the Critical Energy Infrastructure 
Protection (CEIP) will be essential.17

12 Quoted by Chifu, I. and Medar S., ‘NATO and Energy Security’, in: Chifu, I., Suliuc, A. and Nedea, 
B. (eds.) Energy Security Strategies in the wider Black Sea Region. Bucharest: Editura Curtae Veche, 
2010, pp. 36.
13 Rühle, M., ‘Energy Security: From Philosophy to Implementation,’ Journal of Transatlantic Stud-
ies, 10(4), 2012, pp. 390.
14 Monaghan, A, Energy Security: NATO’s Limited, Complementary Role. Rome: NATO Defense 
College, Research Division, 2008, pp. 4.
15 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2006) Riga Summit Declaration, NATO Press Release, No. 
150, Paragraph 45.
16 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1999) The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, Paragraph 24.
17 Monaghan, A., Energy Security: NATO’s Limited, Complementary Role. Rome: NATO Defense 
College, Research Division,2008, pp. 5.
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The Bucharest Summit (2008) was the next step in defin-
ing common interests and articulating a NATO acquis in 
the field of energy security. The Allies have identified the 
principles which will govern NATO’s approach in this 
field, and outlined options and recommendations for fur-
ther activities.18 Based on these principles, “NATO will 
engage in the following fields: information and intelli-
gence fusion and sharing; projecting stability; advancing 
international and regional cooperation; supporting con-
sequence management; and supporting the protection of 
critical energy infrastructure.”19

The 2010 Lisbon Summit was a significant step forward, 
as it resulted in the adoption of a new Strategic Concept. 
The Strategic Concept noted that in the emerging new se-
curity environment, terrorism, “failed states” and cyber-

attacks will pose the most serious challenges in the future. The 
Concept also addressed the importance of energy security: ‘some 
NATO countries will become more dependent on foreign energy 
suppliers and in some cases, on foreign energy supply and distri-
bution networks for their energy needs. As a larger share of world 
consumption is transported across the globe, energy supplies are 
increasingly exposed to disruption.’20 The most important result 
of the Summit is that the Declaration requires member states to 
integrate energy security considerations into NATO’s policies 
and activities.21

Thus over the course of the past decade’s summits, NATO 
has not only included the notion of energy security into 
its framework step by step, it has also developed a kind 
of acquis for energy security. This acquis has three main 
pillars: political consultation and intelligence fusing and 
sharing; projecting stability; and Critical Energy Infra-
structure Protection.22 

Beside the traditional forms of political consultations, 
information sharing has already been institutionalized to 

18 Chifu, I. and Medar S., ‘NATO and Energy Security’, in: Chifu, I., Suliuc, A. and Nedea, B. (eds.) 
Energy Security Strategies in the wider Black Sea Region. Bucharest: Editura Curtae Veche, 2010, 
pp. 37.
19 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2008) Bucharest Summit Declaration, NATO Press Release, 
No. 49. Paragraph 48.
20 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2010) Active Engagement, Modern Defence, Paragraph 13.
21 Rühle, M., ‘NATO and Energy Security: Toward a more coherent approach,’ IP Journal, Global 
Edition, 3, 2011, pp. 7.
22 Rühle, M., ‘Energy Security: From Philosophy to Implementation,’ Journal of Transatlantic Stud-
ies, 10(4), 2012, pp. 390.

a certain extent in terms of energy security. NATO established 
an Energy Security Section inside the Emerging Security Chal-
lenges Division, and also has a NATO Energy Security: Centre 
of Excellence (ENSEC COE).23 Training programs have also 
demonstrated considerable results.24 Partnership programs such 
as the PfP contribute to the broader strategic environment in the 
field of energy security.

Critical Energy Infrastructure can be defined as “systems and as-
sets so vital to the basic op erations of a state that its incapacity 
or its destruction would have a negative impact on national secu-
rity, national economy security, national safety, or any of those 
combined.”25 CEIP intends to reduce the vulnerability of energy 
infrastructure - e.g. facilities and pipelines - against external 
threats. An external threat could be the disruption of a supply 
chain by physical attack, such as terrorism or any other violent 
act.26 Multinational approaches are also of great importance in 
this dimension, as energy infrastructure links NATO allies with 
non-NATO countries.

New security challenges have on multiple occasions required 
NATO to reassess its methods. The field of energy security is 
a good example, demonstrating that the traditional military ap-
proach used during the Cold War era is not always appropriate.27 
In this case, the classical retaliation-based approach and the no-
tion of geographical security may prove inadequate in address-
ing competing energy interests. In relation to pipeline protection, 
preventive cooperative measures such as political consultations 
and partnership building may be much more efficient than classi-
cal deterrence policies.28

To sum up, the above analysis indicates that NATO has chosen 
to undertake a role in the field of energy security. However, this 
role will be limited and complementary, rather than leading one. 
As Michael Rühle, the Head of the Energy Security Section in 
23 NATO Energy Security: Centre for Excellence, http://www.enseccoe.org.
24 Dessard, I., Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Security: 
Operational Highlights No. 4., 2013, pp. 8.
25 NATO Parliamentary Assembly (2008) Energy Security: Co-operating to Enhance the CEIP (157 
CDS 08 E rev. 1). Available at: http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=1478 
26 Dessard, I., Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Security: 
Operational Highlights No. 4, 2013, pp. 9.
27 Rühle, M., ‘NATO and Emerging Security Challenges: Beyond the Deterrence Paradigm’, 
American Foreign Policy Interests: The Journal of the National Committee on American Foreign 
Policy, 33(6), 2011, pp. 278-282.
28 Ibid., pp. 282.
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NATO’s Emerging Security Challenges Division, stated, “While 
energy security is not going to move to the center of NATO’s 
agenda, it is bound to get growing attention.29 Threats to energy 
security are real and imminent, but preventive measures could 
generate satisfactory solutions. 

Following this introduction to the theoretical discourse around 
energy security and pipeline protection, the article intends to out-
line the potential practical consequences and the application of 
the accepted theoretical guidelines.

The South Caucasus: Pipeline Protection in Practice?

In geostrategic terms, the countries of the South Caucasus are 
highly important. The South Caucasus has been a transit region 
between East and West, North and South from time immemorial. 
In present times, its geostrategic relevance has increased even 
further thanks to its proximity to the Middle East and to the key 
oil and gas transit routes which cross the region.

For the past decades, energy importers have become increasingly 
concerned about the diversification of energy sources, in order 
to reduce their dependence on a single major exporter. Russian 
control over energy transportation to Europe, based on the for-
mer Soviet energy infrastructure, has been reduced by the con-
struction of South Caucasian oil and gas pipelines, which deliver 
hydrocarbons from the reserves of Azerbaijan through Georgia, 

bypassing Russia. Armenia is excluded from this pipeline 
system due to its occupation of Nagorno-Karabakh (in-
ternationally recognized Azerbaijani territory) for more 
than two decades. The process of establishing a new, ex-
tended pipeline system has imposed burdens as well as 
benefits for these countries. As a source and transit region 
for oil and gas, the countries of the South Caucasus need 
to ensure the security of their energy infrastructure.30

That regional priority has become intertwined with the 
dialogue around NATO’s role in energy security. As such, 
the issue of providing security for the South Caucasian 
pipeline infrastructure has emerged at numerous points 
throughout the debates. The issue of energy security and 
pipeline protection in the South Caucasus was highlight-

29 Rühle, M., ‘Energy Security: From Philosophy to Implementation,’ Journal of Transatlantic 
Studies, 10(4), 2011, pp. 389.
30 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: NATO’s partners in the South Cauca-
sus. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-CACD7214-555FFC66/natolive/news_89866.
htm?selectedLocale=en (Accessed: 26 February 2014).

ed following the 2008 Russian-Georgian war, when the bom-
bardments from the Russian side could have affected the tran-
sit routes, and with the suspension of energy shipment through 
the Georgian pipeline system.31 It was obvious that there was no 
direct intention to destroy the pipeline system, as the Russian 
rhetoric did not include threats of the use of force against the 
energy infrastructure. However, given the risk of ‘collateral dam-
age’, the transit routes proved to be highly vulnerable in such 
situations, leading Azerbaijan to decide to suspend the flow of 
oil in the case of the Baku-Supsa pipeline.32 Another concern-
ing incident was the PKK Kurdish terrorist organisation’s attack 
on the Turkish section of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline. 
The attack, which exploded part of the pipeline, resulted in the 
shutdown of the BTC, leading to a loss of 300,000 USD along 
the pipeline.33

Although the Armenia-Azerbaijan conflict has not led to 
similar consequences, the “frozen conflict” between the 
two states remains a looming threat to the pipeline sys-
tem. As for terrorism, although there have been no recent 
terrorist attacks against the South Caucasian pipeline 
system, in 2004, al-Qaeda publically noted the signifi-
cance of the Caspian hydrocarbon reserves and the trans-
port system, when Osama bin Laden explicitly called for 
attack against the energy markets in the region.34 

Renewed conflicts between Georgia and Russia, or Azerbaijan 
and Armenia, or a terrorist attack in this conflict-prone region, 
all pose potential threats to the pipeline system. NATO support 
could contribute to the protection of the infrastructure, as the the-
oretical NATO discourse indicates. The fact that Azerbaijan and 
Georgia are both NATO partners and have a similar history in 
terms of the dialogue and cooperation with the organization sup-
ports this possibility. In 1992, both countries became members of 
the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), and then in 1994, 
they joined the Partnership for Peace (PfP) initiative.35 They par-

31 Tsereteli, M., The Impact of the Russia-Georgia War on the South Caucasus Transportation 
Corridor. Washington DC: The Jamestown Foundation, 2009, pp. 13.
32 Sokov, N., The South Caucasus Corridor after the Russian-Georgian War. Washington: PONARS 
Eurasia, Policy Memo, No. 49, 2009, pp. 1-4.
33 Tsereteli, M, The Impact of the Russia-Georgia War on the South Caucasus Transportation Cor-
ridor. Washington DC: The Jamestown Foundation, 2009, pp. 13.
34 NATO Parliamentary Assembly (2008) Energy Security: Co-operating to Enhance the CEIP (157 
CDS 08 E rev. 1). Available at: http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=1478 (Accessed: 2 
February 2014).
35 See more about NATO-Azerbaijan relations here: North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: 
NATO’s relations with Azerbaijan. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49111.htm  

The issue of energy 
security and pipeline 

protection in the South 
Caucasus was highlighted 

following the 2008 
Russian-Georgian war, 

when the bombardments 
from the Russian side 

could have affected the 
transit routes, and with 

the suspension of energy 
shipment through the 

Georgian pipeline system.

Although the Armenia-
Azerbaijan conflict 
has not led to similar 
consequences, the “frozen 
conflict” between the two 
states remains a looming 
threat to the pipeline 
system. 

34 35 

 Vol.4 • No: 3-4 • Winter 2014-2015Caucasus International

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-CACD7214-555FFC66/natolive/news_89866.htm?selectedLocale=en
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-CACD7214-555FFC66/natolive/news_89866.htm?selectedLocale=en
http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=1478
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49111.htm


ticipate in the Planning and Review Process (PARP), and signed 
Individual Partnership Action Plans (IPAP) on security, defence 
and military issues and even democratic reforms on a two-year 
basis.36 Beyond these cooperative frameworks, Azerbaijan and 
Georgia also contribute to NATO missions.

However, they pursue different foreign policy trajectories, and 
this has consequences for their relations with NATO. Azerbai-
jan’s significant hydrocarbon reserves contribute to its relative 
independence, and thus Baku is able to maintain a multi-vectored 
foreign policy between Russia and the West.37 Although it does 
not aspire to NATO membership, Baku maintains a closer rela-
tionship with the West than with Russia – but not at the expense 
of losing its partnership with Moscow. Azerbaijan also has a sig-
nificant ally in Turkey, which binds the connection with NATO 
even tighter. Although Armenia is also involved in the coopera-
tion with NATO, it tends to prioritize relations with Russia.

As for Georgia,Tbilisi maintains the closest relationship 
with NATO among the South Caucasus states, as it has 
declared its membership aspiration. Since 2008, a specif-
ic NATO-Georgia Commission has been in operation, to 
manage bilateral communication and cooperation. Tbilisi 
also, however, has hostile relations with Russia, which 
culminated in the 2008 war. The continued occupation of 
the Georgian provinces of Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
shows that NATO does not intend to destabilize the very 
sensitive NATO-Russia relationship via a direct interven-
tion.

On the whole, the South Caucasian pipeline system presents a 
typical situation for the application of NATO’s energy security 
and pipeline protection approach. However, if NATO intends to 
take a role in the field of energy security in the South Caucasus, 
it also needs to clarify whether this role is being developed in 
line with the traditional deterrence and retaliation-based military 
approach, or in the context of a preventive, limited and comple-
mentary framework.

and Georgia-NATO relations here: North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) ATA Bilateral Brief on Re-
lations between NATO and Georgia. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49111.htm
36 See more about IPAPs: North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: Individual Partner-
ship Action Plans. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49290.htm 
37 Freire, M. R., Security in the South Caucasus: the EU, NATO and Russia. Oslo: Norwegian Peace-
building Resource Centre, 2013, pp. 2.

When Traditional Deterrence-Based Security Fails: NATO’s En-
ergy Nexus Dilemma in the South Caucasus

The traditional military approach in this case would mean pre-
paring detailed plans to protect energy supplies and pipelines 
against military threats, such as terrorist attacks or organized op-
erations.38 These measures would involve the use of movement 
sensors, satellites and radars, as well as setting up fences and 
patrols at interconnections and compressor stations in order to 
minimize attacks.39 It could even lead to sending NATO troops to 
protect the critical energy infrastructure.

Azerbaijan has made clear its disapproval of the classical military 
approach, following speculation that NATO might send troops 
to secure the pipeline system. As the leading power of the re-
gion, Azerbaijan claims that its capabilities, resources and active 
foreign policy enable it to respond appropriately to any threats. 
Moreover, as noted by Abid Sharifov, Azerbaijan’s Deputy Prime 
Minister, there is a belief among Azerbaijani government offi-
cials, that NATO ‘does not have experience in protection of oil 
pipelines and communications running via the countries which 
do not belong to the organization.’40 Others have emphasized the 
fact that it is Azerbaijan’s national responsibility to protect the 
pipeline system, and that it is already well-protected.41 

In fact, these claims have a solid basis. In Azerbaijan, 
a special institution named the Special State Protection 
Service (SSPS) is responsible for the protection of the 
pipeline system.42 It runs a constant patrolling system 
along the pipelines, and controls access. The State Oil 
Company of Azerbaijan (SOCAR), the company operat-
ing the pipelines and terminals, shares this responsibility 
with the SSPS by ensuring stationary security at pump-
ing stations.43 Private companies also take responsibility 
for providing pipeline security. Both Georgia and Azer-

38 Monaghan, A., Energy Security: NATO’s Limited, Complementary Role. Rome: NATO Defense 
College, Research Division, 2008, pp. 2.
39 Dessard, I., Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Security: 
Operational Highlights No. 4., 2013, pp. 11.
40 Quoted by Monaghan, A., Energy Security: NATO’s Limited, Complementary Role. Rome: NATO 
Defense College, Research Division, 2008, p. 8.
41  Ibid,  p. 8.
42 Dessard, I. (2013) Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of 
Critical Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Secu-
rity: Operational Highlights No. 4. p. 11.
43 Ibid., p. 12.
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baijan have developed an efficient protection system with the 
contribution of BP. This system contains both physical and tech-
nological monitoring, with patrolling forces along the pipelines. 
These systems rely significantly on the commitment of local 
communities.44 

Georgia also maintains closer relationship with NATO in terms 
of classical security approaches,45 and as it pursues membership 
in the Alliance, Tbilisi could be more willing to accept the theo-
retical possibility of a NATO force helping to protect its pipeline 
system. However, in practice, Georgia has a state pipeline protec-
tion system that functions in addition to the one developed by BP, 
similarly constructed to that of Azerbaijan. This enables Tbilisi 
to ensure the protection of the transport routes without external 
intervention. The Strategic Pipeline Protection Department oper-
ated by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is responsible for pipeline 
protection. As an exception, the security of the Baku-Supsa line 
is maintained by the Special Task Force Police, which is quite 
similar to Azerbaijan’s SSPS.46

It is evident that Azerbaijan and Georgia draw upon a 
spectrum of resources to protect their pipeline systems. 
There are certain niches in energy security where NATO 
can add value to this work; however, these niches do not 
belong to the realm of classical military security.

On the other hand, Tbilisi and Baku could see a greater sta-
bility in the region because of the engagement of NATO, 
which could serve as a security guarantee. However, it is 
also clear that a radical, classical deterrence-based com-
mitment to the region could lead to counter-productive 
consequences. Specifically, the South Caucasus has long 
been as a traditional zone of interest for Russia, which has 
remained a key regional actor even after the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. Post-Soviet history, infrastructure and 

institutions like the Commonwealth of Independent States and 
its umbrella organizations still bind these countries to Russia, al-
though Georgia withdrew from the CIS in 2008. Russia treats the 
region as an area of strategic relevance in its main foreign policy 

44 Ibid., p. 10.
45 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: Georgia: now the top non-NATO troop 
contributor in Afghanistan. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_101633.
htm?selectedLocale=en 
46 Dessard, I., Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Security: 
Operational Highlights No. 4., 2013, pp. 12.

documents.47 For these reasons, Moscow is uncomfortable with 
the initiatives of Western-based organizations like NATO in the 
region, and has on many occasions perceived them as a threat 
to its influence. For NATO and its partners, it is crucial to avoid 
any accusations of anti-Russian aims in the South Caucasus. In 
relation to energy security, the situation is especially sensitive. In 
2008, Vladimir Putin explicitly stated that he considers it highly 
‘unfriendly’ that NATO seeks to take a role in energy security, 
while Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov condemned the politiciza-
tion of energy security issues.48 A greater military engagement 
in a classical sense would clearly attract attention from Moscow, 
which could damage NATO-Russia relations as well as negatively 
affect the security of the South Caucasus.

Last but not least, the Alliance itself does not have significant 
interest in pursuing a classical deterrence-based approach to 
protect the South Caucasian pipeline system. The organization 
claims that, “[…] ‘energy security and the security of installa-
tion and transportation routes are a national responsibility’, the 
Alliance should be ‘looking to offer advice and help rather than 
putting boots on the ground.’”49 On the other hand, in connec-
tion with the protection of Azerbaijani and Georgian pipelines, 
NATO itself has admitted that “NATO could analyze and learn 
from those developments in the process of contributing to En-
ergy Security through cooperation with partners and consultation 
with allies in order to enhance global security.”50 

All things considered, it can be concluded that the classical de-
terrence-based military approach is not popular among the con-
cerned member and partner states, and, taking into account the 
sensitivity of NATO-Russia relations, it could also have negative 
impacts across the region. Therefore, NATO is not pursuing a 
policy of direct intervention to protect the uninterrupted flow of 
energy in the region. Instead, it tries to support the work of other 
international organizations and seeks to maintain dialogues and 
cooperation with the countries of the South Caucasus in the spirit 
of the Partnership for Peace.51 After all, the standpoint of the Al-
47 Freire, M. R.,  Security in the South Caucasus: the EU, NATO and Russia. Oslo: Norwegian Peace-
building Resource Centre, 2013, pp. 2.
48 Monaghan, A., Energy Security: NATO’s Limited, Complementary Role. Rome: NATO Defense 
College, Research Division, 2008, p. 10.
49 Ibid, pp. 7-8.
50 Dessard, I., Energy Security in South Caucasus: Effective Cooperation in the Protection of Criti-
cal Energy Infrastructure. Vilnius: NATO Energy Security: Centre of Excellence, Energy Security: 
Operational Highlights No. 4., 2013, pp. 10.
51 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (n.a.) NATO A-Z: NATO’s partners in the South Cauca-
sus. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-CACD7214-555FFC66/natolive/news_89866.
htm?selectedLocale=en 
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liance is quite clear – the only remaining question is how 
NATO can contribute to South Caucasian pipeline secu-
rity without “putting boots on the ground”.

Finding the ‘Added Value’ on Energy Security-Related 
Cooperation 

Linking the preventive approach and energy security, at 
the 2008 Bucharest Summit the Allies summarized the 
most important guiding principles for further practical 
activities in the field of energy security in five points.52 

The following section is based on these points and on the further 
options, recommendations and possibilities sketched out by Mi-
chael Rühle, the Head of the Energy Security Section in NATO’s 
Emerging Security Challenges Division.53

The first way that NATO can contribute to pipeline pro-
tection in the South Caucasus is through information and 
intelligence sharing. Under this heading, several methods 
can contribute to pipeline protection. NATO offers dif-
ferent types of consultations for its member and partner 
states, including regular meetings on energy security and 
28+n format on various levels.54 During these consulta-
tions, NATO can act as a facilitator on energy security 
and pipeline protection planning, on sharing concerns, 
expectations and best practices, and developing coopera-
tion. 

When the interests of the member and partner states sig-
nificantly differ and cannot be efficiently dealt with in a common 
meeting (this may occur in the field of energy security, as member 
and partner states have very different roles in energy production, 
transport and consumption), NATO offers bilateral consultations 
as a forum for information sharing. Bilateral meetings may lead to 
the signature of documents concerning cooperation between NATO 
and the certain country, tailored to the needs of the latter. IPAPs are 
particularly appropriate for this aim in the South Caucasus, con-
sidering that the current internal conflicts prevent an overarching 
approach, and given that, the countries of the region have different 
roles in relation to energy issues. Moreover, IPAPs are individual 
and flexible; therefore they can quickly be adapted to potential 

52 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2008) Bucharest Summit Declaration, NATO Press Release, 
No. 49.
53 Rühle, M. and Grubliauskas, J., ’NATO and Energy Security: Infrastructure Protection and Be-
yond’, Turkish Policy Quarterly, 11(3), 2012, pp. 66-73.
54 Ibid., pp. 68.

changes in the situation of the conflict-prone region.

In addition to these possibilities, intelligence sharing is highly 
relevant to energy security and pipeline protection issues. Now, 
28 member states and partner countries draw upon various sourc-
es of intelligence and expertise, and the Alliance has special ca-
pabilities that can serve the aims of pipeline protection. Through 
intelligence sharing, NATO members and partners can compile 
and access well-founded analyses, prognoses and risk assess-
ments concerning the security of pipelines, the vulnerability of 
transit routes or even the probability of terrorist threats, facilitat-
ing the development of the local security system or the 
preparations for a possible crisis or attack.

The second area in which NATO can play a role in en-
ergy security and pipeline protection lies in projecting 
stability. This role is also relevant in the conflict-ridden 
region of the South Caucasus, where the engagement 
and assistance of the Alliance can help maintain stability 
within the region and against the theoretical scenario of 
increasing Russian influence. Advancing regional coop-
eration is closely linked to this aim. As all three countries 
in the South Caucasus are involved in NATO-led partner-
ships, the commitment to the Alliance can help ease the 
existing tensions and enhance regional cooperation.

Besides facilitating regional cooperation, NATO can 
play a significant role in international cooperation and 
dialogue among the international organizations operating 
in the region. NATO pursues a complementary role in this sense, 
and it aims to avoid duplication of and infringement on other 
organizations’ tasks and processes. The Alliance can also engage 
with private actors interested in energy security and pipeline 
protection, and initiate dialogue with them.55 In this way, NATO 
could bring private expertise and know-how into its approach 
towards assistance in the South Caucasus.

Following the more indirect fields of possible assistance, the 
fourth and fifth points of the Bucharest Summit list refer to tangi-
ble pipeline protection roles that NATO could undertake without 
interfering in national security concerns. NATO has the capabili-
ties to support the direct protection of the critical energy infra-
structure against risks. The Alliance identifies four main types of 
such risks: natural disasters, technical failures, political instabili-
55 Rühle, M., ‘Energy Security: From Philosophy to Implementation,’ Journal of Transatlantic Stud-
ies, 10(4), 2012, pp. 393.
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ties or conflicts and man-made attacks.56 Upon the request of the 
concerned states, NATO can support the relevant authorities in 
these cases with technical tools, communication services, tech-
nology transfer, or training and education facilities. For exam-
ple, NATO has provided special courses focusing on CEIP since 
2006 in the South Caucasus, and it plans to set up a Partnership 
Training and Education Centre (PTEC) in Azerbaijan. In case of 
a worst-case scenario, NATO can support consequence manage-
ment as well, for example, with damage assessments or with pro-
viding tools and expertise for the rapid restoration of the energy 
supply.

Conclusion

The article has sought to illuminate the ways in which NATO can 
contribute to ensuring energy security in general and specifically 
in the South Caucasus. It provided a perspective on NATO-South 
Caucasus relations, including within the scope of the Partner-
ship for Peace and other forms of partnerships. It also analyzed 
the developing discourse on energy security within the Alliance, 
emphasizing the intertwined nature of the parties’ interests along 
with the possibilities for cooperation and applying theoretical ap-
proaches. 

Before summarizing the conclusions, we must reiterate that 
NATO is not an independent energy security provider, and it 
needs the consent of its members and partners in order to make 
a contribution in this respect. Meanwhile, among other interna-
tional organizations, NATO has to choose its aims in terms of 
energy security carefully, in order to avoid overlapping compe-
tences and to be able to “add value” to ongoing processes.

Despite these various limitations, the notion of energy security 
within NATO has evolved significantly over the past decade, and 
has become an acknowledged part of NATO’s agenda. Beside the 
theoretical development, the practical aspects of energy security 
and pipeline protection also suggest a positive outlook in the case 
of the South Caucasus. Although the traditional deterrence-based 
security approach could be unacceptable to many actors in the 
region, including NATO member states themselves, cooperation 
in the spirit of partnership, following the preventive approach, is 
already a reality.

56 Rühle, M. and Grubliauskas, J., ’NATO and Energy Security: Infrastructure Protection and Be-
yond’, Turkish Policy Quarterly, 11(3), 2012, pp. 71.

As the article shows, the three pillars of NATO energy security 
acquis and the five principles of the Bucharest Summit are clear-
ly present in the Alliance’s approach towards the region. In the 
meantime, partner countries in the South Caucasus have also rec-
ognized the intertwined nature of energy security interests, and 
seem willing to not only accept, but also actively engage via soft 
cooperation mechanisms. Cooperation in the framework of part-
nership programs has been developing in line with the functional 
security concept, increasing the partners’ capability to respond to 
emerging energy security challenges. Moreover, NATO can also 
benefit from cooperation with the South Caucasus. As a relative 
newcomer in the world of energy security, it can make use of the 
shared energy security experiences of Azerbaijan and Georgia.
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NATO-Georgia Cooperation:  
A Rhetorical Engagement?

In 2008, NATO officially embraced Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations, declaring that 
one day the country would become a member of the alliance. Almost six years on, 
most policymakers - on both sides - agree that membership depends not on Geor-
gia’s political domain or security options, but rather on the geopolitical struggle be-
tween the major powers in the post-Soviet space, and most of all on the challenging 
NATO-Russia relationship. Kosovo’s declaration of independence and the Bucharest 
Summit in 2008, at which Georgia was promised that it would one day gain member-
ship, exacerbated the already complicated relations between Russia and the West. 
Both events were perceived by the Kremlin as a threat to Russia’s strategic inter-
ests. Moreover, from Russia’s perspective, both required a response. Russia’s security 
dilemma culminated in August 2008 with the invasion of Georgia. This war led to 
the suspension of talks on Georgia’s eventual NATO membership. Furthermore, the 
events in Ukraine, the financial crisis in Europe and U.S. policy in the Middle East and 
towards Iran have made it necessary to decelerate the Georgian NATO membership 
process. For now, NATO cannot compete with the Russian influence in the region. 
Consequently, it will pursue only a limited role in Georgia and in the South Caucasus 
more generally, keeping activities within the framework of the Individual Partnership 
Action Plans and engagement limited to the promotion of democracy, economic 
development, and military reform.
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At the NATO Prague Summit in 2002, Georgia officially de-
clared its political openness to NATO membership. In 2008, 

the Alliance welcomed Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations, stat-
ing that the country would become a member: ‘MAP is the next 
step… Therefore we will now begin a period of intensive en-
gagement…at a high political level to address the questions still 
outstanding pertaining to [its] MAP application’.1 In view of the 
September 2001 terrorist attacks, this decision was in line with 
NATO’s need for allies with similar values and interests. By June 
2001, then U.S. President George W. Bush was already declaring 
that ‘all of Europe’s new democracies’ from the Baltics to the 
Black Sea should have an equal chance to join Western institu-
tions. In a similar vein, then-NATO Secretary General George 
Robertson announced that NATO ‘expected’ to launch the next 
round of enlargement at the Prague Summit in 2002.2 

Ultimately, however, the trajectory of Georgia’s NATO member-
ship has been shaped by the international politics rather than the 
political will on the part of the Alliance. Six years after the 2008 
NATO declaration and the Georgian-Russian war, it is widely 
agreed that membership depends not so much on Georgia’s po-
litical domain or security options, but rather on the geopolitical 
struggle between the major powers in the post-Soviet space and, 
namely, on the challenging NATO-Russia relationship, which 
was brought to the fore by the August 2008 war. 

The NATO-Georgia-Russia Triangle and the Security  
Dilemma

The 2008 Georgian-Russian August war generated new 
sources of instability for the entire post-Soviet space, 
not only because it highlighted a new form of Russian 
revisionism, but also because it brought to the fore the 
limits of Western policies in what the Kremlin views as 
its sphere of influence. Russia made it clear that it has 
its own interests in the neighboring countries , and dem-
onstrated its readiness to embark on tough confrontation 
in order to achieve its goals. The war showed the inter-
national community that Moscow is the only ‘game in 
town’.3 It exposed the inability of the West to prevent 
Russia from moving aggressively to restore its primacy 

1 NATO Bucharest Summit Declaration, 2008, See: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_
texts_8443.htm. 
2 Ph. H. Gordon, NATO After 11 September, Survival, 43 (4), Winter, 2001-2002, pp. 1-18.
3 N. Mikhelidze, After the 2008 Russia-Georgia War: Implications for the Wider Caucasus,   
The International Spectator, Vol. 44., No. 3, July-September 2009, pp. 27-42.

over the territory of the former Soviet Union. 

But what forced Russia to act so decisively in its ‘backyard’?  
The war highlighted the colliding foreign policy agendas of the 
major external actors in the region. Even though the U.S. and 
European responses to Russia had been firm in terms rhetoric 
but weak in reality - not only in the run-up to the war but also 
in the months and years preceding it - Moscow believed that the 
foreign policies of the Caucasus countries were based on Western 
strategy, giving rise to a security dilemma.

In his article, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma”, Rob-
ert Jervis argues that the security efforts of one state sometimes 
cause a perception of insecurity for other states and that, conse-
quently, ‘states underestimate the degree to which they menace 
others… A state that is predisposed to see either a specific other 
state as an adversary, or others in general as a menace, will re-
act more strongly’.4  Thus, the “dilemma” is that states tend to 
make decisions based not on realistic assessments, but instead 
on perceived insecurity. Whether or not this insecurity is real or 
perceived, it has the same general effect. Jervis considers that 
‘decision makers act in terms of the vulnerability that they feel, 
which can differ from the actual situation’.5

Since the late 1990s, Russia had warned that an incident 
like the Georgian-Russian war could happen if the West 
continued to pursue policies perceived by Moscow as 
threatening. Regardless, the EU, together with the US, 
created a security dilemma for Russia and established the 
conditions that led to the August 2008 war. The percep-
tion of insecurity was generated by several events: the 
statement in the 1999 NATO Strategic Concept calling 
for NATO to go ‘out of area’6 in order to prevent and manage 
territorial conflicts; NATO’s expansion including Baltic states in 
the Alliance; military action in the Balkans (without Russian ap-
proval); and the missile defense issue. Suspicion of NATO was 
reinforced in 2004 by the Istanbul NATO Summit declaration in 
which the Alliance asserted that it had the right to ‘address effec-
tively the threats our territory, forces and populations face from 
wherever they may come’.7

4 R. Jervis, Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma, World Politics, 30 (2), 1978, pp.167-214. 

5  Ibid, p.9.  
6 The Statement of Richard Lugar from Moore R.R. NATO’s New Mission. Praeger Security Inter-
national, p.28.
7 The Istanbul Declaration: Our Security in a New Era, Press release 28th June 2004, See: http://www.
nato.int/docu/pr/2004/p04-097e.htm 
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After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia’s expectation 
was that NATO would remain a status-quo organization, as in-
deed Russia itself turned out to be - what Jervis calls ‘an inse-
cure defender of the status quo’.8 In particular, Moscow expected 
that NATO would not expand in the post-Soviet space, which the 
Kremlin considered its sphere of influence.9 Furthermore, any 
kind of military action near its border was perceived as a nuclear 
threat.10 Consequently, as of 2000, the Russian Military Doctrine 
began to undergo changes. In 2000, it stated that ‘the expansion 
of military blocs and alliances to the detriment of the Russian 
Federation’s military security’ could destabilize the military-po-
litical situation in Russia.11

The Kosovo case proved to be pivotal for the NATO-Rus-
sia-Georgia triangle. Following the NATO military cam-
paign in the former Yugoslavia in 1999, NATO-Moscow 
relations have never really been mended. For Russia, NA-
TO’s operations in Kosovo – without UN Security Coun-
cil authorization – were unacceptable. True, the NATO 
Strategic Concept adopted at the 50th anniversary does 
not require that NATO obtain [a] UN mandate for actions 
beyond the alliance’s border, but Moscow still interpret-
ed Alliances’ military campaign as ‘drive for unilateral 
security in Europe’.12 As some authors have argued, the 

leading Russian security figures firmly believed that ‘until and 
unless NATO recants over Kosovo and gives Russia a veto over 
its operations, the threat of more Kosovo like crises and opera-
tions will remain, freezing Europe (and Russia) into permanent 
insecurity’.13 NATO actions in Kosovo decisively confirmed 
Russia’s perceived security dilemma. Indeed, the 2010 Military 
Doctrine stated that ‘the desire to endow the force potential of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) with global func-
tions carried out in violation of the norms of international law’ 
was seen to constitute one of Russia’s primary military threats.14

8 Ibid.
9 I. Malevich, Rasshireniye NATO I VoennayaDoktrinaRossii, Nezavisimoye Voyennoye Obozreniye, 
2010.
10 S. Blank, Threats to Russian Security: The View from Moscow, Carlisle Barracks: Strategic Studies 
Institute, 2000.
11 M. De Haas, Russia’s Military Doctrine Development (2000-2010), in S. Blank, (ed) Russian Mili-
tary Politics and Russia’s 2010 Defense Doctrine (1-62), Carlisle Barracks: Strategic Studies Institute, 
2011.
12 C. A. Wallander, Russian Views on Kosovo: Synopsis of May 6 Panel Discussion, Program on New 
Approaches to Russian Security, Harvard University, Davis Center for Russian Studies, Cambridge, 
Ma, Policy Memo No. 62, April 1999.
13 S. Blank, op. cit.
14 M. De Haas, op.cit. 

In 2002, Georgia declared its willingness to join NATO. For Rus-
sia, Georgia’s NATO membership or even the talks leading up 
to it would involve discussions about a new base for missile de-
fense facilities in the Caucasus (indeed in 2007 Georgia declared 
its readiness to host a missile defense base on its territory). Mos-
cow tolerated these various developments, namely the Kosovo 
precedent and the Baltic Countries’ NATO membership, but the 
eventual NATO membership of Georgia (a country perceived to 
be a zone of “privileged interests” because of its geographical 
proximity to Russia’s ally Armenia, Caspian resources and Iran) 
was considered a direct threat to national security. Consequently, 
the Kremlin concluded that its interests were being ignored, and 
that the time had come to send a strong message. 

Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence and the 
NATO Bucharest Summit in 2008, where Georgia was 
promised that it would one day join the alliance, placed 
the already complicated relations between Russia and the 
West into the limelight. Both events were perceived by 
Kremlin as a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear deter-
rent, and as developments that requiring a response. Rus-
sia’s security dilemma culminated in August of the same 
year with the invasion of Georgia. However, Russia did 
not want to confront NATO directly; rather, it wanted to 
defeat a country that was closely aligned with the US. 
Georgia was the perfect choice.15

Indeed, Russian officials have made no secret of the fact that one 
of the real motivations behind their military actions in Georgia 
was the NATO membership issue. Specifically, in 2011, during a 
trip to the Southern Military District 17 headquarters in Vladika-
vkaz, then Russian President Dmitry Medvedev declared: ‘If we 
had faltered in 2008, geopolitical arrangement would be different 
now and number of countries in respect of which attempts were 
made to artificially drag them into the North Atlantic Alliance, 
would have probably been there [in NATO] now’.16 Later on the 
same day when he met a group of journalists in Rostov-on-Don, 
he added: ‘Today I already spoke with the army officers and I 
will tell you too, that it was of course a very difficult page in 
our recent history, but, unfortunately, it was absolutely necessary. 
And the fact that Russia’s actions at the time were so tough has 
eventually secured a situation for us, which, despite of all the 

15 The Russo-Georgian War and the Balance of Power, Geopolitical Weekly, August 12, 2008. 
16 Medvedev: August War Stopped Georgia’s NATO Membership, Civil Georgia, Tbilisi, 21 
November 2011, See: http://www.civil.ge/eng/article.php?id=24168.  
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difficulties, is now quieter than it was… We have simply calmed 
some of our neighbors down by showing them that they should 
behave correctly in respect of Russia and in respect of neighbor-
ing small states. And for some of our partners, including for the 
North Atlantic Alliance, it was a signal that before taking a deci-
sion about expansion of the Alliance, one should at first think 
about the geopolitical stability. I deem these [issues] to be the 
major lessons of those developments in 2008’.17 

Thus, the August War (also known as the Russian-Georgian 
war) was the consequence of Russia’s perception of insecurity. 
Through its military action, Russia demonstrated its power in its 
near abroad, as well as the incapacity of external actors to pre-
vent Moscow from conducting a military action against an inde-
pendent state. Furthermore, it succeeded in suspending talks on 
Georgia’s eventual membership in NATO and on the possibility 
of the U.S. deploying a missile defense facility in the Caucasus.

NATO’s Challenges: Limits of Maneuvering, Absence of Strategy 
or Unwillingness to Expand? 

Since the August 2008 War, Russia has consolidated its positions 
in Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The Kremlin now has a monop-
oly over the conflict resolution process in the South Caucasus, 
having succeeded in marginalizing the UN, the OSCE and the 
EU. Russia, since recognizing the self-declared independent of 

the two Georgian separatist regions, has signed agree-
ments with Abkhazia and South Ossetia to set up military 
bases there for an initial term of 49 years, with possible 
extensions for an additional 15 years,18 plus an agree-
ment on bilateral cooperation to protect Abkhazia’s bor-
ders, allowing Russia to guard over 350 kilometers of the 
de facto republic’s border.19 In December 2013, Russian 
President Vladimir Putin ratified free trade agreements 
with both breakaway regions.20

In the short and medium terms, we should not expect a 
different approach from Russia towards Georgia and the 
two de facto republics. For the most part, the Russian tac-

17 Ibid.
18 Abkhaz parliament ratifies military base deal with Russia, RIANOVOSTI, 27 December 2011, See: 
http://en.ria.ru/world/20111227/170516553.html. 
19 Abkhazian president to sign agreement on Russian military base, RIANOVOSTI, 15 February 
2010, See: http://en.ria.ru/russia/20100215/157891876.html. 
20 Putin ratifies free trade agreements with Abkhazia, South Ossetia, The Voice of Russia, 23 Decem-
ber, 2013, See: http://voiceofrussia.com/news/2013_12_23/Putin-ratifies-free-trade-agreements-with-
Abkhazia-S-Ossetia-6213/. 

tic will seek to maintain the status quo around the conflict resolu-
tion process. Moscow will continue to consolidate its economic 
and military presence in Abkhazia and South Ossetia; this will 
allow to the Kremlin to increase its political position throughout 
the region. Such dynamics cannot lead to any real changes to 
Georgia’s NATO integration process, as the actors involved have 
very limited room for maneuver. Thus, as long as the Abkhazian 
and South Ossetia conflicts remain unresolved with Russia en-
trenched in the de facto republics, Georgia’s NATO membership 
will not happen.

Another barrier to Georgia’s NATO membership is the 
current U.S. policy in the South Caucasus and its rela-
tions with Russia. Since the election of President Obama, 
there has been a significant shift in U.S. policy towards 
the region. Obama opted for dialogue with Russia in 
the framework of his “reset” policy. Furthermore, U.S. 
policies towards Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq and the Middle 
East indicate Washington’s withdrawal from the Cauca-
sus. Washington needs Moscow more as a partner than 
a competitor in dealing with all these other issues. The 
U.S. policy for balancing China also requires keeping 
Russia reasonably happy. Given this context, Georgia is and will 
remain a marginal country for the United States. 

Furthermore, NATO has no clear strategy for dealing with the 
South Caucasus; the member states have different views regard-
ing the Alliance’s enlargement policy. Germany, France and Italy 
are among those skeptical of Euro-Atlantic expansion towards 
the East. They consider Georgia’s membership as a source of 
conflict with Russia, and feel that Tbilisi is seeking membership 
in order to gain protection through NATO’s Article 5. 

However, nobody has answered the question of whether NATO 
membership is even possible for a country that has two separatist 
regions and a military presence of the third state in those zones. 
What will happen to Abkhazia and South Ossetia if Georgia joins 
NATO? There are no discussions on the political effects of the 
NATO-Georgia partnership on the parties. It is unclear wheth-
er NATO considers  Article 5 of relevance in case of Georgian 
membership. Matlary argues that the cost-benefit calculus shows 
that NATO’s security gain from a larger geopolitical expansion 
in the post-Soviet space is less than the obligation incurred by 
Article 5.21 Similarly, German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter 

21 H. J. Matlary, Partnership to the East and South: A Win-Win Policy, E. Hakan et. al. (eds) NATO: 
The Power of Partnerships, Hampshire: Palgrave, 2011, p. 68.

Another barrier to 
Georgia’s NATO 
membership is the current 
U.S. policy in the South 
Caucasus and its relations 
with Russia. Since the 
election of President 
Obama, there has been 
a significant shift in U.S. 
policy towards the region. 

In the short and medium 
terms, we should not 

expect a different 
approach from Russia 

towards Georgia and the 
two de facto republics. 
For the most part, the 

Russian tactic will seek 
to maintain the status 

quo around the conflict 
resolution process. 

50 51 

 Vol.4 • No: 3-4 • Winter 2014-2015Caucasus International

http://en.ria.ru/world/20111227/170516553.html
http://en.ria.ru/russia/20100215/157891876.html
http://voiceofrussia.com/news/2013_12_23/Putin-ratifies-free-trade-agreements-with-Abkhazia-S-Ossetia-6213/
http://voiceofrussia.com/news/2013_12_23/Putin-ratifies-free-trade-agreements-with-Abkhazia-S-Ossetia-6213/


Steinmeier considers that three “goods” determine the case for 
or against any candidate’s accession to NATO: ‘the good for the 
candidate country, good for NATO, and good for pan-European 
security’. Georgia seems to fail on all counts.22 Meanwhile the 
partnership continues to be driven more by commitments, single 
programs oriented towards the development of the military sec-
tor and democracy and, most of all, rhetoric.

Then why the NATO-Georgia partnership?

It seems that the Georgian government has now realized 
the limits of its membership prospects; Georgian rhetoric 
has diminished and the idea that NATO could address the 
country’s security concerns has vanished. Georgian Prime 
Minister Irakli Garibashvili has declared that if NATO re-
fuses to grant Georgia a Membership Action Plan (MAP) 
now, it will not be a “principle” issue. ‘Several years ago 
the previous authorities created unheard of high expecta-
tion in the public and then we were left... disappointed. 
We are not going to do the same,’ he stated.23 There is 
nonetheless an awareness that even if membership is not 

possible, the process of partnership will at least have been ben-
eficial for the internal development of Georgia. 

Thus, the membership issue only appears in the official state-
ments of Western politicians. Officially, NATO prevents any 
state from exercising a veto over an aspiring NATO member 
country. Indeed, at the 2012 Chicago Summit, NATO was keen 
to re-affirm that:

‘in accordance with Article 10 of the Washington Treaty, 
NATO’s door will remain open to all European democ-
racies which share the values of our Alliance, which 
are willing and able to assume the responsibilities and 
obligations of membership, which are in a position to 
further the principles of the Treaty, and whose inclusion 
can contribute to security in the North Atlantic Area… 
We reaffirm our strong commitment to the Euro-Atlantic 
integration of the partners that aspire to join the Alliance 
in accordance with previous decisions taken at the Bu-
charest, Strasbourg-Kehl and Lisbon Summits… At the 
2008 Bucharest Summit we agreed that Georgia will be-

22 A. Lobjakas, NATO lacks the Stomach for South Caucasus Fight, Caucasus Analytical Digest, No. 
5, 16 April 2009.
23 PM Comments on NATO MAP, Civil Georgia, Tbilisi, 16 January, 2014, http://www.civil.ge/eng/
article.php?id=26861. 

come a member of NATO and we reaffirm all elements 
of that decision.’24 

Thus, although a political commitment to eventual membership 
of Georgia was taken on at the Bucharest Summit in 2008, NA-
TO’s intention will remain on paper. Indeed, following Russia’s 
illegal annexation of Crimea, President Obama declared that 
Georgia (along with Ukraine) is not on the path to joining the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and that there are no immedi-
ate plans for NATO expansion.25 The formal reason for postpon-
ing the MAP issue for Georgia will change over time. Once it 
was the 2012 parliamentary and 2013 presidential elections; in 
the future it will be further development of democracy and con-
flict resolution. In regions such as the South Caucasus, rife with 
political conflict and difficulty, it is not hard to find reasons to 
decelerate integration processes. 

Conclusion

Thus the Ukraine crisis, the Georgian-Russian war, Russia’s re-
turn to its “near abroad”, the financial crisis in Europe, U.S. poli-
cy in the Middle East and towards Iran have collectively made it 
necessary to put the brakes on Georgia’s NATO membership pro-
cess. Furthermore, it is still not clear whether all NATO members 
have the same interests in the South Caucasus. What is evident is 
that NATO is refusing to take responsibilities in a context where 
relations with Russia could be challenged. For now, NATO can-
not compete with Russia’s influence in the region. Therefore, 
it will pursue only a limited role in Georgia and in the South 
Caucasus more generally, keeping activities in the framework of 
the Individual Partnership Action Plans (IPAP) and engagement 
limited to promotion of democracy, economic development, and 
military reform. 

However, all this begs a question: why this partnership between 
Georgia and NATO? NATO membership serves only as a stimu-
lus for political and economic development and for reinforcing 
democracy in Georgia. Furthermore, the country benefits from 
NATO military projects. Even without full membership, NATO 
programs contribute to security in the Caucasus by building po-
litical and military bridges between member and non-member 
states, accelerating military reform and creating a new genera-

24 Chicago Summit Declaration, Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the 
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Chicago on 20 May 2012.
25  V. Rukhadze, Georgia is reeling after President Obama’s NATO Statement, Eurasia Daily Monitor 
Volume, 11 (69), April 11, 2014. 
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tion of military officers far from the Soviet military mentality.26 
On other hand, ‘because Russia’s future policy toward NATO 
remain difficult to predict, the Allies must pursue the goal of co-
operation while also guarding against the possibility that Russia 
could decide to move in a more adversarial direction’.27

26 S. E. Cornell, Regional Security in the South Caucasus: The Role of NATO, Central Asia-Caucasus 
Institute, Johns Hopkins University-SAIS, available at http://www.silkroadstudies.org/nato.pdf. 
27  NATO 2020: Assured Security; Dynamic Engagement. Analysis and Recommendations of the 
Group of Experts on a new Strategic Concept for NATO, 17 May 2010.
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Hanna Shelest*

NATO and Ukraine:  
In or Out?

Despite being the first of the former Soviet republics to join the NATO Partner-
ship for Peace, and later signing the Charter on Distinctive Partnership, for the last 
20 years Ukraine’s integration aspirations have been somewhat unstable. Kiev has 
struggled to maintain a balance between Russian influence and finding the optimal 
and most beneficial format for relations with the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. By announcing its non-bloc status in 2010, Kiev did not lower the level of 
interaction and coordination with Alliance, but in fact developed interoperability and 
cooperation in new areas. The 2013-2014 events in Ukraine raise new questions 
about the future of the Ukrainian-NATO cooperation, as well as about the future 
of NATO itself. What does partnership mean and can it guarantee the security of 
a non-member state? Should NATO return to Europe? These are just a few of the 
questions raised by the current crisis. Despite the fact that Ukrainian membership 
in NATO is not on the agenda, public opinion in Ukraine in support of further NATO 
integration is increasing dramatically, and a search for new options for cooperation 
is timely.  
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In 2010, Ukraine officially rejected the NATO membership per-
spective by adopting a new Foreign Policy Doctrine. Following 

that, discussion of the NATO-Ukraine cooperation was almost 
absent from academic and political discourse. Nonetheless, from 
2012, there was a more open approach towards NATO integra-
tion, which had previously been absent in strategic documents. 
This addition to the Military Doctrine of Ukraine indicated that 
the government was moved by political motivations rather than 
practical necessity. 

Most of the current academic discourse is focused either on 
Ukraine’s possible NATO membership, or on Russia’s influence 
over NATO – Ukrainian relations.  Russian-Ukrainian relations 
generally receive more attention than an assessment of what can 
be achieved between the Alliance and Ukraine despite that oppo-
sition. Analyses of the Ukrainian-NATO partnership are more of-
ten performed by military specialists, focusing on practical con-
cerns, effectiveness and tactical possibilities, without accounting 
for political aspects of cooperation. 

Historical Basis

NATO-Ukraine relations were formally launched in 1991, just 
after Kiev declared independence, when Ukraine joined the 
North Atlantic Cooperation Council (later the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council). In February 1994, it became the first of 
the post-Soviet states to sign a Partnership for Peace Agreement 
with NATO. 

In 1997, the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between NATO 
and Ukraine was signed. It not only laid a basis for cooperation, 
defining the main instruments and spheres of interaction, but also 
established the NATO-Ukraine Commission, which directs joint 
activities and provides a forum for consultation between the Al-
lies and Ukraine on shared security concerns.

Article 3 of the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between 
NATO and Ukraine states that “Ukraine reaffirms its determina-
tion to carry forward its defense reforms, to strengthen democrat-
ic and civilian control of the armed forces, and to increase their 
interoperability with the forces of NATO and Partner countries. 
NATO reaffirms its support for Ukraine’s efforts in these areas.”1 
Until now, the main spheres of cooperation have been defined 
by these guidelines. Other issues of common concern included: 

1 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1997) Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and Ukraine. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_25457.htm 

conflict prevention, crisis management, peace support, conflict 
resolution and humanitarian operations; political and defense as-
pects of nuclear, biological and chemical non-proliferation; dis-
armament and arms control issues, including those related to the 
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe; arms exports 
and related technology transfers; combatting drug-trafficking 
and terrorism.

According to the Charter, areas for consultation and coopera-
tion, in particular through joint seminars, joint working groups, 
and other cooperative programs, should cover a broad range of 
topics, such as: civil emergency planning, and disaster prepared-
ness; civil-military relations, democratic control of the armed 
forces, and Ukrainian defense reform; defense planning, budget-
ing, policy, strategy and national security concepts; defense con-
version; NATO-Ukraine military cooperation and interoperabil-
ity; economic aspects of security; science and technology issues; 
environmental security issues, including nuclear safety; aero-
space research and development, through the Advisory Group for 
Aerospace Research and Development (AGARD); civil-military 
coordination of air traffic management and control.2

In 1996, Ukrainian soldiers were deployed as part of the 
NATO-led peacekeeping force in Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na. In 1999, the Polish-Ukrainian battalion was launched 
as a part of the NATO-led peacekeeping force in Kosovo. 
These missions became first non-UN peacekeeping op-
erations in which the Ukrainian military and police took 
part.

This partnership was symbolized not only by Ukraine’s 
participation in the joint peacekeeping operations, but 
also by support in civil emergencies. Ukraine received 
assistance following severe floods in 1995, 1998 and 
2001; in 2010, Ukraine sent a mobile rescue center to 
Poland as part of an aid effort following flooding in the 
country. All these measures were carried out within the 
framework of practical cooperation on civil emergency 
planning and disaster-preparedness.3

2 Ibid. 
3 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2014) NATO’s relations with Ukraine. Available at: http://www.
nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm
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The Partnership for Peace Trust Fund support also became an im-
portant component in enhancing Ukraine’s security. Taking into 
account the costs involved, it would have been almost impossible 
for Ukraine on its own to destroy the excessive and out-of-date 
munitions that presented a threat to Ukrainians living nearby 
the storage areas. The first project involved the safe destruc-
tion of 400,000 landmines at a chemical plant in Donetsk over a 
15-month period in 2002-2003, marking the first step in destroy-
ing Ukraine’s stockpile of almost seven million anti-personnel 
mines. A second project to destroy 133,000 tons of conventional 
munitions, 1.5 million small arms and 1000 man-portable air 
defense systems was launched in 2005.  The total cost of these 
operations was 25 million Euros; the approximate duration is 
twelve years. It is the largest demilitarization project of its kind 
ever to be undertaken, and will increase Ukraine’s capacity to 
destroy surplus munitions in the future.4

According to the common belief, it was only after the 
Orange Revolution that Ukraine enhanced its rela-
tions with NATO. In fact, an Intensified Dialogue on 
Ukraine’s membership aspirations was launched back 
in 2005, along with related reforms. It is also notewor-
thy that presidential foreign policy orientation did not 
influence the tactical level of cooperation with NATO. 
Seen as a more pro-Russian leader, President Kuchma 
(second president of independent Ukraine; in office July 
1994 - January 2005) added Euro-Atlantic integration to 
Ukraine’s Foreign Policy Doctrine. In 2004, then-Prime 
Minister Viktor Yanukovych, later an opponent of NATO 

membership, together with then-Head of the Presidential Admin-
istration (later a major proponent of closer integration with Rus-
sia) Viktor Medvedchuk, approved the Military Doctrine. In the 
Doctrine, the conditions of national military security were listed 
as: strengthening trust between states; consistent reduction of the 
threat of the use of military force; policy of Euro-Atlantic inte-
gration, the ultimate goal of which is joining NATO, as the basis 
for the European security system.5 

The Armed Forces perceived security and defense reform as the 
main advantage of Ukraine-NATO cooperation. Despite not be-
ing ready to introduce civilian control over the Ministry of De-
fense at the beginning of this cooperation, as the relationship 

4 Ibid.
5 President of Ukraine (2004) ‘Decree of the President of Ukraine “On the Military Doctrine of 
Ukraine” #648/2004’ Available at: http://www.rada.gov.ua 

developed, efficiency levels increased. NATO’s active support 
in destroying stockpiles of weapons and munitions meant that 
the military became the biggest supporter of deeper cooperation 
and integration with NATO. This partnership mostly aimed to 
transform Soviet-style Armed Forces, ready for a ‘global war’, to 
more professional and mobile units under democratic and civil-
ian control. 

The victory of pro-Western presidential candidate Viktor 
Yuschenko in the 2004 elections made NATO member-
ship an official foreign policy goal. It remained so un-
til 2008, when the NATO Bucharest Summit became a 
watershed for future Ukraine-NATO cooperation. Under 
Russian pressure, the possibility of Ukraine and Georgia 
signing a Membership Action Plan (MAP) was taken off 
the table. Both Ukraine and NATO demonstrated their 
weakness and shortsightedness in relation to their belief 
that they could evade Russia’s disapproval of NATO en-
largement. 

The introduction of the non-bloc status in 2010 led to 
changes to the legislative, financial and institutional prin-
ciples of cooperation with NATO, as well as the considerable 
reduction and loss of experienced experts at the agencies mainly 
responsible for preparing and monitoring the ANP (Annual Na-
tional Plan).6 This was presented as a move toward more prag-
matic relations with the Alliance, but could also be explained – at 
least in part - by Ukraine’s inability to comprehend the necessity 
of security sector reform, NATO assistance in this sphere, and 
added value of participation in joint operations, as well as inten-
sified Russian pressure. 

Although the Yanukovych government, which came to power in 
2010, was not seeking NATO membership, it decided to continue 
to pursue cooperation at the same level using the same instru-
ments, based on service to national interests.7 Moreover, despite 
Ukraine’s apparent rejection of NATO membership, it has not 
stopped adopting Annual National Programs, which are usually 
undertaken by aspirant countries. 

6 NATO-Ukraine Partnership Network (2012) ‘Implementation of Annual National Programs of 
NATO-Ukraine Cooperation Civil Monitoring 2011-2012’. Analytical report. Institute for Euro-
Atlantic Cooperation. Available at: http://euroatlantica.info/attachments/article/530/ANP%20eng_
last.pdf 
7 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2014) NATO’s relations with Ukraine.
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In 2011-2012, the ANP was gradually transformed from a “na-
tional program” (which is what it is supposed to be) to a “bi-
lateral cooperation program”, where the resources are largely 
provided by the Alliance partners.8 This was mainly due to the 
general reduction in financing for the Ukrainian Armed Forces. 

Current State of Affairs

Until the Crimean Crisis of 2014, the Ukraine-NATO partnership 
was composed of two main dimensions: internal and external. 
The internal dimension entails first of all security sector reform, 
joint military trainings and eradication of ammunition. The ex-
ternal dimension encompasses information exchange, joint par-
ticipation in peacekeeping or special operations, rapid response 
and smart security. 

According to NATO-Ukraine Partnership Network experts: today 
Ukraine is the only state whose commitments in relationships 
with NATO include the transformation of the entire range of po-
litical and security relations without seeking NATO membership. 
Hence, Ukraine has a unique role and position in its contractual 
and legal relations with the North Atlantic Alliance.9 

Despite the perception that NATO represents ‘hard security’, 
while the European Union offers ‘soft security’, analysis of the 
Annual National Plans demonstrates that soft security is deemed 
no less significant. Ukraine’s commitments on free and fair elec-
tions, strengthening democratic institutions, protection of human 
rights and freedoms, economic reforms – all these spheres are 
accorded equal importance in bilateral relations. 

Ukraine’s relations with NATO go far beyond the Partnership for 
Peace framework. Some spheres are well known, while others 
are more technical, or less public. In the first category, we can 
include: the NATO Kiev Week, led by the NATO Defense Col-
lege; support for the Security Sector Reform; and joint military 
trainings. Others such as PfP Trust Fund projects for destroying 
stockpiles of weapons and munitions or regular consultations on 
cyber security are less public, but sometimes have even greater 
impact. 

Despite the fact that the NATO integration was removed from 
the Military Doctrine of Ukraine in 2012, and a new “non-bloc 

8 NATO-Ukraine Partnership Network (2012) ‘Implementation of Annual National Programs of 
NATO-Ukraine Cooperation Civil Monitoring 2011-2012’
9 Ibid. 

policy” was officially introduced, Kiev nonetheless left 
a window for cooperation. Thus Chapter III of the new 
Doctrine, titled “Prevention of the military conflicts”, 
states one of the means of preventing military conflicts: 
“participation in international operations connected with 
crisis resolution, in antiterrorist and anti-piracy activities 
according to the norms of the international law and the 
legislation of Ukraine.”10 

Despite the changes Ukraine made to its foreign policy 
trajectory, it never expressed any willingness to sign the 
Russia-sponsored Collective Security Treaty for the post-Soviet 
space, nor to join Collective Security Treaty Organization – this 
option did not even feature in public discourse. Then in 2012, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs Kostyantyn Gryshchenko proposed 
the “28+1+1” cooperation format,11 emphasizing the impossibil-
ity of maintaining cooperation with NATO without considering 
the Russian position, but also unwilling to become a pawn rather 
than an active player in this dialogue. 

At the same time, one should take into account that several na-
tional polls have revealed that over 50 percent of Ukrainians 
have negative perceptions of NATO. This can be explained by 
several factors, including poor awareness of NATO, ignorance 
of NATO’s post-Cold War transformation and anti-NATO propa-
ganda.12 Additionally, none of the previous governments led an 
information campaign explaining what NATO integration could 
mean for Ukraine. Two documents were adopted back in 2003 
and 2005 on this topic, but financing never came through and for 
the most part they were never acted upon. However, the Crimean 
annexation in 2014 turned attention to NATO security mecha-
nisms, and public support rose from 13 percent in autumn 2013 
to 34 percent in March 2014.13 This increase can be explained 
by the impossibility of guaranteeing Ukraine’s territorial integ-
rity via the Budapest Memorandum (1994), along with numerous 
statements by NATO officials declaring that they were not able to 
intervene, as Ukraine is not a member. 

10 Presidency of Ukraine,  ‘Decree of the President of Ukraine “On the Military Doctrine of Ukraine” 
#648/2004 – edition from 8 June 2012 № 390/2012 ’ Available at: http://www.rada.gov.ua  
11 Грищенко K, ‘Україна і НАТО: минуле, сучасне та майбутнє відносин’, Наука і оборона, #2, 
2012, p. 12-18
12 Savchenko V., ‘The Puzzle Of NATO-Ukraine Relations: The Importance Of Images In Ukraine’s 
Bid For NATO Membership’. Naval Postgraduate School Master Thesis, 2007, Available at: http://
www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA467357
13 Public Opinion Survey. Residents of Ukraine, International Republican Institute, March 14 –26, 
2014. 
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In 2013, Ukraine was the only Partner country actively 
contributing to all ongoing NATO-led operations and 
missions14 - in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Af-
ghanistan, Iraq, Operation “Active Endeavour” in the 
Mediterranean, Operation “Ocean Shield” in Somalia. It 
was the first partner country to contribute to the NATO 
Response Force. Ukrainian peacekeepers are still serving 
as a part of the joint Polish-Ukrainian battalion in Koso-
vo, in different units in Afghanistan, and in anti-piracy 
operation near Somalia cost. 

Anti-piracy became a new important area of cooperation. 
When it comes to maritime security, piracy has become 
a pressing concern for NATO. In considering which na-
tions are most involved, Ukraine is probably not the first 
name that comes to mind. But Ukraine has become a 

valuable ally, not exactly what one would expect from a nation 
that used to so closely align with Russia in geopolitical terms. 
Even though at 1.8 per cent of the world total Ukraine’s merchant 
fleet is relatively small, the country has somewhere between                                                                                                                      
80,000 and 100,000 merchant sailors at sea, or 8-10 percent of 
the world’s total,15 and so could not ignore this problem. 

The first instance of cooperation on maritime piracy took place 
back in October 2005, when Ukraine called to request NATO’s 
assistance in responding to the capture of the Ukrainian-owned 
vessel m/v Panagia by Somalian pirates. Since then, the partner-
ship has grown; Ukraine’s Navy deployed ships for extended op-
erations with NATO’s Operation Active Endeavour in the Medi-
terranean on five separate occasions.16 In 2007, the first Ukrai-
nian ship, the corvette URS Ternopil, was deployed in support of 
Operation Active Endeavour. 

The Ukrainian frigate “Sagaidachniy” joined Operation Ocean 
Shield on 10 October 2013, marking the first time a partner na-
tion has contributed to the Alliance’s counter-piracy effort. In the 
opinion of General Bartels, the Chairman of NATO’s Military 
Committee: “Ukraine’s ability to plug in and out of NATO’s op-
erations show the high level of interoperability the Alliance can 
achieve with its partners”.17

14 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO’s relations with Ukraine. Available at: http://www.nato.
int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm 
15 Willschick A. (2013) NATO and Ukraine: Unlikely Team in Piracy Fight. The Atlantic Council of 
Canada. Available at: http://news.usni.org/2013/03/28/nato-and-ukraine-unlikely-team-in-piracy-fight 
16 Ibid. 
17 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO and Ukraine navy together in the fight against pi-

The new concept of the “smart security” announced at Chicago 
Summit generated new spheres of cooperation. In the opinion of 
the NATO Deputy Secretary General Alexander Vershbow: 

“Over the past three years, co-operation has become ar-
guably more intensive and productive than ever before. 
Ukraine boosted its sizable contribution to the NATO-
led operation in Kosovo. Ukraine increased its standing 
contribution to the NATO-led ISAF operation in Af-
ghanistan. And it was among the first nations to pledge 
to contribute to a new, post-2014 mission to train, advice 
and assist the Afghan security forces.”18

In addition, Ukraine became the first NATO partner to join the 
NRF. 

Back in February 2013, NUC defense ministers agreed to rein-
force NATO-Ukraine cooperation. An exchange of letters con-
firmed Ukraine’s intent to contribute to NATO’s counter-piracy 
operation off the coast of Somalia; agreement was reached on 
a set of priorities to guide cooperation over the next five years, 
including in training and exercises. A project to retrain former 
military officers in Ukraine has been extended, and progress has 
been made on plans for a new project to support the neutraliza-
tion of radioactive sources from former Soviet military sites. 

However, the Crimean crisis of 2014 has made it neces-
sary to reconsider the NATO partnership concept. The 
fact that none of the existing legal frameworks could be 
activated in the service of protecting Ukrainian territo-
rial integrity and security raised questions about what the 
partnership could really provide. While Ukraine was able 
to join NATO-led operations when Alliance needed support, in 
return, it got only statements of support. If  during the Euromaid-
an protests (November 2013 -  February 2014)  there had been no 
place for NATO, the Crimean events and further destabilization 
of the situation elevated the risks from soft security to hard se-
curity issues. NATO countries bordering Ukraine and/or Russia 
- namely Poland, Romania, Latvia and Estonia - expressed deep 
concern on Kiev’s behalf, but also saw the situation as a direct 
threat to their own security, and called for increased security on 
their Eastern borders. 

racy, 28 – 30 October 2013, Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_104597.
htm?selectedLocale=en 
18 New Europe Online (2013) ‘NATO sees great potential for co-operation with Ukraine’. Available 
at: http://www.neurope.eu/article/nato-sees-great-potential-co-operation-ukraine 
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NATO itself managed to express a more coherent position than 
the EU in dealing with Russia. At the two-day meeting of NATO 
foreign ministers (April 1-2 2014) a decision was taken to sus-
pend all practical cooperation with Russia, civilian and military, 
as a direct consequence of Russia’s illegal military intervention 
in Ukraine and of Russia’s violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty 
and territorial integrity, which NATO strongly condemned.19

Future Prospects

Currently, in terms of NATO relations, Ukraine is in between 
Moldova (which officially has neutral status) and Georgia (which 
is actively seeking NATO membership). Ukraine’s deeper par-
ticipation in the European security system via increased coop-
eration with NATO looks shaky. As Ian Shields wrote in 2012: 
Ukraine’s ‘on-off’ relationship with NATO remains subject to 
diplomatic and economic ties between Moscow and Kiev.20 

In the opinion of M. Kapitonenko, full NATO membership for 
Ukraine would mean that security in Central and Eastern Europe 
as well as in the Black Sea region would continue to be rooted in 
democratic and liberal principles, following collective decision-
making procedures and power-sharing techniques. Ukraine out-
side NATO would result in a version of regional stability more 
reliant on “balance of power” tactics, with the likely recurrence 
of historical spheres of influence in one way or another.21

Following its appointment in February 2014, the new Ukrainian 
Government mostly agreed that NATO membership is not cur-
rently on the agenda. The NATO issue was not included in the 
program of the new government. Moreover, people like Ambas-
sador Borys Tarasiuk, among others, refused to become the new 
Vice-Prime Minister on European Integration, because of this 
lack of political will and clarity around Euro Atlantic coopera-
tion. However, the “non-bloc” concept is not an option, as that 
will not bring stability and security, lacking an international legal 
basis. Nevertheless, current events around Crimea could become 
a trigger for Ukrainian-NATO relations. Moreover, these devel-
opments will test the operability and adequacy of the partnership. 

19 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2014) Measures following NATO Ministers’ decision to 
suspend all practical cooperation with Russia. Available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/
news_108902.htm?selectedLocale=en 
20 Shields I. (2012) ‘Ukraine and NATO - an On-Off Relationship’, International Relations and Secu-
rity Network (ISN). Available at: http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital-Library/Articles/Special-Feature/Det
ail/?lng=en&id=150750&contextid774=150750&contextid775=150747&tabid=1453259502 
21 Kapitonenko М. (2009) ‘Between NATO & Russia: Ukraine’s Foreign Policy Crossroads Revis-
ited’, Caucasian Review Of International Affairs, Vol. 3 (4)

In the view of Lubashenko and Zasztowt: “It is hard to expect 
that NATO-Ukraine relations will develop exclusively on a prag-
matic and technical level. It is still unclear, however, where the 
proper balance between pragmatic and value-driven cooperation 
should be.”22

Some experts expect that with forces withdrawing from 
Afghanistan in 2014, NATO will have more possibilities 
in relation to providing financial and technical support 
for Ukraine. Having said this, we also should take into 
account the general feeling of intervention fatigue among 
the populations of member states; such actions may 
struggle to get support from national publics. In addition, 
since the Libya campaign, the concept of no-boots-on-
the-ground has gained more and more popularity. 

At the NATO-Ukraine Commission meeting on April 1, 2014, 
partners agreed to implement immediate and longer-term mea-
sures in order to strengthen Ukraine’s ability to provide for its 
own security.23 It is understandable that NATO is ready to sup-
port but not intervene in the Ukrainian –Russian crisis. More-
over, it awaits specific requests from the Ukrainian side, in terms 
of practical assistance. 

The winter 2013-2014 events raise new questions about the future 
of Ukrainian-NATO cooperation, as well as about the future of 
NATO itself. NATO now needs to explain to its partners around 
the world why partnerships are necessary, and what added value 
they can bring, in the absence of increased security guarantees. 
At the same time, this crisis has brought NATO back to Europe. 
In recent years, the Alliance has concentrated too much on new 
partnerships with African Union and Brazil, and the Afghani-
stan’s transformation. It has neglected a situation on its immedi-
ate borders. One of the reasons for this was that many inside of 
NATO believed that Europe did not pose any immediate risks, 
and that the chances of a crisis erupting were minimal. 

This crisis also raises questions about the future role of NATO 
in the Black Sea region. Turkey, a NATO member country, has 
limited NATO’s activities in the Mediterranean Sea by creating 
the Black Sea Harmony as an alternative to Active Endeavour. 
Now, the recent Ukrainian crisis invokes the necessity of formu-

22 Lyubashenko I., Zasztowt K. (2012) ‘NATO – Ukraine Partnership’, In: Ondrejcsák, R. – Górka-
Winter, B. (eds.): NATO´s future partnerships. Bratislava – Warszawa: CENAA – PISM, pp. 37- 46
23 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2014) Statement by NATO Foreign Ministers. Available at: 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_108501.htm 
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lating a strategic vision for the future policy in the region based 
on the Alliance’s holistic perspective, not just the views of indi-
vidual member states. The Ukrainian crisis could stimulate re-
lations between NATO and other regional countries, including 
member-states, the Caucasus countries, or even Moldova, which 
will search for additional mechanisms of cooperation. If neutral 
Sweden and Finland have started talking about the possibility for 
deeper Euro-Atlantic integration, they have thereby undermined 
the rhetoric of a possible neutral status for Ukraine. 

Events in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine have opened mul-
tiple questions about crisis response mechanisms; the 
concept of “responsibility to protect”, and even more, 
the need for new tools and strategies as new conflicts 
emerge. These are all questions that NATO has to face. In 
the post-9/11 era, discussions focused on the emergence 
of a new type of the conflict where the enemy - trans-
national and trans-border – is essentially invisible. But 
at the same time, after every terrorist attack, there was 
some organization taking responsibility. What the crisis 
in Ukraine demonstrated is that the absence of official 
military insignia, despite local understanding of the iden-

tities of the soldiers, creates difficulties in terms of activating 
adequate legal and security responses. It took more than a month 
for NATO commanding staff to openly express views on the re-
sponsible parties in the Ukraine crisis.24 

Conclusions

For the last twenty years, Ukraine’s integration aspirations have 
been subject to major fluctuations, with Kiev balancing between 
Russian influence at the same time as seeking optimal and ben-
eficial relations with NATO. Although Ukrainian membership 
in NATO has been off the agenda since 2010, and despite the 
announcement of the country’s non-bloc status, Kiev and Brus-
sels did not reduce their interaction and coordination. One the 
contrary: they even developed interoperability and cooperation 
via new operations and in new fields, such as piracy and cyberse-
curity. However, many spheres of cooperation, including security 
sector reform in Ukraine, have suffered from a lack of funding 
and sporadic implementation. 

The events of winter 2013-2014 raise new questions about the 
future of Ukrainian-NATO cooperation, as well as the future of 
24 Breedlove Ph. (2014) Who Are the Men behind the Masks? / Allied Command Operations. Available 
at: http://www.aco.nato.int/saceur2013/blog/who-are-the-men-behind-the-masks.aspx 

NATO itself. In terms of Ukraine – NATO cooperation, the cur-
rent crisis will likely crystallize the possible spheres of coop-
eration. It will no longer be possible simply to provide financial 
support for the Security Sector Reform in the absence of proper 
supervision. The whole framework of cooperation must be re-
configured. It should shift from sporadic to strategic, with greater 
level of knowledge exchange and sharing of best practices. If it is 
not ready to assist in crisis management, NATO should guaran-
tee a proper respond readiness in relation to the Ukrainian crisis. 
Unfortunately, although Ukraine will decrease its level of coop-
eration with Russia, NATO is not promising to increase Ukraine-
NATO relations in a timely and strategic manner. 
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The article examines the decade-long process through which Kazakhstan has deep-
ened its partnership with NATO in the context of Kazakhstan’s concomitant eco-
nomic rise and emergence as an important railway corridor for China-Europe trade. 
The article suggests that the Kazakhstan-NATO partnership has evolved to a level 
of strategic cooperation and interoperability whereby it meets the Eurasian strate-
gic imperative of ensuring a functional non-Russian, China-to-Europe transportation 
corridor alongside the already existing Russian routes. In this light, Kazakhstan’s 
cooperation with NATO may be moving beyond the immediate concern of protecting 
Central Asia from the destabilizing effect of Islamic militancy. The article concludes 
by positing that NATO’s most critical role in the future may be in facilitating stronger 
security cooperation between Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan in the Caspian Sea.
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The political terms that will characterize future economic and 
security cooperation across Eurasia will, in large measure, be 

determined by Kazakhstan. Spanning the western border of Chi-
na and the eastern borders of European Russia and the Caspian 
Sea, Kazakhstan is the critical geographic link in the emerging 
commercial transportation corridor from western China to West-
ern Europe. Because of its Caspian coast, Kazakhstan offers an 
alternative China-to-Europe overland trade route via Azerbaijan, 
bypassing Russia entirely. While Moscow regards Kazakhstan 
as a critical partner for its ambition to reassert Russian power 
through the establishment of a Eurasian Union, of which Kazakh-
stan is a founding member, Beijing has been building rail lines 
in Kazakhstan to ensure that its own burgeoning trade with the 
European Union (EU) will not remain at the mercy of Moscow’s 
control of overland transit outlets to Europe. At the same time, 
Kazakhstan’s abundant oil, natural gas, and uranium resources 
provide the potential for the EU to reduce its energy dependency 
on Russia.

However, whether Kazakhstan will be able to preserve a suffi-
cient measure of autonomy in its foreign relations to become an 
alternative transportation and energy hub for Europe and China 
will depend on the extent to which Kazakhstan can offset the 
threat of Russian hard power. In this light, Kazakhstan’s coopera-
tion with the NATO may be developing beyond the immediate 
concern of protecting Central Asia from the destabilizing effect 
of Islamic militancy. 

Kazakhstan as the New China-to-Europe Transit Corridor

At the beginning of the new millennium, Kazakhstan 
witnessed an astounding rate of economic growth, which 
transformed the country into the dominant economic 
power in Central Asia. Driven initially by hydrocarbon 
exports, Kazakhstan experienced a ten-fold increase in 
per capita income over the first decade of its economic 
boom.1 The World Bank now designates Kazakhstan as 
an “upper-middle-income” country and its 2013 13,000 
USD per capita income places Kazakhstan’s economy 
on a par with the economies of EU members Poland and 
Hungary.2 In relation to its neighbors, Kazakhstan’s GDP 
is more than double the four other Central Asian nations 

1 James Brooke, ‘Kazakhstan Faces Political Challenges Despite Economic Boom’, 30 November 
2010.
2 World Bank, ‘Kazakhstan Overview’, April 2014; The International Monetary Fund, ‘World 
Economic Database April 2014 Edition’, April 2014.

combined. According to World Bank estimates, Kazakhstan’s 
prosperity has been “shared broadly” by the country’s citizens, as 
economic growth continues to be accompanied by a concomitant 
growth in private domestic consumption.3  According to official 
calculations by the Kazakh government, from 2001 to 2012, the 
percentage of Kazakhstanis living in poverty dropped from 47 
percent to 3.8 percent.4

Kazakhstan’s sustained economic growth is linked with 
its relations with China. China- Kazakhstan bilateral trade 
accounts for approximately 25 percent of Kazakhstan’s 
total annual trade volume. In line with its foreign policy 
principles of “pragmatism, consistency and balance,” 
Kazakhstan’s deepening economic ties with Beijing are 
counterbalanced by its extensive trade relationship with 
the EU and membership in the Russian-led Eurasian 
Customs Union.5 Kazakhstan’s development success and 
economic growth have been the result of this carefully construct-
ed, multidirectional foreign trade policy.6 With Kazakhstan’s 
trade-driven dynamism, President Nursultan Nazarbayev now 
seeks to implement his ambitious ‘Strategy Kazakhstan 2050’, 
aimed at becoming a Europe-to-Asia transportation and energy 
hub, thereby catapulting Kazakhstan into the ranks of the world’s 
thirty most developed nations.7

However, with the members of the Russian-led Eurasian Union 
project scheduled to establish the legal and regulatory frame-
work to create a Single Economic Space (SES) by January 1, 
2015,8 Kazakhstan has become increasingly apprehensive about 
the prospect of Russian political domination and the possibility 
that Moscow will use the economic union to bolster its own sag-
ging economy at the expense of Kazakhstan’s continued growth. 

3 Ilyas Sarsenov and Dorsati Madani, `Kazakhstan: Solid Growth`, Fall 2013.
4 These government figures parallel World Bank statistics measured according to the international 
poverty line. Adjusting for purchasing power parity, the World Bank estimates that the percentage of 
Kazakhstanis living in poverty fell “from from 41 percent in 2001 to 4 percent in 2009.” World Bank, 
‘Kazakhstan Overview’.
5 While no other country has a greater volume of bilateral trade with Kazakhstan than China, the 
European Union collectively is Kazakhstan’s leading trade partner.
6 On January 29, 2014, Kazakhstan’s President, Nursultan Nazarbayev promulgated Kazakhstan’s 
new “foreign policy concept,” the foreign policy component of “Strategy Kazakhstan 2050.” The 
bulk of the foreign policy concept outlines a continuation of the “multi-vectored” strategy, which 
has been the hallmark of Nazarbayev’s conduct of foreign relations. See Republic of Kazakhstan, 
‘Foreign Policy Concept for 2014-2020’, 2014 http://kazembassy.ca/kazakhstan/foreign-policy-
concept-for-2014-2020/
7 Nursultan Nazarbayev, ‘Strategy Kazakhstan 2050 New Political Course of The Established State’, 
14 December 2012
8 The Eurasian Economic Commission, ‘Eurasian Economic Integration: Facts and Figures’, 2013, p. 7, 
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Although Kazakhstan’s economy enjoys a growth rate approxi-
mately four times that of Russia’s, Kazakhstan is politically con-
strained by the far superior military power of its northern neigh-
bor, with whom it shares a 6,846 km border and upon whom it 
currently depends as its sole railway outlet to European markets. 
The new China-to-Europe transport corridor via Kazakhstan and 
Azerbaijan constitutes a geo-political breakthrough for Astana 
by providing the opportunity to eliminate Moscow’s monopoly 
over Kazakh export routes to Europe.

In his January 2012 address to the nation three months 
prior to the unveiling of his Strategy 2050, President Naz-
arbayev referred to the building of the western China to 
Western Europe transportation corridor as “the construc-
tion of the century.”9 In December 2013, shortly after 
Kazakhstan’s adoption of an infrastructure development 
plan to be implemented through 2020, then-Prime Min-
ister Serik Akhmetov reiterated President Nazarbayev’s 
goal to make Kazakhstan “a major logistics hub connect-
ing Europe and Asia.”10 While approximately 16 million 
tons of freight traverses Kazakhstan annually, Astana an-
ticipates that the new route will create a ten-fold increase 

in the amount of freight transported through Kazakhstan by the 
end of the decade. The 2020 infrastructure development plan, 
drafted with the assistance of the World Bank, seeks to build 
rail, road, and Caspian Sea transit facilities to accommodate the 
transportation of 170 million tons annually.11 The plan includes 
the upgrade of all of Kazakhstan’s 302 railway stations, over 
8,000 km of track, 650 locomotives, and 20,000 freight cars.12 To 
meet this need, the 2020 infrastructure plan commits Astana to 
spend approximately US$30 billion in public and private invest-
ment funds on transportation infrastructure development over 
the seven-year period.13 The president of Kazakhstan’s national 
railway company Kazakhstan Temir Zholy (KTZ) anticipates 
that the cost of freight transportation from China to Europe via 

9 Nazarbayev was referring to both road and rail transportation, but particularly road construction 
in this speech. Due to limitations of space and scope this article will only discuss the rail component 
of the corridor. See Nursultan Nazarbayev, ‘Socio-Economic Modernization as Main Vector of 
Development of Kazakhstan’, 27 January 2012.
10 Rysty Alibekova, ‘Kazakhstan’s 2020 Transit Plan Helps Connect Europe and Asia’, 4 December 
2013. Serik Akhmetov resigned from his position on 2 April 2014 and was succeeded by his 
predecessor Karim Massimov. Akhmetov assumed the post Kazakhstan’s Minister of Defense.
11 Olga Zolotykh, ‘Aktau Port Increases Efficiency, Capacity’, 23 November 2013. 
12 Daniyar Mukhtarov, ‘Kazakhstan presents draft state programme on transport infrastructure 
development by 2020’, 28 November 2013. 
13 Kazakh TV, ‘Government adopts program on transport infrastructure development until 2020’, 27 
November 2013. 

Kazakhstan will be 300 percent less than the cost of transporta-
tion by traditional maritime routes.14 As Astana unveiled its 2020 
infrastructure development plan, the 49-car Chang’an cargo train 
made its first 5,027 km run from the Shaanxi provincial capital 
Xi’an to Zhem in Kazakhstan, close to Zhanazhol, site of the 
country’s fourth largest hydrocarbon field.15 China’s state-run 
China National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC) is the sole opera-
tor of the Zhanazhol field and the Chang’an line carried drilling 
rig equipment for CNPC’s further development of the field. 16 
The freight line, named Chang’an (‘Perpetual Peace’), after the 
medieval name of Xi’an when the city served as China’s gateway 
to the Silk Road, has reduced transportation costs from China to 
Kazakhstan by 30 percent. China and Kazakhstan hope to expand 
this line from Kazakhstan to Western Europe.17 The maiden run 
of the Xi’an-Zhem line was a pointed illustration that Astana’s 
enterprising endeavors to become the major Eurasian transporta-
tion hub are succeeding. This is thanks to Beijing’s enthusiasm 
in making significant financial investments in transportation and 
energy development projects in Kazakhstan, as part of China’s 
Silk Road Economic Belt initiative. 

As a whole, China’s considerable ongoing investments 
in Kazakhstan and Central Asia, stand in marked con-
trast to the lower level U.S. involvement in Central 
Asia’s infrastructure development, despite Washington’s 
once touted ‘New Silk Road Initiative.’ In her July 2011 
speech in Chennai, India, then-U.S. Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton first announced the idea of an American 
New Silk Road initiative. Exhorting her Indian audience, 
Clinton urged, “Let’s work together to create a new Silk 
Road… [a] network of economic and transit connections. 
That means building more rail lines, highways, energy 
infrastructure…”18 Despite the fanfare, New Delhi’s lack 
of enthusiasm to commit to Washington was matched by Wash-
ington’s subsequent failure to commit substantial funds to the 

14 Rysty Alibekova, ‘Kazakhstan’s 2020 Transit Plan Helps Connect Europe and Asia’, 4 December 
2013, available at http://www.astanatimes.com/2013/12/kazakhstans-2020-transit-plan-helps-
connect-europe-asia/ 
15 Xinhua News Agency, ‘Xi’an-Almaty cargo train begins operation’, 28 November 2013. 
16 About the Zhanazhol field, see: Shamil Midkhatovich Yenikeyeff, Kazakhstan’s Gas: Export Mar-
kets and Export Routes, 25 November 2008, p. 31.
17 ‘Xi’an-Almaty cargo train begins operation’, November 2013, available at http://www.globalpost.
com/dispatch/news/xinhua-news-agency/131128/xian-almaty-cargo-train-begins-operation 
18 Hillary Rodham Clinton, ‘Remarks on India and the United States: A Vision for the 21st Century’, 
20 July 2011.
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initiative.19 From 2010-2012, the United States development aid 
to Central Asia was a meager 400 million USD.20 By compari-
son, according to KTZ, Astana’s 2012 completion of the 293km 
Khorgas-Zhetygen line running from the Chinese border town of 
Khorgas to Kazakhstan’s Almaty region cost approximately one 
billion USD.21 Vitally important for the development of the Eur-
asian corridor, the Khorgas-Zhetygen line creates a second and 
shorter link for a more cost efficient China-to-Europe transit line 
traversing Kazakhstan, making the Russian bypass route more 
feasible.22 

However, Moscow has no interest in seeing Kazakhstan, 
a country it considers a junior partner, emerge as a more 
dynamic and prosperous nation because of the new tran-
sit route. On the other hand, Moscow also fears the effect 
of inexpensive Chinese products on its weak economy as 
a result of greater volumes of unfettered China-to-Europe 
trade along the present transit route via Russian territory. 
As Kazakhstan and Russia develop closer economic in-
tegration through the formation of the Single Economic 
Space in 2015, Astana has become increasingly alarmed 
about Moscow’s intentions, as Astana already perceives 
signs that Moscow will use the Eurasian Union’s mac-
roeconomic coordination mechanisms to enrich Russia 
at the expense of Kazakhstan’s growth trajectory. At the 
Supreme Eurasian Economic Council meeting in late 
October 2013, President Nazarbayev accused Russia of 
using trade barriers within the already existing customs 
union to artificially engineer a trade imbalance in favor 
of Russia.23 Complaining of a “clear politicization” of 
the integration process, the Kazakh president accused the 

Russian members of Eurasian Economic Commission (the en-
tity responsible for the proper functioning of the customs union) 
19 For India’s role, see: Micha’el Tanchum, ‘India’s Not-So-Splendid Isolation in Central Asia: The 
Impact of Strategic Autonomy in the Emerging Asian Regional Architecture’, Fall/Winter 2013. 
20 Valdimir Fedorenko, ‘The New Silk Road Initiatives in Central Asia’, Rethink Paper 10, August 
2013. 
21 Kazakhstan Temir Zholy, ‘Construction of the railway line Korgas-Zhetygen’, available at http://
railways.kz/en/node/3413 
22 The first rail line between China and Kazakhstan runs from Urmuqi in China’s Xianjang province to 
the Kazakh border town of Dosytk. Originally a Sino-Soviet friendship project, construction of the rail 
line was halted because of the Sino-Soviet split and subsequently completed with the disintegration 
of the Soviet Union in late 1990.
23 Since the establishment of the customs union in 2009, Kazakhstan’s imports from the Common 
Economic Space 
jumped from 32 to 40 percent in 2012 without any commensurate rise in exports to Belarus and 
Russia. See Rufiya Ospanov, ‘In Minsk, Nazarbayev Voices Benefits, Drawbacks of Customs Union’, 
29 October 2013. 

of acting under directives from the Russian government for the 
deliberate benefit of Moscow, in violation of the terms of the 
customs union treaty.24

One of Kazakhstan’s greatest concerns is Russia’s at-
tempt to control various sectors of Kazakhstan’s oil in-
dustry, aimed at ensuring its subordination to Russia’s oil 
industry, the sector upon which both the Russian econ-
omy and the stability of the Putin government depend. 
In early 2013, Russia saturated the Kazakh market with 
refined petroleum products causing severe losses to Ka-
zakhstan’s own refineries, which were forced to cut pro-
duction. In response, the Kazakh government imposed a 
ban on Russian petroleum products until January 1, 2014 
in an attempt to rescue its domestic petroleum-refining 
sector.25 Given this track record, Astana also fears that 
Moscow will use Russia’s oil trade regulations to give 
Moscow a disproportionate level of control over Kazakh 
oil exports to Europe. Additionally, Russia’s main objective is to 
use Kazakhstan’s new infrastructure for the inexpensive trans-
port its own oil to China. In February 2014, Russia’s state oil 
company Rosneft concluded an agreement with Beijing to boost 
oil exports to China. Rosneft has committed to supply 360 mil-
lion metric tons of crude oil to China for a period of twenty-five 
years, obtaining additional annual revenues worth to 2.5 billion 
USD.26 Given Moscow’s recent market manipulation to under-
mine Kazakhstan’s refining industry, Astana should be concerned 
that Moscow will make similar attempts to promote Russian oil 
exports to China at Kazakhstan’s expense. 

Kazakhstan-NATO Partnership: Creating a Counter-Balance?

Similar to its “multi-vectored” economic cooperation, Kazakh-
stan has attempted to balance its membership in the Russian-led 
Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) by deepening 
its security cooperation with the United States and NATO. Dur-
ing his opening speech to the annual gathering of foreign dip-
lomats and heads of international organizations in Kazakhstan, 
President Nazarbayev reasserted Kazakhstan’s foreign policy 
principles of “pragmatism, consistency, and balance.”27 He went 

24 Ibid.
25 Downstream Today, ‘Kazakhstan Refineries Overstocked With Their Own Gasoline’, 29 April 
2013.
26 The Voice of Russia, ‘Russia and China close oil deal’, 6 February 2014. 
27 Alibek Zhunussov, ‘President Calls for Stronger Dialogue, Cooperation with Countries in 
Implementing Kazakhstan 2050’, Astana Times, 7 February 2014, available at http://www.
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on to enumerate the United States and the European Union along 
with China, Russia, and the other Central Asian nations as Ka-
zakhstan’s “traditional partners.”28 During his February 5, 2014 
speech at the Akorda presidential palace, Nazarbayev identified 
Afghanistan as “the critical issue in Central Asia’s regional secu-
rity,” and went on to praise NATO’s role in the region, stating, 
“[i]nternational forces have played a historic role in the stabiliza-
tion, not only of Afghanistan but also throughout Central Asia. 
For this, we greatly appreciate the contribution of the United 
States, Germany, United Kingdom, and many other countries.”29 

Kazakhstan has been a member of NATO’s Partnership for Peace 
(PfP) program since 1995. The PfP program is NATO’s frame-
work through which the alliance engages non-member states on a 
range of defense and security issues. Over the course of the past 
decade, Kazakhstan has consistently deepened its partnership 
with NATO as the country continued to grow economically. In 
2002, Kazakhstan began participating in NATO’s “Planning and 

Review Process” (PARP) and in NATO’s “Operational 
Capabilities Concept” (OCC) since 2004. 30 In the same 
year, NATO designated Central Asia as a region of “spe-
cial focus” with an agenda to “develop NATO assistance 
programs to modernize national military structures.”31 As 
a sign of the deepening relationship between NATO and 
Kazakhstan, the alliance chose to station its liaison offi-
cer responsible for the Central Asian military moderniza-
tion initiative in the Kazakh capital of Astana. In 2006, 
Kazakhstan began the implementation of an Individual 
Partnership Action Plan (IPAP), which aims to harmonize 
all aspects of cooperation with NATO.32 The IPAP frame-
work requires democratic control of the armed forces and 
assists countries that want to create peacekeeping bat-
talions for potential international deployment.33 Between 

astanatimes.com/2014/02/president-calls-stronger-dialogue-cooperation-countries-implementing-
kazakhstan-2050/ ; These principles also appear in President Nazarbayev’s 2012 2050 Strategy speech. 
28 Alibek Zhunussov, ibid
29 Ibid.
30 Marat Shaikhutdinov, ‘The Trans-Atlantic vector of the Republic of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy 
strategy: its state of affairs, problems, and prospects’,  1 November 2013. Available at http://eptoday.
com/the-transatlantic-vector-of-the-republic-of-kazakhstans-foreign-policy-strategy-its-state-of-
affairs-problems-and-prospects/ 
31‘Kazakhstan’s Strategic Significance’, European Dialogue, 9 May 2014, available at http://www.
eureporter.co/magazine/2014/05/09/opinion-kazakhstans-importance-for-central-asia-the-eu-china-
and-russia-relations-in-progress/ 
32 Marat Shaikhutdinov, ibid
33 Jos Boonstra, Erica Marat, Vera Axyonova, ‘Security Sector Reform in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
and Tajikistan: What Role for Europe?’, FRIDE Publication, May 2013. Available at: http://www.

1998 and 2011, Kazakhstan participated eleven times in “Com-
bined Endeavor,” a U.S. - European Command-sponsored in-
teroperability exercise conducted within the NATO PfP pro-
gram.34 The exercise focuses on preparing NATO and PfP coun-
tries to collaborate, plan, and execute ‘C4’ (command, control, 
communications, and computer) systems in crisis response and 
combat operations.35 Similarly, Kazakhstan participated in the 
NATO PfP peacekeeping exercises “Cooperative Nugget” and 
“Cooperative Osprey” along with Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan 
from 1995 to 2002.36

NATO’s most important engagement with Kazakhstan 
is the annual joint military exercise known as “Steppe 
Eagle.” This program began in 2003 as a trilateral exer-
cise involving American, British, and Kazakh troops.37 
The annual Steppe Eagle exercise has been run by NA-
TO’s PfP program since Kazakhstan signed an IPAP with 
NATO in 2006. The two-week long Steppe Eagle 2013 
exercise was the largest exercise of its kind to date. Ka-
zakhstan’s NATO-trained and equipped airmobile forces 
brigade KAZBRIG (formerly KAZBAT) as well as Ka-
zakh army and air force units participated in the exer-
cise.38 KAZBRIG is being trained by the Alliance for 
deployment in support of NATO peace-keeping operations and is 
therefore trained for a high degree of professionalism as well as 
interoperability with NATO forces.39 As such, KAZBRIG consti-
tutes an important conduit for the development of interoperabil-
ity between NATO and the rest of Kazakhstan’s armed forces. In 
March 2013, the U.S. provided KAZCENT, KAZBRIG’s NATO 
PfP training center in Almaty, with mobile training kits to en-
able KAZCENT to provide training for other Kazakhstani forces 
anywhere in the country. According the U.S. Consulate General 
in Almaty, “[t]he equipment will enable KAZCENT to exponen-
tially increase their access to members of the [Kazakhstani] mili-

fride.org/download/EUCAM_WP14_SSR_Kazakhstan_Kyrgyzstan_Tajikistan.pdf
34 Matthew Stein, ‘Compendium of Central Asian Military and Security Activity’, 3 October 2012, p. 12 
35 Ibid.
36 “Cooperative Nugget” exercises were held in 1995, 1997, 2000, and 2002 and the “Cooperative 
Osprey” exercises were held in 1996, 1998, and 2001. Ibid, pp. 13-14.
37 Leslie Adkins, ‘U.S. Steppe Eagle exercise in Kazakhstan’, 15 August 2013. 
38 Farida Ahmetov, ‘NATO experts praised Kazakhstan’s military servants’, Kazakhstanskaya 
Prvada,4 September 2013. 
39 A team from the then Kazakhstan Peacekeeping Battalion (KAZBAT) supported NATO forces 
during the American-led Iraq war, training Iraqi security forces, eliminating explosive devices 
and ammunition, providing medical assistance to Iraqi civilians. Ambassade de la Republique du 
Kazakhstan, ‘Kazakhstan-NATO’, n.d.
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tary for training.”40 The fact that the annual Steppe Eagle exer-
cise continues to expand in scope as NATO is drawing down its 
forces in Afghanistan is a sign that both Kazakhstan and NATO 
perceive the critical need to strengthen their relationship for fu-
ture challenges.

NATO’s Strategic Value for Kazakhstan: UK–India Contrast

For Kazakhstan, the U.S. and NATO play a vital role in safe-
guarding the independence of Astana’s foreign policy. This is 
illustrated by the contrast between Kazakhstan’s strategic and 
economic cooperation with India and the United Kingdom. Be-
cause India has maintained a strategic distance from the United 
States and NATO, India’s value for Kazakhstan as an additional 
counterbalance to Russia is greatly limited and has contributed 
to the failure of India’s Connect Central Asia policy.41 Indeed, 
the most embarrassing setback to New Delhi’s Connect Central 
Asia policy has been India’s loss of ConocoPhillips’ 8.4% stake 
in Kazakhstan’s massive Kashagan oil field to China’s CNPC in 
September 2013.

New Delhi launched its Connect Central Asia policy in an at-
tempt to shore up India’s position in Central Asia, following the 
strategic setback it suffered in December 2010 with the loss of 
Tajikistan’s Ayni airbase to Russia. New Delhi convened the first 
meeting of its India-Central Asia Dialogue in the Kyrgyz capital 
Bishkek in June 2012. In his keynote address, India’s Minister 
of External Affairs unveiled New Delhi’s Connect Central Asia 
policy. The declared objectives for “deep engagement” with the 
Central Asian republics included strengthened strategic and se-
curity cooperation and long-term partnerships in energy devel-
opment. In late November 2012, ONGC Videsh Limited (OVL), 
the international arm of India’s Oil and Natural Gas Corporation, 
concluded an agreement to purchase ConocoPhillips’ 8.4% inter-
est in Kashagan, pending Astana’s approval. Considered the larg-
est oil discovery in the last thirty years, the 5 billion USD stake in 
Kashagan was perceived by New Delhi as a significant foothold 
in Kazakhstan’s oil industry. 

The second round of New Delhi’s India-Central Asia Dialogue 
was held in Almaty in June 2013. In addition to being held in Ka-

40 Consulate General of the United States, Almaty – Kazakhstan, ‘The Office of Military Cooperation 
delivers technical equipment to Kazakhstan’s Partnership for Peace Training Center KAZCENT’, 
March 2013. 
41 Micha’el Tanchum, ‘India’s Not-So-Splendid Isolation in Central Asia’, Harvard Asia Quarterly, 
Fall 2013, Vol. XV, No. ¾, pp.66-73.

zakhstan’s commercial center, the India-Central Asia Dialogue 
II featured a special session focused on India - Kazakhstan bi-
lateral relations. About one month prior to this second round of 
New Delhi’s India-Central Asia Dialogue, the Indian government 
announced it had received positive indications from Astana that 
it would approve the sale to OVL.42 However, one month after 
the Almaty round, ConocoPhillips was notified that the Kazakh-
stan Ministry of Oil and Gas would invoke Kazakhstan’s Sub-
soil Law to pre-empt the proposed sale to OVL.43 Instead, Ka-
zakhstan’s state-owned energy company KazMunaiGas bought 
ConocoPhillips’ 8.4% stake in the Kashagan field and then sold 
an 8.33% stake in Kashagan to China’s CNPC for an equivalent 
five billion. The head of KazMunaiGas informed the press that 
CNPC also promised up to 3 billion USD to cover half the cost 
of Kazakhstan’s financing of Kashagan’s second phase of 
development.44 In a public display of China’s diplomatic 
triumph, Chinese President Xi Jinping visited Astana in 
early September to sign the acquisition agreement with 
President Nazarbayev, one of 22 agreements concluded 
between China and Kazakhstan worth 30 billion USD. 
It was during this trip, in his speech at Kazakhstan’s 
Nazarbayev University, that President Xi proposed that 
China and Kazakhstan should partner in building what 
Beijing now refers to as the “Silk Road Economic Belt.” 

India’s strategic distance from Washington and NATO has not 
served New Delhi well in its relations with Kazakhstan. The vol-
ume of Indian-Kazakhstan bilateral trade is twenty-five times 
less than Kazakhstan’s trade volume with China.45 With such a 
delivery deficit in economic cooperation, India’s lack of a stra-
tegic partnership with the U.S. and NATO in Central Asia has 
left India struggling to become a significant player in Kazakh-
stan. India was not even invited to participate in NATO’s Steppe 
Eagle exercises as an observer. Thus Kazakhstan can deepen its 
economic cooperation with China at India’s expense without in-
curring any significant cost to its own security relationships with 
NATO. 
42 Sandeep Dikshit, ‘Kazakhstan positive to India’s hydrocarbons quest’, The Hindi, 28 April 
2013, available at http://www.thehindu.com/todays-paper/tp-national/kazakhstan-positive-to-indias-
hydrocarbons-quest/article4662187.ece 
43 ConocoPhillips News Release. ‘ConocoPhillips Notified of Republic of Kazakhstan’s Intent to 
Pre-empt ConocoPhillips’ Sale of Kashagan Interest’, 2 July 2013.
44 Mariya Gordeyeva, ‘UPDATE 4-China buys into giant Kazakh oilfield for $5 bln’, 7 September 
2013. 
45 Indian-Kazakhstan bilateral trade accounted for 0.4% Kazakhstan’s total trade in 2012. According 
to the Indian Ministry of External Affairs, the bilateral trade between India and Kazakhstan in 2012 
totaled USD 525.15 million, Ministry of External Affairs, ‘India-Kazakhstan Relations’, July 2013. 
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India’s failure stands in marked contrast to the security and eco-
nomic cooperation that the United Kingdom enjoys with Kazakh-
stan. As one of the initiators of the Steppe Eagle annual exercise 
even before it was a NATO PfP program, the UK has a significant 
track record in providing vital security training to Kazakhstan’s 
armed forces. Kazakhstani officers and soldiers regularly receive 
advanced training at British military institutions, including Presi-
dent Nazarbayev’s own grandson, who graduated from Britain’s 
famous Sandhurst Military Academy in 2009. At the same time 
that Kazakhstan’s Ministry of Oil and Gas announced the cancel-
lation of its sale to India of an 8.4% stake in the Kashagan field, 
British Prime Minister David Cameron and President Nazabayev 
presided over the unveiling of the Bolashak on-shore oil and gas 
processing plant at the Kashagan field.46 The plant is operated in 
part by the Anglo-Dutch energy conglomerate Royal Dutch Shell, 
one of the seven companies in the consortium developing the 
Kashagan field, now including China’s CNPC. Cameron’s visit 
was the first official visit to Kazakhstan by an incumbent British 
Prime Minister. While Britain’s bilateral trade with Kazakhstan 
is greater than India’s, the volume of UK-Kazakhstan bilateral 
trade is ten times smaller than the volume of China-Kazakhstan 
bilateral trade. Bolstered by Britain’s strong security partnership 
with Kazakhstan, Astana and London signed business contracts 
during Cameron’s visit worth over 1 billion USD.47

Azerbaijan: Kazakhstan’s Critical Russian Bypass 

Aside from the recent entry of CNPC, all the companies in the 
consortium developing the Kashagan field are from NATO mem-
ber states, along with Japan, which enjoys its own close secu-

rity cooperation with the United States. Collectively, the 
member states of the European Union conduct more bi-
lateral trade with Kazakhstan than China. The European 
Union is looking to Kazakhstan to diversify its hydro-
carbon imports and reduce Europe’s energy dependency 
on Russia. Both China and Europe are keen to develop a 
Eurasian transport corridor beyond the scope of Russian 
interference. When the Baku-Tbilisi-Kars (BTK) railway 
becomes operational in 2014, it will provide the final link 
of a China-to-Europe overland transport route that entire-
ly bypasses Russia, breaking Moscow’s monopoly over 
Eurasian commercial transport. While capable of carry-
ing both passengers and commercial goods, the BTK line 

46 TengriNews, ‘Cameron unveils oil and gas plant in Kazakhstan’, 1 July 2013.
47 BBC News, ‘David Cameron making historic Kazakhstan visit’, 30 June 2013. 

is intended first and foremost to transport oil from Baku to Tur-
key via Georgia.48 Costing more than 613 million USD, the line’s 
initial capacity will be 6.5 million tons of cargo and one million 
passengers, with an expected expanded capacity of 17 million 
tons of cargo and about three million passengers by 2030. 49 The 
826-kilometer rail line is also expected to boost the total trade 
volume between Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Turkey to more than 
10 billion USD per year.50

Despite construction delays on the Georgian section of the rail-
way, both China and Kazakhstan have already made commit-
ments to ship goods via the BTK line. According to Azerbaijan’s 
Transportation Minister Ziya Mammadov, the Chinese Ministry 
of Railway Transport has guaranteed that China will transport 
of 10 million tons of cargo by the Baku-Tbilisi-Kars railway 
annually.51 One month after Mammadov’s announcement, in a 
December 2013 press conference in Baku, Kazakhstan’s Ambas-
sador to Azerbaijan Amangeldy Zhumabayev conveyed Astana’s 
strong interest in transporting its own products via the BTK line. 
Stating that the BTK line will provide “ample opportunities” for 
the transport of key Kazakhstani exports, Mammadov stated that 
“the volume of cargo transported via this [Baku-Tbilisi-Kars] 
railroad will amount to 16 million tons, and we want to make 
sure we can be a part of that.”52

The BTK railway constitutes a rail route that bypasses Russian 
territory and can interlink with the European rail system via 
Turkey through the Kars-Edirne line, a high-speed rail line be-
ing constructed from Kars to Turkey’s easternmost city Edirne, 
situated near Turkey’s borders with EU members Bulgaria and 
Greece. When operational, the line will utilize Turkey’s recently 
completed Marmaray underwater rail line connecting the Asian 
and European sides of the Bosphorus strait. The most ambitious 
railway construction project in Turkey, the Kars-Edirne line is 
expected to reduce the transit time across Turkey from 36 hours 
to 12 hours.53 China’s eagerness for an alternative overland ex-
port route that will not be subject to Russian interference has 
prompted Beijing to fund most of the project. Under an agree-

48 Railway-Technology.Com, ‘Baku-Tbilisi-Kars (BTK) Rail Line, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey’, n.d.
49 New Europe Online, ‘Tbilisi, Baku see railway completed in late 2014’, 2 August, 2013. 
50 Jamila Babayeva, ‘Azerbaijan allocates over $460 million to BTK railway project’, AzerNews, 31 
January 2014.

51 ‘China guarantees cargo for Baku-Tbilisi-Kars railway’, AzerNews ,18 November 2013. 
52 ‘Kazakhstan to increase export via Baku-Tbilisi-Kars railroad’, TengriNews, 6 January 2014.
53 Cameron Gordon, ‘Asia on the fast train to growth’, East Asia Forum, 4 January 2014. 
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ment signed between China and Turkey in October 2010, Beijing 
has agreed to provide 28 million USD in financing to cover two-
thirds of the estimated constructions cost.54 

A critical component for the viability of the China-Eu-
rope route bypassing Russia is the tanker and cargo traf-
fic between Kazakhstan’s main Caspian port Aktau, and 
Baku. In December 2012, KazMunaiGas and its Azerbai-
jani counterpart, the State Oil Company of Azerbaijan 
(SOCAR), initiated talks on how to expand capacity at 
their respective Caspian ports to accommodate the trans-
port of significantly higher volumes of oil.55 In August 
2013, Kazakhstan’s Joint Stock Company for the Special 
Economic Zone ‘Seaport Aktau’ signed a memorandum 
of understanding with Azerbaijan’s Azersun Holding and 
the Azerbaijan Export and Investment Promotion Foun-
dation (AZPROMO), for the construction of a large, state-
of the-art logistics center near Aktau.56 The main focus 
of Kazakhstani-Azerbaijani economic cooperation has 
been Kazakhstan’s oil exports through the Baku-Tbilisi-
Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline. Azerbaijan’s Energy Ministry 
estimates that four million tons of Kazakhstani oil will 
be transported through Azerbaijan in 2014.57 The volume 
of oil that Kazakhstan will export through Azerbaijan is 
expected to increase significantly after the second phase 

of development of Kazakhstan’s Kashagan field becomes opera-
tional in 2018-2019. 

With the increasing convergence of their strategic interests, Ka-
zakhstan and Azerbaijan will need to deepen their security co-
operation in the Caspian Sea to protect what may be regarded 
as the most vulnerable link in the non-Russian, China-to-Europe 
transit route. The framework of cooperation provided by the two 
nations’ respective NATO partnerships offers the means to ac-
complish this strategic objective. Azerbaijan’s partnership with 
NATO is well-established, and Azerbaijani peacekeeping troops 
are currently part of NATO’s ISAF forces in Afghanistan. On Jan-
uary 15, 2014, Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev made his fifth 
visit to NATO headquarters and reaffirmed Azerbaijan’s strong 

54 ‘Silk Railway from Edirne to Kars to be constructed by Chinese loan’, Today’s Zaman,  15 
October 2010. 
55 E. Kosolapova, ‘Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan negotiate to create infrastructure to transport Kashagan 
oil’, 25 December 2012.
56 Aynur Jafarova, ‘Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan seek to boost energy co-op’, AzerNews, 11 December 
2013. 
57 Ibid.

strategic partnership with NATO.58 Russia and Iran have 
already successfully challenged efforts by Kazakhstan 
and Azerbaijan to promote the construction of Trans-
Caspian Pipeline via Turkmenistan for the transport of 
Central Asian oil and natural gas to Europe. Moscow and 
Tehran will also attempt to thwart the recently proposed 
undersea pipeline from Kashagan to Baku.59 NATO has 
played a central role in upgrading Azerbaijan’s Navy in 
accordance with the IPAP Azerbaijan signed with NATO. 
NATO has been also involved in Kazakhstan’s efforts to 
build up its naval forces in the Caspian since it estab-
lished a navy in 2003. With support from Western states, 
Azerbaijan’s Special Warfare Naval Unit and Kazakh-
stan’s Naval Special Forces cooperate in the Caspian Sea 
Maritime Proliferation Prevention Projects, the goal of which is 
to increase maritime surveillance, WMD detection, and interdic-
tion capabilities.60 Despite possessing the largest naval force in 
the Caspian Sea, Russia already considers Western naval assis-
tance to the fledgling naval forces of Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan 
to be an “ongoing militarization of the Caspian region”.61

Conclusion

For the continuation of its economic growth as well as the achieve-
ment of its ambitious development goals, Kazakhstan needs to 
preserve and deepen its multidirectional foreign trade policy. As-
tana must endeavor to ensure that its participation in the ‘Single 
Economic Space’ of Moscow’s Eurasian Union project will not 
hamper Kazakhstan’s trade-driven dynamism. The operation of 
a non-Russian, China-to-Europe commercial transportation route 
through Kazakhstan will accomplish this objective. For both Chi-
na and the EU, the establishment of a Eurasian transportation cor-
ridor safe from Russian interference is of vital economic and stra-
tegic importance. The completion of the Baku-Tbilisi-Kars rail 
line, in combination with Kazakhstan’s own rail infrastructure 
development and the Chinese-funded Kars-Edirne line will create 
a cost-efficient Kazakh trade route to Europe via Azerbaijan that 
bypasses Russia. This route will also enable the EU to diversify 
its hydrocarbon imports with energy from Kazakhstan, thereby 
reducing Europe’s energy dependency on Russia. 

58 Saeed Isayev, ‘Ilham Aliyev: Azerbaijan-NATO relations elevated to level of strategic cooperation’, 
15 January 2014.
59 “Kazakhstan Caspian Transport System,”, KazMunaiGas, 26 September 2011.
60 Ibid.
61 ‘Caspian militarization not conducive to gas cooperation’, Voice of Russia,  8 November 2011. 
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Kazakhstan’s partnership with NATO can help ensure that Ka-
zakhstan emerges as an energy and transportation hub for Europe 
and China. Concurrent with its economic rise over the past twelve 
years, Kazakhstan has continued to deepen its ties with NATO, 
particularly following its IPAP in 2006. The partnership has pro-
duced KAZBRIG, Kazakhstan’s NATO trained and equipped 
airmobile forces brigade capable of a high degree of interoper-
ability with NATO forces. The Kazakhstan-NATO partnership 
has continued to expand the PfP-sponsored, annual Steppe Eagle 
joint exercises, with Steppe Eagle 2013 witnessing the largest 
participation of other Kazakhstani army and air force units to 
date. Since March 2013, KAZCENT (KAZBRIG’S NATO PfP 
training center in Almaty) has been using mobile training kits to 
provide training to Kazakhstani military forces in other parts of 
the country. Through the continued expansion of NATO coopera-
tion with a wider segment of the Kazakh armed forces, Kazakh-
stan has achieved an unprecedented level of interoperability with 
the alliance. 

With this deeper cooperation, the Kazakhstan-NATO partnership 
may now be able to contribute to the Eurasian strategic imper-
ative of guaranteeing the functioning of a Kazakh commercial 
transportation route to Europe via Azerbaijan. Astana’s expand-
ing partnership with NATO forms a significant limiting factor 
in Moscow’s ability to interfere with development of this route. 
Given that the route’s most vulnerable segment is the tanker and 
cargo traffic across the Caspian Sea from Aktau to Baku, NATO’s 
critical future role may be in providing the framework for en-
hanced naval cooperation between Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan. 
NATO’s involvement in upgrading the naval forces of each coun-
try as well as the Caspian Sea Maritime Proliferation Prevention 
Projects conducted under Western auspices provide as solid foun-
dation for this role. 

Given the European Union’s vital economic and strategic inter-
ests in the cost-efficient transportation of Chinese products and 
Central Asian energy from Kazakhstan to Europe, NATO assis-
tance to Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan will likely assume greater 
significance for the alliance.

By helping to preserve both countries’ autonomy and economic 
access to Europe, NATO assistance will promote freer trade in the 
region that may lay the groundwork for the emergence of a more 
liberal order in the new Eurasia. * Ambassador Khazar Ibrahim is the head of the mission of the Republic of Azerbaijan to NATO

Khazar Ibrahim*

The Azerbaijan- 
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May 4, 2014 marked the 20th anniversary of Azerbaijan’s 
membership in the NATO Partnership for Peace Pro-

gramme (PFP). Two decades on, this review will take stock of 
the achievements to date, and consider the future of cooperation 
within the PfP. 

Looking back, three distinctive trends of development can be 
identified within the partnership. 

From basic to strategic. In 1994, Azerbaijan was still actively 
seeking opportunities for international engagement. NATO, as 
the only Euro-Atlantic military alliance, was the natural choice, 
as demonstrated by the signing of the framework document the 
same year. But at that time, the actual substance of the partner-
ship remained unclear; generating substantive mechanisms for 
cooperation was itself a process. Today, the dynamics have 
changed radically, as reflected in this declaration by NATO Sec-
retary General Rasmussen: “Azerbaijan is a country of pivotal 
importance for Europe’s energy security and to peace and sta-
bility in the Caucasus.” In turn, President Aliyev has stated that 
“during the years of cooperation, these 20 years of our member-
ship of the Partnership for Peace Programme, our relations have 
been elevated to a level of strategic cooperation.”1

From possible to necessary. In 1994, partnership with Azerbaijan 
became possible due to the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the 
emergence of the newly independent states. Today, this partner-
ship is necessary in order to combat regional and global chal-
lenges and to create opportunities for peace and stability. Stable, 
tolerant and capable Azerbaijan has become an indispensable 
NATO partner in the Caspian region, where many traditional and 
new threats and challenges come together: interstate conflicts 
and military aggressions along with terrorism, radicalism and or-
ganized crime. The Caspian is also an important crossroads for 
trade and transportation. 

From a receptive partner to an active contributor. For most of 
the first decade, the partnership was characterized by NATO’s 
assistance to Azerbaijan in security sector reform, improving in-
teroperability, and other efforts towards capacity building. To-

1 Joint press point with NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen and the President of 
Azerbaijan, Ilham Heydar oglu Aliyev, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_106145.
htm?selectedLocale=en 

day, Azerbaijan is a troop contributor and a crucial transit route 
for ISAF in Afghanistan, and a lead partner on emerging secu-
rity challenges. The Azerbaijan Mine Agency (developed with 
NATO’s support) provides its own support to Afghanistan and 
NATO Trust Fund project in Georgia.

A comprehensive analysis of the future of Azerbaijan-NATO re-
lations requires not only an assessment of the PfP’s historical 
meaning, but also that of its updated significance: Practical, Flex-
ible and Principled.

Practical. The partnership should concentrate on areas that are 
mutually beneficial: emerging security challenges, defense re-
form and Trust Funds. Energy security is something Azerbaijan 
brings to the table, since it is a major oil and gas provider for sev-
eral NATO member countries. And energy security is insepara-
ble from cybersecurity nowadays. Counterterrorism cooperation 
represents even greater value for the partnership in light of recent 
developments in both Greater Central Asia and the Middle East. 

Defense reforms provide a vital tool for the further moderniza-
tion of Azerbaijani Armed Forces. This, in its turn, will enable 
the smoother engagement of Azerbaijani troops in future opera-
tions. The role of a professional “cadre” is undeniable here and 
the decision by Azerbaijani Defense Minister to increase the 
number of seconded officers (Partner Staff Element - PSE) at 
NATO is a step in this direction.

The success of Trust Fund endeavors in Azerbaijan should en-
courage the expansion of activities in both  Azerbaijan and be-
yond. The destruction of old ammunition is important for Azer-
baijan, while demining can be Azerbaijan’s further contribution 
to NATO efforts in Afghanistan. 

Flexible. The partnership should avoid “dogmas”. True, in April 
2011, NATO sought to move beyond the existing matrix and sug-
gested enhanced partnerships and flexible formats. It deserves 
praise. But what I mean here goes further. It is time for the Alli-
ance to disregard a dogmatic “balanced” approach, which often 
implies “what I do for one regional country, I shall also do for 
another”. 

Flexibility also entails adaptability. Global affairs are both dy-
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namic and unpredictable. In this regard, new areas of cooperation 
should be incorporated as the context changes.

Principled. The PfP Framework Document of 1994 says: “They 
[subscribing States] reaffirm their commitment to fulfil in good 
faith the obligations of the Charter of the United Nations and 
the principles of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights; 
specifically, to refrain from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State, to re-
spect existing borders and to settle disputes by peaceful means”.2 
Azerbaijan’s territorial integrity has been violated by Armenia 
(another PfP member) for at least as long as the PfP has existed. 
NATO, in its Summit final documents and through its officials, 
has made its adherence to the PfP Framework Document clear. It 
is a principled position. There should be no attempts to water it 
down. On the contrary, even stronger, consistent and very clear 
messages should prevail. This is crucial for NATO’s credibility 
and represents the backbone of any future partnership.

2 http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/49-95/c940110b.htm 
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“Nagorno-Karabakh: History Read from Sources”, by Ramiz 
Mehdiyev, a well-known Azerbaijani scholar and active member 
of the Azerbaijan National Academy of Sciences, examines the 
roots of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. The book provides an in-depth and thorough histori-
cal and political analysis of the evolution of the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh conflict. Readers are invited to consider the problematic 
discourse that has brought about the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, 
and key features of the history of the Armenian occupation of 
Azerbaijani territories.

In his analysis of the etymology of Azerbaijani place names, the 
author notes: the attempts of Soviet ideologists to reformat the 
past have not served as a warning example to Armenian schol-
ars that cannot resist the charm of manipulations in their own 
history, much less in the history of other peoples (p.36).  It is 
hard to argue with that statement, as one of the main drivers of 
the tainted discourse that ultimately gave rise to the conflict was 
the attempt to shape history within the framework of Armenian 
propaganda. This has in turn led to the belief that the one and 
only truth belongs to the Armenian people. The book proves this 
belief to be false.

The author also accounts for Azerbaijan’s historical ties to an-
cient Caucasian Albania, showing the sources where these ties 
were strongest. He proves that Armenians are practically the 
only people that are foreign to the anthropological type of the 
populations of the South Caucasus (p.51). In conjunction with 
historical data on the origins of Armenians, this shows that Ar-
menia’s historical claims to Karabakh are far from reality.

Following that line of argument, R. Mehdiyev turns to the mass 
migrations of Armenians to the South Caucasus. Those mass mi-
grations caused the increase in the South Caucasus’ Armenian 
population, which later led to territorial claims. The author notes 
that the process of appropriation of the foreign history that start-
ed more than two hundred years ago is continuing even today. 
Nowadays ancient Azerbaijani names on the occupied territories 
are substituted by the Armenian ones with astonishing speed (p. 
55). This type of appropriation is used to get rid of any reminder 
that Azerbaijanis lived there, and once more bend history to Ar-
menian needs.

R. Mehdiyev also takes apart Armenian mythology about the 
Caucasian Albans. Despite attempts by Armenians to claim the 
name of Artsakh, the author clearly shows that the name of the 

province belonged to the Caucasian Albans: Caucasian Albans 
have populated the mountainous parts of Greater Caucasus, 
southern part of contemporary Dagestan as well as Caspian Sea 
shores and both sides of Kura river and had their own alphabet 
(p.67). Many scholars confirm that the territory of today’s Azer-
baijan largely overlaps that of ancient Caucasian Albania.

The author also reviews the historical sources on the historical 
period during which the term Artsakh was still in use. R. Mehdi-
yev comes to the conclusion that most of that history belongs to 
the Caucasian Albania and was forcefully “Armenianized”. One 
of the Alban counties was Khachen, which included such a rep-
resentative as Hasan Jalal who was able in a short time to unite 
many of the Alban counties and acquire the title of the King of 
Albania (p.73). The unification of Caucasian Albania also saw 
the rise of its church, which Armenians later appropriated as their 
own.

The Armenianization of the Caucasian Albanian church is a sepa-
rate section in the book. More to that is the fact that the relocation 
of the Armenian catholicosat from Asia Minor to the Uch-Kilse 
(or Uch-muezzin, that later was armenianized as Etchmiadzin) 
constitute a special part of the study. As the author states, soon 
the monastery in Uch-Kilse became a religious center for Arme-
nians. Up until these territories went to Russia in the beginning 
of the XIX century, there were very few Armenians living outside 
Uch-Kilse (p.80). This transfer paved the way for Armenians to 
enter to the South Caucasus, which led to the dire consequences 
later on.

R. Mehdiyev then turns to the expansion of the empires in the 
XVIII century and how that played out in relation to the Arme-
nian factor. When searching for the possible ways to legitimize 
their expansions, empires turn to religious-ideological methods. 
The author suggests that this factor was used by Peter the Great 
of Russia and later continued to be used by the Katherine II 
(1762-1796) in later Russian policies (p.92). Especially under 
Peter the Great, the relocation of Christian populations to the 
Caspian coastline was part of Russian Imperial policy, supposed 
to allow Russians to consolidate their newly conquered positions 
on the Caspian.

The author establishes the geopolitical paradigm that even in the 
times of separate khanates, Azerbaijan was hard pressed, sand-
wiched between Russia and Iran. While the Russian Empire was 
challenging Ottoman Empire for the access to the warm seas, it 
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was also pressuring the Persian Empire in the Caucasus. R. Me-
hdiyev states that Armenian population in the [South Caucasus] 
region did not have any kind of majority in any khanate [of Azer-
baijan] and that is why it was important for Russia to create at 
least any kind of entity for Armenians in Azerbaijan (p.93). The 
Armenian minority then was supposed to use the religious factor 
to change the situation in the region, and prompt Russian Empire 
to take active measures.

The author also explains the fate of the Karabakh khanate and 
its last khan. Russia conquered the Khanate and signed a treaty 
with Ibrahim Khalil-khan, who was later murdered by the Rus-
sian chief of garrison in Karabakh. R. Mehdiyev notes that this 
murder of one of the most influential leaders in the Caucasus 
was not a spontaneous act by the Russian garrison’s chief, but a 
planned order of the Imperial Russia (p.107). Moreover, after the 
victory over France, the Russian Empire became very active in 
the South Caucasus and abolished the last khanates in Azerbai-
jan, integrating the territories into its own administrative system.

While explaining from historical point of view the ethnic back-
ground of the South Caucasus, specifically in the conflict areas, 
R. Mehdiyev stresses the role of Imperial Russia and its govern-
ing commander in the Caucasus - General Tsitsianov. He notes 
that the provisions and supplies, in greater numbers in the Kara-
bakh khanate as opposed to the Nakhichevan or Irevan khanates, 
forced the Russian policy of relocating Armenians to Karabakh 
in 1828. In one of the sources it is noted that Armenians are most-
ly relocated to the lands of Muslim landowners (p.115). As the 
author suggests, such an act have created tensions between the 
rightful land owners and the people who appeared out of thin air 
and took their lands. This was the imperial policy at the time.

As the author mentions, the Armenian academic elite ignores 
the fact that Armenians are foreign to the South Caucasus.                            
R. Mehdiyev shows sources that prove this beyond doubt. Noting 
that Armenians that were nomadic and came from the Balkans 
lived through the assimilation with gypsies and other Asia Minor 
small nationalities (p.123). Moreover, the author mentions that 
after the adoption of the Turkmenchay Treaty in 1828 serious 
ethno-demographic changes have shaken Northern Azerbaijan, 
prompted by the mechanical movement of the population such 
as a planned out policy of relocation of Armenians (p.127).  All 
these factors have also prompted the Imperial policies to engage 
with the Armenian Church to influence the situation in the South 

Caucasus; this factor later played a crucial role in history.

R. Mehdiyev also sheds light on the situation at the beginning 
of the XX century. The author describes the situation after the 
revolutions in Russia in 1917, concentrating on the role of the 
Azerbaijan Democratic Republic (ADR), established in 1918, 
Armenian expansionist and ethnic cleansing policies towards 
Azerbaijan and the turmoil situation that brought the South Cau-
casus under communist rule. Moreover, he outlines all that led to 
the self-determination of Armenians on the territories of Azer-
baijan. In the end, European states through their emissaries have 
notified the government of F. Khoysky that transfer of Irevan (Ye-
revan) and some adjacent territories to Armenians would lead to 
the international recognition of Azerbaijan Democratic Republic 
(p.149). Despite some opposition in ADR, the transfer of Irevan 
to Armenians was arranged, leading to further claims on Azer-
baijani lands.

While part of the Soviet Union, Azerbaijan lost another part of its 
territory - the region of Zangezur. The author explains that this 
occurred due to the activity of Armenians and their far-reaching 
connections with the communist leaders. According to the au-
thor, the same fate was almost certain for Karabakh, however due 
to the heavy resistance from Azerbaijani communists, Karabakh 
was left in the territory of Soviet Azerbaijan, and the ‘Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast’ was formed in its center. More-
over, in 1948-1950 “voluntary” deportation of 150,000 ethnic 
Azerbaijanis from Armenia took place; the heads of relocation 
committee in Azerbaijan Central Committee secretaries Brutents 
and Sevumyan did everything not to relocate them to the Nago-
rno-Karabakh (p.176). 

R. Mehdiyev sees the clear “footprint of the Kremlin” in the crisis 
in Karabakh in the late 1980’s, which evolved into the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict. The loyalty of Mikhail Gorbachev (then-First 
Secretary of the Soviet Union) to the Armenians in many ways 
pushed them towards their destructive reestablishment of “Great 
Armenia”, which led to terrible consequences for the whole re-
gion. The author discusses in detail the “first blood” in the conflict 
drawn in Askeran, the Armenian role in the Sumgait events and 
their positioning as an ideological instrument, the tragic events 
of January 20, 1990, the Spitak earthquake and its impact, ethnic 
massacres in Khojaly, and the effects on the conflict and other 
major events during the toughest years of the war. R. Mehdiyev 
concludes with some legal analysis and a discussion of the peace 
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process in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Overall, the book is very comprehensive in terms of its histori-
cal and political analysis of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. It 
provides a clear analysis of the roots of the conflict, enabling the 
reader to better understand the nature of the situation and how it 
came to be a protracted armed conflict. This book is a great read 
both for people who are starting to familiarize themselves with 
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict as well as for scholars engaged in 
the conflict studies, who can find many new detailed arguments 
here.

* Dr. Arif Bağbaşlıoğlu is an assistant professor at Ahi Evran University’s International Relations Department. He also 
worked in Turkish Partnership for Peace (PfP) Training Center between 2005 and 2009 as international relations 
specialist and course director.

Arif Bağbaşlıoğlu*

Turkey’s Contributions to PfP

This article will discuss Turkey’s role in NATO’s approach to Partnership for Peace 
countries, and how the Alliance’s new partnership policy may affect NATO’s rela-
tions with these countries. The article examines Turkey’s contributions to NATO’s 
partnership policy, in particular to Partnership for Peace. The author emphasizes the 
sustainability that characterizes Turkey’s relations with NATO.
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With the collapse of the Soviet threat, NATO has sought a 
new raison d’être in the post-Communist period. In devel-

oping this framework, NATO has identified new organizational 
missions. For example, through its strategic concepts it has set 
forth new duties such as peacekeeping, crisis management and 
cooperation-based security provision, beyond the duties stipu-
lated under the North Atlantic Treaty. At the same time, the Al-
liance has expanded, welcoming new members, establishing 
partnership programs in different regions, helping with military 
modernization and rearrangement of power structures. These 
have become essential components of the Alliance’s new security 
policy. These various developments have allowed the Alliance to 
maintain its crucial position, with respect to Turkish foreign and 
security policy, even after the Cold War. As Aybet has pointed 
out, the place of Turkey was predominantly a functional ally in 
the Cold War and the immediate post-Cold War era, and then as 
a strategic partner after September 11, 2001.1 

With its 28 members and 40 partners, a mandate that covers 
energy security and missile defence systems, responsibility for 
multiple missions across three continents, NATO has become a 
global security organization. This process, which has changed 
NATO’s structure, membership and functions, has directly influ-
enced Turkey. Turkey has played a supportive role in this process 
and NATO’s partnership policy is a remarkable example of this 
role.

NATO’s Partnership Policy

The post-Cold War era brought about a new international system 
requiring the reorganization and reconstruction of international 
institutions. Accordingly, NATO has attempted to recalibrate its 
capabilities, interests and activities. This process has also led 
to the establishment of NATO’s partnerships - Partnership for 
Peace (PfP), Mediterranean Dialogue (MD), Istanbul Coopera-
tion Initiative (ICI) - in different geographic regions to underpin 
NATO’s changing role as an alliance that has taken on security 
roles beyond its treaty area. In addition to these formal partner-
ship frameworks, NATO also cooperates individually with coun-
tries outside the Euro-Atlantic area that contribute to its missions 

1 Gülnur Aybet, “The Evolution of NATO’s Three Phases and Turkey’s Transatlantic Relationship”, 
Perceptions, vol. XVII, no. 1, Spring 2012, pp. 19-20.

without being part of its partnership frameworks, such as Austra-
lia, Japan, the Republic of Korea and New Zealand.2

Adopted at the Lisbon Summit, a New Strategic Concept raised 
the profile of partnerships by promoting cooperative security to 
the level of one of the Alliance’s three “essential core tasks”, 
alongside collective security and crisis management. Following 
up on the Lisbon decisions, Allied foreign ministers endorsed 
the new partnership policy at their meeting in Berlin on 15 April 
2011. The Allies also restated their goal of achieving cooperative 
security through partnership during NATO’s Chicago Summit in 
May in 2012.

The partnership concept originated in bilateral contacts between 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union in 1990 during discussions on how 
to manage post-Cold War European security.3 NATO’s partner-
ship policy has been a main component of the Alliance’s new vi-
sion for the post-Cold War era. Since the early 1990’s NATO has 
maintained multiple partnership frameworks which have over 
time served several functions. As Moore has noted, partnership 
initially constituted an essentially political means of integrating 
and democratizing Europe.4 NATO’s first partnership program, 
PfP, launched in 1994, paved the way for practical co-operation 
between NATO and the states of Central and Eastern Europe, in-
cluding former Warsaw Pact members. PfP was an effective tool 
of NATO’s enlargement policy, basically a security commitment 
and diplomatic embrace rather than a military effort. PfP offered 
a tailored solution between enlargement and maintaining stability 
in Europe, and aimed to establish cooperative relationships with 
new democracies undergoing transition periods. In this context 
NATO created a wide range of practical mechanisms, such as the 

2 These states have pledged troops and have committed financial contributions to NATO-led opera-
tions, especially to the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). The increasing value of these 
countries to NATO is also reflected in changing terminology to describe them. These states had for-
merly been referred to as “contact countries” however after the Riga Summit in 2006, they were also 
named “partners across the globe” or often simply as “global partners”. After the Lisbon Summit in 
November 2010, Pakistan, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Mongolia were included in this classification. 
3 According to Kay, the partnership concept is consistent with an effort by the US to use bilateral 
and multilateral relationships to consolidate American primacy in the international system. For more 
information about the relationship between American national security objectives and the use of part-
nerships as a tool for managing the international security environment, see: Sean Kay, “Partnerships 
and Power in American Grand Strategy”, NATO: The Power of the Partnerships, Ed. Hakan Edström, 
Janne Haaland Matlary ve Magnus Petersson. Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011, pp. 18-40.
4 Rebecca R. Moore, “Partnership Goes Global: The Role of Nonmember, Non-European Union 
States in the Evolution of NATO”. NATO in Search of a Vision. ed. Gülnur Aybet and Rebecca Moore. 
Washington: Georgetown University Press, 2010, p. 232-233.
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Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP) and the Plan-
ning and Review Process (PARP), and activities to pro-
mote cooperation with partner countries. In the enlarge-
ment process, PfP served as an important instrument to 
foster security reform and prepared the partner countries 
for accession to the Alliance. In this respect, it can be said 
that this program has reached one of its important goals, 
given that twelve of the PfP countries are now NATO 
members.5 PfP was considered as a gateway initiative for 
NATO membership, particularly for Eastern and Central 

Europe. However, it has not had that kind of influence in Central 
Asia and South Caucasus. This fact partly explains why concrete 
cooperation remains limited, even though all five Central Asian 
Republics (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, 
and Uzbekistan) and three South Caucasus countries (Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, and Georgia) take part in PfP. NATO’s relationship 
with these countries is largely defined by the ISAF mission in 
Afghanistan. 

Turkey’s Role

As NATO has shifted from a predominantly collective 
defence organization to a collective security organization 
in the 1990s, Turkey’s role has been significant. Turkey 
is one of the most active contributors to various ongoing 
post-Cold War missions, including IFOR and SFOR in 
Bosnia, KFOR in Kosovo and ISAF in Afghanistan. Tur-
key has also contributed to counter-piracy operations in 
the Gulf of Aden and Operation Active Endeavor, which 
is a security and counterterrorism effort in the Mediter-
ranean. Despite its initial reluctance, Turkey also contrib-
uted to Operation Unified Protector in Libya.

As illustrated above, NATO’s enlargement and partner-
ship policies have played a crucial role in achieving NA-
TO’s strategic aims in the early post-Cold War era. The 

5 PfP has been an important institution in and of itself for non-NATO countries in northern and cen-
tral Europe as well as being a mechanism for engagement at varying levels for countries of Eastern 
Europe, the Balkans, the Caucasus, and Central Asia. PfP was employed to prepare the twelve nations 
incorporated as full members between 1999 and 2009: Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. The following states 
are still members of PfP: Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia, Finland, Georgia, Ireland, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Macedonia, Malta, Moldova, Montenegro, Russia Federation, Serbia, Swe-
den, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. Special cooperative links were 
also set up with two PfP countries: Russia and Ukraine.

enlargement policy has aimed to accept new members to provide 
stability and security in the Euro-Atlantic area. The primary pur-
pose of the partnership policy has been to develop relations with 
non-NATO countries. These two main policies have provided an 
opportunity for NATO to enlarge its sphere of influence.  

Since it was proclaimed in 1994, Turkey has contributed to NA-
TO’s partnership policy to facilitate developing relations and co-
operation with non-NATO countries. Pursuant to the decisions 
taken at the 1994 Brussels Summit, Turkey declared the estab-
lishment of the PfP Training Center at the Euro Atlantic Part-
nership Council meeting on 30 May 1997. Following the decla-
ration, the Turkish PfP Training Center was inaugurated on 29 
June 1998 and recognized by NATO on 12 February 1999. The 
Turkish PfP Training Center was the first such center to be of-
ficially recognized by NATO.6 Since its inception, this center has 
trained approximately 14000 military personnel on several ar-
eas, including crisis management, border security, civil-military 
cooperation in peace support operations, arms control, interna-
tional law of armed conflict and combatting human trafficking. 
As of February 2014, the Center has conducted 370 residential 
courses, 14 seminars and 72 mobile training activities. The Turk-
ish PfP Training Center has also contributed to NATO’s Iraq and 
Afghanistan Training Missions by accepting participants from 
these countries in the residential courses, conducting tailored 
courses and deploying mobile training teams.7  Participation in 
these activities allows personnel of partner nations to build their 
capabilities and develop interoperability. Turkey also hosts one 
of NATO’s fifteen accredited Centers of Excellence, the COE for 
Defense Against Terrorism. Some of the courses conducted in the 
Center are also open to partner countries personnel.

Through these centers, Turkey is working to establish an under-
standing of security based on cooperation and collaboration, be-
tween NATO and personnel from partnership countries. Turkey’s 
active participation in PfP activities has increased its significance 
for the Alliance. This Center has given an opportunity to Turkey 
to act as a lead nation. It has also given NATO an opportunity 
6 There are currently 24 Peace of Partnership Training and Education Centers recognized by NATO. 
For the full list of these centers, see: http://www.nps.edu/About/USPTC/PfP/PfPCenters.html, (last 
visited) http://www.bioem.tsk.tr/anasayfa.htm, 25.02.2014. 
7 For more information, see, TSK Barış İçin Ortaklık Eğitim Merkezi Komutanlığı, “Katılım Du-
rumu”, (last visited) http://www.bioem.tsk.tr/anasayfa.htm, 25.02.2014.
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to invest in Turkey through expanded training and capacity ex-
change without a large armed presence.

Turkey has provided support to other NATO partnership programs 
and its relations with global partners in addition to PfP. The fact 
that NATO expanded its fighting and intervention area following 
September 11 boosted the significance of the Alliance’s partner-

ships with Middle Eastern, East Mediterranean and Asia 
Pacific countries. Turkey supported NATO’s said policies 
in its immediate geography, and helped manage those 
policies. Notably, ICI, which institutionalized coopera-
tion with Gulf countries, was announced during the Istan-
bul Summit in 2004.8 The underlying reason for Turkey’s 
support for establishing relations with countries in its im-
mediate surrounding under NATO’s umbrella is that such 
initiatives will contribute to Turkey’s security. 9 

How will NATO’s New Partnership Policy Affect Relations with 
PfP countries?

NATO’s New Partnership policy preserves the institutional part-
nership programs (PfP, MD, ICI); however all partners are also 
offered access to the whole spectrum of partnership activities 
NATO offers. It is clear that the new partnership policy envis-
ages increased political cooperation with partner countries. The 
“Political Military Framework For Partner Involvement In NA-
TO-Led Operations” is one of the documents of the Berlin pack-
age which provides for full consultation, cooperation, and trans-
parency with operational partners and, as appropriate, potential 
operational partners, on all relevant aspects of the operation 
throughout its life-cycle.10 This means that partners will have a 
bigger say in the preparation of operational planning decisions 
than before, although the North Atlantic Council still has the fi-
nal word on decision-making in NATO-led operations.11 

8 For more information about Turkey’s contributions to ICI, see, Stephen F.Larrabee, “Turkey and the 
Gulf Cooperation Council”, Turkish Studies, vol. 12, no. 4, December 2011, p. 689-698.
9 Tarık Oğuzlu, “NATO Ortaklıkları ve Türkiye: Barış İçin Ortaklık, Akdeniz Diyaloğu, İstanbul İş 
Birliği Girişimi, İstanbul, Bilgi Üniversitesi Yayınları, 2013, p. 29-42.
10 NATO, Political Military Framework For Partner Involvement In NATO-Led Operations,15 April 
2011, (last visited) http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_2011_04/20110415_110415-PMF.
pdf, 25.02.2014.
11 Heidi Reisinger, Rearranging Family Life and a Large Circle of Friends: Reforming NATO’s Part-
nership Programmes, Research Paper No.72, Rome: NATO Defense College, 2012, p. 4.

Under this new policy, NATO’s specialized programs, IPAP and 
PARP, previously limited to PfP countries, are now open to all 
partners. All partners with which NATO has an individual pro-
gram of cooperation have access to a new Partnership Coopera-
tion Menu, which comprises some 1,600 activities, ranging from 
training in maritime operational planning to crisis response op-
erations and courses on arms control, non-proliferation and ter-
rorism. With this single pool of activities, the different approval 
procedures for the various work plans are eliminated.

There are two points to be underlined in relation to the likely 
implications of the new partnership policy. First, it is obvious 
that NATO’s new partnership policy has shifted from a supply 
to a demand orientation. In other words, NATO tends to see it as 
the partners’ responsibility to make the partnership effective. The 
impact of the financial crisis on the defence budgets of NATO 
member states is one of the major causes of this transformation. 
Secondly, with its new partnership policy, NATO is focusing 
more on developing its relations with global partners. In fact, this 
is directly related to both the change in international conjuncture 
and the Asia Pacific pivot in U.S. foreign policy which has oc-
curred in conjunction with this change.  

Given the different aims and interests across the partners, 
NATO’s policy makers decided that NATO’s new part-
nership policy needed to be flexible and variable. Yet, this 
objective also entails the risk that NATO may turn into 
a developed coalition of the willing led by more power-
ful states in the Alliance. For this reason, NATO must be 
much clearer about the aims of its partnerships and how 
they can contribute to Alliance as well as to partner inter-
ests. If the new partnership policy fails to achieve its ob-
jectives or becomes merely a developed coalition of the 
willing, NATO’s purpose and necessity may be brought 
into question. To remain viable and relevant NATO must 
establish a consensus about what it wants to achieve with 
partners. 
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Global Outreach: Lessons from 
Central Asia

The article analyses the evolving partnership between Central Asian countries and 
NATO, with particular focus on their involvement in Afghanistan in partnership with 
NATO. The author suggests that future partnerships between Central Asian na-
tions and NATO may prove challenging. The article argues that throughout the ISAF 
operation in Afghanistan, Central Asian countries have remained consumers and 
relatively passive spectators. On one hand, through the overall network of PfP and 
NDN-related activities, Central Asian states have obtained important- and indeed 
quite successful - experiences in terms of interacting with the once alien and hostile 
North Atlantic Alliance. The paper concludes that the NATO-Central Asia partnership 
can become a marker of the post-Cold War ‘reboot’ of the international security 
system.
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Conclusion

The post-Cold War Era, during which many elements of interna-
tional security have entered into flux, the key feature of Turkey’s 
relations with NATO is the emphasis on “sustainability”. The 
change in perception of the out-of-area concept allows NATO 
to intervene in crises both inside and outside the Euro-Atlantic 
region, which in turn leads to consequences that influence in-
ternational policy. NATO’s self-reformation efforts throughout 
this process have in many ways coincided with the trajectories of 
Turkish foreign and security policies. The fact that Turkey’s for-
eign policy, particularly throughout 1990’s, was centered upon 
security reinforced the consistency of the relationship.

Turkey’s contribution to the execution of the NATO’s strategic 
concepts, announced in 1991 and 1999, is obvious. In the Bos-
nian and Kosovo crises, Turkey contributed to NATO’s missions 
in both the pre-intervention and post-intervention stages. Tur-
key endorses NATO’s enlargement and partnership policies, and 
has committed to improving relations with partners, particularly 
with new member countries both before and after their accession. 
Decisions and practices adopted in the 2000’s created a percep-
tion that Turkey’s foreign policy axis had shifted away from the 
West. Yet under the government of the Justice and Development 
Party, Turkey’s relations with NATO have retained the focus on 
sustainability, and Turkey’s policies have been consistent and 
aligned with  NATO’s partnership policy.  



NATO’s post-Cold War eastward enlargement and partner-
ships with countries outside the Alliance’s zone of responsi-

bility has been developed since 1994. The new stage of collabo-
ration with the countries constituting the so-called coalition of 
the willing – the policy designed in the last summits of the Alli-
ance – demonstrates NATO’s unprecedented, steady and resolute 
motion towards what has been called ‘global outreach’.

It can sound so simple: ‘global outreach’. But what does it mean 
in terms of ideas, policies (or actions) and implications? Can we 
envisage the transformation of NATO into a global organization 
like the UN? Can it become a pillar of the global security archi-
tecture? 

Any evaluation of the Alliance’s future role should consider its 
previous experience, especially in relation to its operation in Af-
ghanistan and the partnerships with Central Asian states, which 
have provided a unique lesson. 

In the first two decades after the end of the Cold War, NATO 
looked predominantly at the east, toward Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, Ukraine and Russia. Today it is being drawn increasingly 
south to the Mediterranean, Middle East and Gulf for a simple 
reason—this is where many of the new challenges are located. If 
NATO wants to avoid strategic irrelevance, it needs to give in-
creasing attention to the threats from the Middle East and North 
Africa (MENA) and develop a “Southern Strategy.”1 

At the same time, within the Alliance, strategic discussions on 
future outreach activities envisage, a pivot towards the Asia-Pa-
cific area, following the U.S. policy shift. But unlike the previ-
ous outreach initiatives in which NATO has had missions in the 
field, its gradual Asia-Pacific power projection looks like as an 
overextension, given lessons drawn from the last operation in 
South Asia.

1 F. Stephen Larrabee and Peter A. Wilson ,NATO Needs a Southern Strategy, The National Interest, 
January 27, 2014, available at http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/nato-needs-southern-strate-
gy-9769 

Afghanistan-2014: the End or Beginning of History?

Former U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton formally desig-
nated Afghanistan a “major non-NATO ally,” setting the stage for 
tighter military cooperation even as international troops are on a 
path to withdraw from the war-torn country by the end of 2014. 
The list of major non-NATO allies includes Argentina, Austra-
lia, Bahrain, Egypt, Israel, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, 
New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, South Korea and Thai-
land.  Notably, these countries are eligible for priority delivery of 
military hardware and can get US government help to buy arms 
and equipment.2

However, this non-NATO ally of the United States – Afghani-
stan, more precisely former President Karzai – demonstrated 
reluctance to sign a security agreement with the U.S., creating 
significant uncertainty. But while Karzai initiated intrigue and 
games before the elections, the new presidential candidates in 
the April 2014 elections made no secret of their desire to con-
tinue strategic cooperation with the U.S. and NATO. On the other 
hand, NATO announced the ‘assist-train-advise’ (ATA) mission 
under the name “Resolute Support” in Afghanistan after with-
drawal of the ISAF forces by the end of 2014. NATO’s role in 
the region is predominantly shaped by two strategic undertakings 
– designing the ATA mission and the withdrawal process. 

Due to the functioning of the Northern Distribution Net-
work (NDN), NATO is gaining a unique “geographical 
experience” via the complex utilization of land, rail, sea 
and airways in the vast Euro-Asian space, with which it 
was unfamiliar prior to the ISAF operation in Afghani-
stan. This led NATO, as noted by NATO Deputy Sec-
retary General Alexander Vershbow, to “set up a whole 
network of redundant routes so that if one failed, others 
would be able to easily fill in”. After all, NATO’s longer-
term objective should be “to bring regional stakeholders 
to the understanding that security can be more than a zero 
sum game”.3 As Heidi Reisinger rightly argues, “ISAF 

2 Hillary Clinton visits Kabul and declares Afghanistan a ‘major ally’ , The Telegraph, 7 July 2012, 
available at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/9383322/Hillary-Clinton-
visits-Kabul-and-declares-Afghanistan-a-major-ally.html 
3 Rynning, S. “After Combat, the Perils of Partnership: NATO and Afghanistan beyond 2014”, 
in NATO Defense College Research Paper, No. 80, July 2012, p.7, see: http://www.ndc.nato.int/
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redeployment is both a challenge and a chance to create efficient 
collaboration patterns in military logistics that will impact NATO 
operations far beyond 2014. The way NATO manages this chal-
lenge will significantly impact on the political future of the Alli-
ance internally, and also the way it is seen from the outside.”4 So 
how is it really seen in Central Asia?

With NATO now scaling down and transforming its pres-
ence in Afghanistan, some members of the Alliance may 
have hoped that the task would be finished, and the threat 
eradicated. However, Iraq presents the obvious counter 
example here. Even if the mission is completed success-
fully, this does not mean that Afghanistan and the broader 
region are protected from future threats and attacks. As 
long as the Taliban and other opposition groups are not 
simply opponents of the government but armed and ac-
tively fighting, they are likely to continue fighting, even 
in the absence of international forces, since that is what 

they were doing long before the U.S. and NATO’s entered Af-
ghanistan. This means that in strategic terms, NATO should ad-
mit the likelihood of returning to this part of the world for com-
bat operations if necessary, not only for the ATA mission. NATO 
should not consider its outreach endeavor as simply a ‘come and 
go’ adventure but one of investing in partnership capital.

One of the strong lessons that NATO has hopefully taken on 
board following its experiences in Afghanistan and Central 
Asia is that the overall “project” of surge-operation-withdrawal 
should be complemented with some form of capitalizing on the 
assets gained during the operation, in order to reinforce estab-
lished partnership patterns and leave the door open for future in-
volvement. The reason for the Alliance’s long-term or even per-
manent presence in the area is that ISAF is leaving Afghanistan 
in an unstable condition and without having eradicated sources 
of international and regional threats, and without defeating the 
enemy. Those threats will not fade with ISAF’s withdrawal. 

The lessons for Central Asian nations, in turn, may be even more 
challenging. Until now, throughout the ISAF operation, they 
research/series.php?icode=1 . 
4 Reisinger, H. “Not only “Container spotting” – NATO’s Redeployment from Landlocked Afghani-
stan”, in Andris Spruds and Diana Potjomkina, eds., Northern Distribution Network: Redefining Part-
nerships within NATO and Beyond. (Riga: Latvian Institute of International Affairs, 2013), p. 33.

have remained consumers and relatively passive specta-
tors. On the one hand, the overall PfP and NDN-related 
activities have given Central Asians very important and 
quite successful experiences of interactions with the once 
alien and hostile North Atlantic Alliance. The NATO 
Central Asia partnership became a marker of the post-
Cold War rebooting of the international security system. 
On the other hand, Kazakhstan’s Kyrgyzstan’s, Tajiki-
stan’s, Turkmenistan’s and Uzbekistan’s cooperation 
with NATO, especially regarding Afghanistan, has been 
a relatively commercial matter.5 

Nowadays, NATO experts and officials are more preoc-
cupied with the modality of withdrawal or redeployment 
from Afghanistan. They are engaged in discussions of NDN, al-
ternative routes, commercial agreements with transit countries, 
and so on. But in the course of such discussions, one simple but 
important fact is often overlooked: the enemy has not been de-
feated, and therefore retains combat potential that it will most 
likely apply locally, regionally and internationally. Although the 
Taliban and other insurgent and terrorist groups are unlikely to 
seize power again immediately after NATO’s withdrawal, these 
groups will not cease their activity. The NATO presence in Af-
ghanistan has been unique. When foreign troops were there, 
many Afghans accused them of targeting civilians, but when 
these troops are set to withdraw, Afghans seem to request their 
extended presence. 

Based on the parameters of Heidi Reisinger’s argument that 
“if you can redeploy from Afghanistan you can redeploy from 
everywhere,”6 one could argue that if you can stay in Afghanistan 
you can stay everywhere. 

Hiring NATO: Fire Brigade or World Police?

Before leaving office, former NATO Secretary General Anders 
Fogh Rasmussen stated that NATO must stand ready to deter, 
and defend against, any threat. The Alliance is shifting “from op-

5 Tolipov F. “NATO-Uzbekistan-NDN: Mercenary Deal or Strategic Cooperation?” in Andris Spruds 
and Diana Potjomkina, eds., Northern Distribution Network: Redefining Partnerships within NATO 
and Beyond. (Riga: Latvian Institute of International Affairs, 2013), p.115-134.
6 Ibid, p.33.
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erational engagement to operational readiness, from campaign 
to contingency, and from deployed NATO to prepared NATO.”7 

In the wake of the forces’ withdrawal from Afghanistan, the dis-
cussions are gaining new impetus regarding the Alliance’s new 
role in Afghanistan, a role that might be useful in other con-
flict regions. Some experts perceive NATO as a ‘fire brigade’, 
meaning that its forces might control the situation in Afghani-
stan without being physically present after 2014. However, this 
model requires that NATO retains some regional infrastructure 
components to ensure the Alliance’s forces can react quickly to 
any crisis situation.8

Under the ‘fire brigade’ concept, the U.S. and NATO are 
likely to seek base opportunities in the neighboring coun-
tries, such as Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and 
Kyrgyzstan. However, given Russia’s inevitable opposi-
tion to the prospect of NATO deployment in these coun-
tries, some diversifications of this scenario are being dis-
cussed, suggesting that Turkey, Romania, the UAE and 
Qatar may be considered for bases. In this case, certain 
logistical and technical problems may arise, given the 

relative distance of these territories from Afghanistan. Therefore, 
some argue that the U.S. and NATO may look to India as a stra-
tegic location for monitoring Afghanistan.9 

The realization of the ‘fire brigade’ concept would set a unique 
precedent for future operations and the power projection of this 
‘mobile’ organization, the efficiency of which will increasingly 
depend on partnerships, collaborations, temporary or permanent 
deployments, communications, agreements, and so on. NATO 
will need to create favorable conditions - both political and eco-
nomic - for delivering its services. From this perspective, pos-
sible NATO-India collaboration could have far-reaching implica-
tions. 

7 “NATO after ISAF – Staying Successful Together’’. Remarks by NATO Secretary General Anders 
Fogh Rasmussen at the Munich Security Conference on 02.02.2013. http://www.nato.int/cps/en/nato-
live/opinions_94321.htm
8 “Вывод сил США и НАТО из Афганистана может привести к появлению американских 
военных баз в Индии”, 1 September 2013, available at http://afghanistan.ru/doc/63716.html
9 Ibid.

There is also a view of NATO as a ‘world policeman’. According 
to this concept, due to its initial status as a ‘collective security or-
ganization’, NATO will need pivots in as many areas as possible. 
A pivot, to my mind, entails, inter alia, a somewhat sustainable 
presence in a certain area. As argued above, Afghanistan stands 
testament to the need NATO’s extended presence in Central Asia. 

In June 2012, a NATO Liaison Office was opened in Tashkent, 
capital of Uzbekistan. Its mission comprises monitoring the 
functioning of the NDN; liaising with all Central Asian states; 
developing political interaction with Uzbekistan; and public di-
plomacy. 

From this analysis, one can infer the dual perspective on the se-
curity services that NATO is likely to provide in the future: the 
“fire brigade” or the “world policeman”. The former implies that 
the Alliance will act as a firefighter and will be mobilized in case 
of emergency. The second option envisages systematic engage-
ment with old and new partners, especially with those who have 
been part of the coalition of the willing during specific opera-
tions. 

NATO-CSTO Engagement

Since 1991, Central Asia has remained in the international focus 
not only due to its huge energy reserves but also its proximity to 
one of the epicenters of international and regional security threats 
and the unprecedented geopolitical transformation. In the emerg-
ing new global international security architecture Central Asia 
has found itself straddling the Euro-Asian and Euro-Atlantic ar-
ea.10 This prompted the emergence of the so-called “market of 
security services” by various security providers in this part of the 
world. One of them is the Collective Security Treaty Organiza-
tion (CSTO), which has six members: Russia, Belarus, Armenia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. Uzbekistan had was a 
member since 1992 until 1999 and from 2006 until December 
2012. 

While this is the only collective security organization in the 
post-Soviet Eurasian space, many describe it as a weak structure 
incapable to act as a real military bloc. The CSTO has faced a 
10 Tolipov F. “Central Asia between the Euro-Atlantic and Euro-Asia: Security Services Market in 
the Region”, in  
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serious conceptual, geopolitical and functional problem since its 
inception.11 Having been designed as a ‘security umbrella’ for the 
whole post-Soviet Euro-Asian space, its zone of responsibility 
only covers part of it and this quasi-Alliance remains relatively 
dysfunctional not so much militarily as politically. Its military 
power is fairly well-suited to its members’ needs but its political/
geopolitical identity (or foundation) is not yet well-shaped. 

When the security environment deteriorated in the Cau-
casus or in Central Asia, the CSTO could not project its 
collective power. Russia still perceives the Caucasus as 
within its specifically national sphere of influence, and 
in Central Asia, the CSTO did not have the appropriate 
mandate. 

At the same time, despite its relative dysfunctionality, 
the CSTO as a concept or as an idea needs more precise 
elaboration. After the dissolution of the former Soviet 
superpower, the whole former Soviet geographic zone 
was left without a single security system and for the first 
time became exposed to external influence in terms of 
both security challenges and security services. In addi-
tion, among the providers in the Central Asian “market 
of security services”, besides the CSTO, were NATO, 
OSCE, UN agencies as well as the great powers such as 
the U.S., the EU, the Russia, the China, Japan, India and 
others. The North Atlantic Alliance was more prominent 
in terms of assisting the countries of the region in assur-
ing their security. But none of them has the ambition or 
intention to take full responsibility for the security of the 
entire region, should the countries of this region so wish; 

only CSTO is willing. Central Asia clearly needs some sort of 
sustainable collective security system, not simply security ser-
vices from a single provider. 

11 See, for instance: Пушков А. Россия способна быть балансирующей силой в международных 
делах. – Индекс безопасности, № 3, Том 19, 2013, С. 20-22. See also: Tolipov F. “CSTO: Collective 
security or collective confusion?”, in Central Asia and Caucasus Institute Analyst, 09/01/2009, www.
cacianalyst.org/?q=node/5168 ; and Tolipov F. “Uzbekistan without the CSTO”, in 02/20/2013 issue 
of the CACI Analyst, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/5929.

From this perspective, CSTO - always available as a collective 
security organization but a weak actor – and NATO - not always 
available but a powerful actor – might find a framework for ef-
fective, at least informal, interaction and collaboration in dealing 
with the security challenges and security needs in the former So-
viet space. A NATO-CSTO Cooperation Framework (NCCF), in 
contrast to the NATO-Russia Council, might serve as a platform 
to represent and articulate the security needs and interests of Cen-
tral Asian countries and CSTO members. NATO officials proudly 
and rightly state that NATO is the most, if not the only successful 
security organization in the world. Interestingly, CSTO can be 
portrayed as a second most successful security organization in 
the world, however surprising this statement may sound. There 
are three reasons for this perception: first, there are no other es-
tablished collective security treaty organizations dealing with ac-
tual threats; second, CSTO covers a vast geographic space – the 
majority of the former Soviet territory; third, CSTO’s zone of 
responsibility is situated in proximity to the epicenter of interna-
tional security threats (namely Afghanistan and the Middle East). 

By and large, production and re-production of threats spreading 
from Afghanistan and the incomplete nature of NATO’s mis-
sion there have yielded a unique international situation, whereby 
Euro-Atlantic (NATO) and Euro-Asian (CSTO) collective secu-
rity actors could create frameworks of mutual complementarity. 
There is no illusion that so far the CSTO has remained relatively 
dysfunctional. However, it has the potential to transform itself 
into effective collective security system in the vast post-Soviet 
territory where NATO cannot extend its zone of responsibility, 
though it can assist CSTO. Some analysts have pointed to the 
necessity of a dialogue between CSTO and NATO at least due to 
the significant overlaps between respective the zones of interests 
and zones of responsibility of these two organizations.12 

Meanwhile, former NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Ras-
mussen has stated: “we don’t think we need new institutional 
frameworks, but we, actually NATO very often meet with indi-
vidual members of CSTO and we cooperate with individual mem-
bers of CSTO also when it comes to counter-narcotics, which I 

12 Морозов Ю., Макдермотт Р. Перспективы сотрудничества организаций и союзов в целях 
обеспечения  стабильности и безопасности в центрально-азиатском регионе: взгляд из Москвы 
и Лондона. – Центральная Азия и Кавказ, №6, 2008. – С.37.
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think is a very important project. So we cooperate with individu-
al nations. We don’t think it’s necessary to build new institutional 
structures between NATO and CSTO as an organization”.13 In 
my view, that approach would be the most relevant if the CSTO 
did not exist. The case-by-case or country-by-country approach 
to the Central Asian or broader Euro-Asian security architecture, 
albeit necessary and relatively efficient, should not preclude mul-
tilateral attempts to create a collective response mechanism to 
common security challenges of this vast area.

After all, NATO will have to resolve the friction with the CSTO, 
given the context of the NATO-CSTO double security umbrella 
in Central Asia: all five regional states cooperate with NATO 
and, at the same time, three of them (until recently four – with 
Uzbekistan) are CSTO members. Given that NATO’s 2010 Stra-
tegic Concept emphasizes the Alliance’s interest in a true stra-
tegic partnership with Russia, the NATO-CSTO rapprochement 
will be an indication that the post-Cold War chapter has been 
closed, heralding the beginning of burden-sharing across new 
Euro-Asian and Euro-Atlantic security architectures.

            Conclusion

NATO risks overextending itself by gravitating towards 
the Asia-Pacific pivot. But so far there is no major threat 
to international security emanating from the Asia-Pacific 
region. The majority of the security threats existing in the 
Middle East have either origins in or strong connections 
to the area of South Asia in which Al-Qaida operatives 
are still hiding. Thus, Afghanistan and its surrounding 
territories remain the epicenter of international and re-
gional security threats. 

It seems the North Atlantic Alliance is shifting from the 
“fire brigade” to the “world policeman” position. The 
post-Soviet Eurasian space, especially Central Asia and 
the Caucasus, represents very specific opportunities in 

terms innovative experimentation around international security 
building. By and large, regional projection of the NATO’s global 
outreach is currently being seriously tested in the context of the 

13 Press conference by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen with Moscow-based 
journalists, 30 March 2012, available at http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_85625.
htm?selectedLocale=en

ISAF redeployment and the functioning of the NDN.

Within NATO, discussions are ongoing vis-à-vis the so-called 
‘smart defence’ concept, which implies, among other things, 
pooling and sharing member countries’ defense capabilities. An 
innovative approach to international security requires, to my 
mind, not only ‘smart defense’ but also a ‘smart security’ concept 
which would mean pooling and sharing security capabilities of 
all member countries and partner countries. This also means that 
NATO’s global outreach can be effectively constructed by set-
ting and encouraging cooperative security interaction networks, 
such as the Partnership for Peace Program (1994), Mediterranean 
Dialogue (1994), Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (2004), NATO-
Russia Council, NATO-Georgia Commission, NATO-Ukraine 
Commission, the proposed NATO-CSTO Cooperation Frame-
work, and so on. 
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The recognition of “soft” or non-traditional threats in the national security concepts 
of the former Soviet republics has become increasingly common during the past 
decade. Yet, this has also occurred in parallel with the gradual evolution of NATO 
strategic doctrine from its classical purpose of maintaining an effective counter-
balance to Russia in continental Europe, to the vision of a transnational security 
community that protects member states from both military and non-military chal-
lenges that affect societies as a whole. This article examines the linkage between 
soft security perceptions in the post-Soviet states and their relationship with NATO 
since independence. The analysis compares bilateral relations with NATO and the 
recognition of soft threats as indicated by their inclusion in the official national 
security documents of the Baltic States, East Europe/the Slavic Republics, the South 
Caucasus, and Central Asia since independence. The chronology of NATO policies and 
the identification of soft threat types are examined to determine to what extent 
they represent direct alignment with NATO soft security initiatives, indirect influ-
ence of security assistance policies, or the pursuit of more independent definitions 
of national or Eurasian security as an alternative to renewed opposition between 
Europe and Russia alleged by advocates of further NATO enlargement. 
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During the past decade, the governments of all fourteen re-
publics of the former Soviet Union have promulgated up-

dated versions of their official national security concepts, or, in 
the case of the South Caucasus states, long embroiled in unre-
solved civil and interstate conflicts, have introduced them for 
the first time. The ongoing process of revision or redefinition of 
national defense priorities undoubtedly reflects both changes in 
the international climate and the evolution of global security con-
ventions as well as domestic political debates. Yet, a particularly 
noteworthy feature of these documents is their increasing identi-
fication of non-traditional or “soft” threats linking both internal 
and external domains alongside conventional military contingen-
cies across post-Soviet countries. On one hand, this development 
may simply signify the growing recognition of the potential dan-
gers posed by hostile non-state actors and forces since the 1990s, 
an established international norm in the post-9/11 era. Earlier 
studies have attributed this broadening awareness to a range of 
factors, including: the possible impact of issues such as environ-
mental degradation and organized crime on internal and regional 
stability in Central Asia and the Caucasus; the urgent risks posed 
by the increasing flow of illegal drugs from the Southern Tier 
states into Russia and Europe; the formation of new “security 
complexes”; and the spillover of pathologies such as narcotics, 
illicit arms trade and terrorism across East-Central Europe, the 
Caucasus and Central Asia due to the disintegration of the former 
Soviet borders.1 These may have been compounded by the prev-
alence of interethnic tensions, dire socio-economic conditions 
and lack of preparation for natural disasters in some countries 
of the Caspian Sea region.2 The interconnected nature of domes-
tic and foreign threats and their negative impact upon national 
well-being is further demonstrated by the increase of HIV/AIDS 
infections, criminal cartels and drug and human trafficking in the 
Baltic and Slavic republics. In the Caucasus and Central Asian 
states, this threat matrix has been linked to the limited capacity 
to control territory and porous international boundaries, as well 

1 See Nancy Lubin, “New Threats in Central Asia and the Caucasus: An Old Story with a New Twist”, 
and Irina Zviagelskaya and Vitali Naumkin, “Non-Traditional Threats, Risks and Challenges in the 
Former Soviet South”,  in Rajan Menon, Yuri Fedorov and Gia Nodia eds. Russia, the Caucasus, and 
Central Asia: The 21st Century Security Environment, EastWest Institute, 1999, pp. 209, 244-1245; 
and Roy Allison, “Subregional Cooperation and Security in the CIS”, in Renata Dwan and Oleksandr 
Pavli︠ u︡k eds. Building Security in the New States of Eurasia: Subregional Cooperation in the Former 
Soviet Space, M.E. Sharpe, 2000, p. 171.
2 Hratch Tchirlingirian, “Key Security Issues in the Caspian Region”, in M. Sharpe and Agboluaje eds. 
Science and Society in the Face of the New Security Threats, IOS Press, 2006, pp. 51-53.

as the activity of transnational criminal groups.3

Yet, in the contemporary context, such innovations in defense 
policy are frequently associated with the expanding presence 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), as 
it ostensibly advances from its classical role as a U.S.-
dominated counterbalance to once-and-future Russian 
imposition on the Continent to a bona fide transnational 
security community—in effect, a direct auxiliary of the 
European Union (EU)—which promotes and protects the 
values of the Western liberal democracies.4 The logic of 
this premise links the implementation of NATO partner-
ships and structural reform programs in non-member and 
aspirant states to doctrinal objectives of comprehensive 
defense against the social, political, economic, environ-
mental and technological hazards that affect societies as 
a whole.5 Thus, within this view, military preparedness is 
equally directed toward the domestic concerns of insti-
tuting good governance and civil protection in transition-
al states. Some observers have posited an essential dis-
agreement between the strategic perspective adopted by 
Russia since the first Putin presidency, which prioritizes the pro-
tection of state interests and the legitimate use of force over new 
threats, and the globally-oriented strategy professed by Brussels, 
which does not recognize a division between “hard” and “soft” 
security issues.6 Yet ironically, rather than transcending Cold War 
legacies, such assertions about fundamental differences between 
3 Adil Baguirov and Jason E. Strakes, “Former Soviet Republics” in Karl DeRouen Jr. and Paul Bel-
lamy eds. International Security and the United States: an Encyclopedia, Vol. 1, Praeger Security 
International and Greenwood Publishing Group, 2008, p. 181.
4 See Corneliu Bjola, “NATO as a Factor of Security Community Building: Enlargement and Democ-
ratization in Central and Eastern Europe”, EAPC-NATO Individual Fellowship Final Report 1999-
2001; Michael C. Williams and Iver B. Neumann, “From alliance to security community: NATO, 
Russia and the power of identity”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 29 (2). 2000, pp. 
603-624; Sonia Lucarelli, “Final Report: Peace And Democracy: The Rediscovered Link: The EU, 
NATO and the European System of Liberal-Democratic Security Communities”, Research project 
funded by the NATO Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council Individual Research Fellowships – 2000-
2002 Programme; and Emanuel Adler, “The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of Prac-
tice, Self-Restraint, and NATO’s Post-Cold War Transformation”, European Journal of International 
Relations, vol. 14 no. 2, June 2008, pp. 195-230.
5 See NATO 2020: Assured Security; Dynamic Engagement, Analysis and Recommendations of the 
Group of Experts on A New Strategic Concept for NATO, 17 May 2010, pp. http://www.nato.int/
strategic-concept/expertsreport.pdf; and “Strategic Concept For the Defence and Security of The 
Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation”, Adopted by Heads of State and Government in 
Lisbon, 2010. http://www.nato.int/lisbon2010/strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf
6 Andrey Makarychev, Hard, Soft, or Human? Security Discourses in the EU, NATO, and Russia, 
PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo No. 129, 2010, pp. 1-5. http://www.ponarseurasia.org/sites/default/
files/policy-memos-pdf/pepm_129.pdf
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Russian and Euro-Atlantic security imperatives may con-
tribute to the burgeoning discourse of renewed opposi-
tion between incompatible worldviews or “civilizations” 
reminiscent of the bipolar era.7 This dilemma has been 
underscored in particular by the crisis that ensued in the 
Autonomous Republic of Crimea following the Ukraini-
an revolution of February-March 2014, which provoked 
the suspension of NATO-Russia relations, deployment 
of air forces, mobilization of troops, and plans for de-
fense upgrades and renewed deterrence postures among 
several member states. The occupation of the territory 
by Spetsnaz and other elite units and its subsequent an-
nexation via irregular referendum have been portrayed 
by various observers as the geopolitical fault line of a 
new Russian irredentism in Eastern Europe (buoyed by 
popular analogies to the Sudetenland and Anschluss strat-
egies pursued by Nazi Germany in 1938). However, these 
actions might be more accurately understood as an es-

sentially limited exercise utilizing elements of soft power, which 
exploited existing strategic levers such as popular support by the 
predominantly ethnic Russian population and networks of Dias-
pora and civil society organizations, the projection of influence 
by the previously established military and intelligence presence 
in the region (the Black Sea Fleet/Chernomorskiy Flot), and lin-
gering resentment over the reduction of Crimean political auton-
omy by Kiev since the late 1990s.8 In addition, they were mount-
ed in response to perceived non-military threats: in particular, 
an interim Ukrainian administration composed of center-right 
nationalists (All-Ukrainian Union “Fatherland”/Batkivshchyna) 
and former neo-fascists (All-Ukrainian Union “Freedom”/Svo-
boda and Right Sector/Pravyi Sektor) committed to a policy of 
ideological hostility toward “Russian imperialism” (including 
language and culture), which views European integration as syn-
onymous with zero-sum confrontation with Moscow.9

7 For a detailed analysis of this effect, see Eiki Berg And Martin Mölder, Janus-Faced Human Se-
curity Discourse: EU and Russia Talking Past Each Other in Kosovo and the Caucasus?, Centre 
for EU-Russia Studies (CEURUS) EU-Russia Paper, May 2012. http://ceurus.ut.ee/wp-content/up-
loads/2011/06/EU-Russia-Papers-4.pdf
8 Yelena Osipova, “‘Russification’ of ‘Soft Power’: Transformation of a Concept”, Paper prepared 
for the 55th International Studies Association Annual Convention, Toronto, Canada, March 26-29, 
2014, pp. 27-31.
9 See Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, Report on the human rights 
situation in Ukraine, 15 April 2014, Paragraph 4 and 67. http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Countries/

Further, such strong characterizations of an inherently progres-
sive or “postmodern” European security doctrine beg the ques-
tion of whether the EU and NATO share a wholly unified agenda 
concerning soft security, as well as the extent to which non-tra-
ditional threats are manifest in current NATO logistics, training 
and force structures, especially in regard to the issue of contin-
ued “double enlargement”. It was only in August 2010 that the 
Emerging Security Challenges Division (ESCD) was established 
within the International/Military Staff, which comprises four 
previously existing divisions and units responsible for counter-
terrorism, cyber defence, energy security and strategic analysis, 
and the Weapons of Mass Destruction Non-Proliferation Centre 
(WMDC), which was originally founded in 2000.10 In contrast, 
given its lack of experience or mandate as an independent secu-
rity provider, the EU’s approach to these issues has reflected a 
lacuna in equivalent internal restructuring needed to address dif-
ferent types of emerging threats, limited pooling of resources and 
difficulties in achieving cohesive policy implementation among 
decision-making bodies and governments of member states.11 
Secondly, the introduction of ESCD has invoked concerns about 
whether a coordinated response to future non-military attacks 
affecting an individual state can be subsumed under the core 
NATO doctrine of collective defense, or if it outstrips its func-
tion as a conventional military alliance. The latter concerns are 
based on the structural transformations necessary to implement 
non-military measures, including building partnerships with 
a wider range of actors such as international institutions, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and private firms.12 Perhaps 
the most relevant NATO administrative structure concerned with 
non-conventional threats specific to the former Soviet area (in-
cluding joint cooperation councils with Russia and Ukraine) is 
the Science for Peace and Security (SPS) Programme, which was 
consolidated into a single Committee staffed by civilian scien-
tists and experts from partner countries in 2006, but placed under 

UA/Ukraine_Report_15April2014.doc
10 ISIS Europe Briefing Note: “NATO’s new division: A serious look at ‘emerging security chal-
lenges’ or an attempt at shoring up relevance and credibility?”, No. 51, September 2010. 
11 Myrto Hatzigeorgopoulos, “The EU, NATO and Emerging Security Challenges in 2012”, ISI Eu-
rope European Security Review 54, May 2012, pp. 3-4. http://www.isis-europe.eu/sites/default/files/
publications-downloads/esr54-EU-NATOemergingchallenges-May%202012%20MH.pdf
12 Paul Shulte, Globalized Risks, Transformative Vision, and Predictable Problems, EDAM Cen-
tre for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies, Carnegie Europe. http://carnegieendowment.org/files/
Schulte_Brief.pdf
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the jurisdiction of ESCD after initially being discontinued in No-
vember 2010.13 

In addition, it is necessary to consider the diverse range of motives 
and preferences for cooperation with or membership in NATO, 
which, despite the assumptions of the “transitology” paradigm 
of the early 1990s or popular narratives of former communist 
states perennially gravitating toward Western institutions to es-
cape from Russian influence, have varied widely both within and 
across the post-Soviet space.14 For instance, all fourteen republics 
joined the former North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) 
in 1992, followed by the Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme 
initiated in 1994 (save for Tajikistan, where civil war and its af-
termath delayed participation until 2002). This has included even 
Turkmenistan, which aside from the recent diplomatic opening 
pursued by current president Gurbanguly Berdymukhammedov 
(as exemplified by his attendance of the 2008 NATO Summit 
in Bucharest), has adhered to the isolationist policy of “posi-
tive neutrality” (baky bitaraplyk); and Alyaksandr Lukashenka’s 
Belarus, despite its pursuit of formal integration with the Rus-
sian Federation via the Union State since 1997, and commitment 
to the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and its 
Rapid Reaction Force in 2002 and 2009. Similarly, Azerbaijan, 
is often characterized by observers as an “ally” of the U.S. and 
its security partners and has periodically voiced aspirations for 
deepening relations with NATO in its public diplomacy, while 
adhering to the  “balanced foreign policy” principle of abstaining 
from formal alliances in favor of multiple flexible partnerships 
with regional and global powers.

Thirdly, there is a need to identify the actual intent behind the 
designation of new threat types by national leaders and defense 
establishments. Regional analyst Richard Giragosian has sug-
gested that the regular formulation and public dissemination 
of a guiding concept of national security was first introduced 
as a practice by the U.S. government during the late stages of 

13 Science for Peace and Security (SPS). North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), “Historical 
Context”, 31-May-2011.  http://www.nato.int/science/about_sps/historical.htm
14 See Ella Ackerman and Tracey German, “From Soviet bloc to democratic security building?”, in 
Graeme P. Herd and Jennifer D.P. Moroney eds. Security Dynamics in the former Soviet Bloc, Rout-
ledgeCurzon, 2003, pp. 3-14; and Tedo Japaridze and Ilia Roubanis, “Independence, Democracy And 
The Russian Taboo: A Comparative Perspective”, in Diba Nigâr Göksel and Zaur Shiriyev eds. The 
Geopolitical Scene of the Caucasus: A Decade of Perspectives, 2013, pp. 96-97.

the Cold War, and thus represents the institutionalization of a 
security policy and planning process which has been lacking in 
still-democratizing states such as Armenia.15  To be sure, while in 
some states the drafting of such documents is a collective effort 
that includes deliberation within legislatures or input from public 
interest groups, in others they are formulated solely at elite levels 
and are not publicly distributed. Thus, there is a possibility that 
like other forms of domestic legislation pertaining to issues such 
as electoral processes or human rights, the formal acknowledge-
ment of soft threats by certain post-Soviet governments reflects 
a strategy of seeking to acquire greater international legitimacy 
as well as attracting moral and material support from Western 
powers. Additionally, responses to certain non-state threats such 
as religious extremism, terrorist groups or interdiction of WMDs 
tend to manifest themselves in conventional counterforce opera-
tions. This puts little pressure on national militaries to introduce 
new tactical approaches—or for that matter, security sector re-
form—despite their titular “soft” status. Most importantly, in 
certain domestic political settings, particularly in Central Asia, 
the need to mount responses to soft threats may be interpreted in 
more traditional Soviet-era terms, in which governments priori-
tize the preservation of stability and the protection of incumbent 
elites from political opposition and popular unrest. 

In sum, these caveats suggest that rather than representing the in-
evitable inclusion of the erstwhile Russian/Soviet imperium into 
a liberal, post-national order, official definitions of new threats 
might be better recognized as either an expression of sovereignty 
by post-Soviet nations as they reach maturity as independent se-
curity actors, or, for those states which maintain an accommoda-
tive rather than antagonistic relationship with the Russian Feder-
ation and its subsidiary regional organizations (CIS, CSTO, SCO 
and EurAsEC), a distinctive Eurasian approach  to security that 
does not recognize the hegemonic assumption of a global leader-
ship role by Western institutions.16 These conditions indicate the 
need to address several empirical questions. First, what correla-
tion, if any, exists between the bilateral relations of NATO and 

15 Richard Giragosian, Toward a New Concept of Armenian National Security, Armenian Interna-
tional Policy Research Group Working Paper No. 05/07, January 2005, p. 12. http://www.aiprg.net/
UserFiles/File/wp/jan2005/WP0507.pdf 
16 Roy Allison “Virtual regionalism, regional structures and regime security in Central Asia”, Central 
Asian Survey, 27 (2). 2008, pp. 185-202.
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post-Soviet states, and the identification of soft threats in their 
national security doctrines? To what extent do NATO policies 
account for the introduction of new threats in updated versions 
of strategic documents? How do these patterns compare across 
different subregions of the former Soviet Union, and between 
individual countries within those subregions? 

The following section presents a comparative content analysis of 
the recognition of soft threats in the national security concepts of 
states in four geographic subregions: the Baltic States, East Eu-
rope/the Slavic Republics, the South Caucasus and Central Asia. 
It relies upon several data sources, including publicly available 
foreign and security policy documents, government websites, 
and secondary literature. The historical trends of each state’s 
admission to the respective levels of NATO integration and the 
identification of threat types are assessed in order to draw ten-
tative conclusions concerning to what extent they represent the 
direct influence of NATO non-traditional security initiatives, the  
indirect influence of bilateral security assistance policies or the 
pursuit of more independent definitions of national or Eurasian 
security as an alternative to common presumptions of a renewed 
opposition between Europe and Russia in the “near abroad”. 

Analysis and Interpretation

The four tables presented below present a summary of three types 
of data. The first column contains a chronology of each state’s 
bilateral relations with NATO since independence, including the 
year of accession to partnership instruments and programs and 
the specific policies implemented. The second presents a com-
plementary timeline of the introduction of new threat types in 
successive versions of the national security concept, and the third 
indicates the estimated  level of influence of  NATO policies and 
structures on the evolution of soft security perceptions in each 
republic. 

The Baltic States 

As the first post-Soviet states to apply for NATO member-
ship and the first to achieve accession in 2004, the Baltic 
republics would presumably serve as a “test group” for 
determining the impact of bilateral relations with Brus-
sels on regional soft security doctrines. The lack of in-
heritance of Soviet-era military forces would also seem 
to position them for the direct transmission of defense 
policy innovations in a newly united Europe. Yet, the 
first strategy documents produced by the governments 
of Estonia (1996), Lithuania (1996) and Latvia (1997) 
respectively were distinguished by their almost exclusive 
emphasis on traditional threats to their territorial sover-
eignty and national independence from Russia.17 The concern 
about the perpetuation of hostile Cold War defense postures and 
potential commitment to a future confrontation with Moscow 
initially discouraged NATO representatives from offering mem-
bership during the first decade of independence, thus delaying 
their accession until the second post-Cold War enlargement in 
2004.18 The first example of new threat conceptions among Bal-
tic governments was the adoption of Huntington’s “clash of civi-
lizations” thesis by the Estonian foreign policy establishment, 
which downplayed Russian aggression in favor of cultural ex-
planations for security deficits. On the other hand, the Baltics are 
widely recognized for their role in introducing cyber defense as 
a major feature of contemporary European security doctrines, as 
confirmed by the denial of service and spamming attacks orches-
trated by unidentified actors in Estonia during April 2007. These 
events resulted in the establishment of the NATO Cooperative 
Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (NATO CDC COE) in Tal-
linn in May 2008.

17 Grazina Miniotaite, “The Baltic States: In Search of Security and Identity”, in Charles Krupnick ed. 
Almost NATO: Partners and Players in Central and Eastern European Securit,y Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 2003, pp. 269-272.
18 Frank Möller, Thinking Peaceful Change: Baltic Security Policies and Security Community Build-
ing, Syracuse University Press, 2007, pp. 158-160.

As the first post-Soviet 
states to apply for NATO 
membership and the first 
to achieve accession in 
2004, the Baltic republics 
would presumably serve 
as a “test group” for 
determining the impact 
of bilateral relations with 
Brussels on regional soft 
security doctrines. 
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Table 1. NATO Policies and Soft Threat Perceptions in the Baltic 
States19

Country Relationship 
with NATO

Soft Threat Types 
included in National 
Security Concept

Level of 
Influence

Lithuania 1994: PfP
1995:  PfP Planning 
and Review Process 
(PARP)
1999: Membership 
Action Plan (MAP)
2004: Accession to 
membership

1996: None
2002: International  terrorism 
Political extremism
Energy dependence
Uneven social and economic 
development
Corruption
Organized and financial crime 
groups
Uncontrolled migration

Moderate

Latvia 1994: PfP
1995:  PfP Planning 
and Review Process 
(PARP)
1999: Membership 
Action Plan (MAP)
2004: Accession to 
membership

1997:Tthreats to ecological 
sphere
2002:Terrorism
2008: illegal trade
of strategically important goods
Distribution of narcotic and 
psychotropic substances

Moderate

Estonia 1994: PfP
1995::  PfP Planning 
and Review Process 
(PARP)
1999: Membership 
Action Plan (MAP)
2004: Accession to 
membership 
2008: Cooperative 
Cyber Defence 
Centre of 
Excellence (NATO 
CDC COE)

1996:None
2001:  Clash of civilizations
Nuclear catastrophes
Refugee flows
Crime
Substance abuse
Narcotics and arms smuggling
2004: Drug addiction, 
alcoholism, HIV/AIDS
Fires and explosions, transport, 
radiation, and chemical 
accidents
Energy dependence
Instability/breakdown of 
information systems
2008: Cyber attacks
2010:Unfavorable population 
processes
Environmental pollution 
Financial crisis
Anti-Estonian subversive 
activity

Moderate

19 Sources: Ministry of Defence Republic of Latvia; Ministry of Foreign Affairs Republic of Latvia; 
Parliament of the Republic of Lithuania; Estonian Ministry of Defence

East Europe/Slavic Republics

Among the East European or “Western littoral” states, 
Ukraine has exhibited the most intense interaction with 
NATO since independence, having established five ad-
ministrative bodies governing bilateral relations be-
tween 1997 and 1999 alone. The civil emergency as-
sistance during the massive flood disaster that occurred 
in Kharkiv during June 1995 constituted the first major 
cooperation between Brussels and Kiev, while the NA-
TO-Ukraine Joint Working Group on Defence Reform 
(JWGDR) founded in 1998 has played a prominent role 
in advising on cyber security. The subsequent drafting of 
documents in direct consultation with NATO representa-
tives thus provides the clearest evidence of a causal link between 
variables. Conversely, Moldova has exhibited the most subdued 
soft security agenda in the region, due to internal debates sur-
rounding the maintenance of neutrality and the management of 
the Transnistria conflict up until the electoral unrest and resigna-
tion of President Vladimir Voronin in 2009. In contrast, while the 
Lukashenka government in Belarus has experienced an intermit-
tently antagonistic relationship with Brussels due to its domestic 
political conditions and adherence to a traditional doctrine of mu-
tually opposed alliances, this has not prevented the implementa-
tion of various SPS programs related to non-traditional security 
issues. Belarusian scientists have received grants for a total of 40 
projects related to flood monitoring, protection against residual 
radiation from the Chernobyl disaster and detection of explosive 
ordinance, while Moldova has received funds for 18 projects and 
participated in 65 activities including seismic risk reduction and 
river monitoring.  

Among the East European 
or “Western littoral” 
states, Ukraine has 
exhibited the most intense 
interaction with NATO 
since independence, 
having established five 
administrative bodies 
governing bilateral 
relations between 1997 
and 1999 alone. 
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Table 2. NATO Policies and Soft Threat Perceptions in East  
Europe/Slavic Republics20

Country Relationship 
with NATO

Soft Threat Types included in
National Security Concept

Level of 
Influence

Ukraine 1994: PfP
1997: Charter on Distinctive 
Partnership/NATO-Ukraine 
Commission (NUC)
1998: NATO-Ukraine Joint 
Working Group On Defence 
Reform (JWGDR)
1999: NATO Liaison Office
2000: Transcarpathia disaster 
response exercise 
2002: PfP Trust Fund Project 
for destruction of land mines 
2002: NATO-Ukraine Action 
Plan 
2005:Intensified Dialogue
2005: Joint Assistance 
disaster response exercise
2006: Ukraine-NATO 
Partnership Network for 
Civil Society Expertise 
Development
2009: Annual National 
Programme (ANP)
2010: NATO-Ukraine Expert 
Staff Talks on Cyber Defence 
2011: SPS Flood risk 
Monitoring system
2013: NUC agreement on 
project for neutralization 
of radioactive sources from 
former Soviet military sites

2003: Corruption and organized crime
Criminal activities and international terrorism
Use of nuclear weapons by terrorists
illegal arms imports, radioactive materials and 
illicit drugs
illegal paramilitary organisations 
Ethnic separatism 
Proliferation and supply of weapons of mass 
destruction
Illegal migration
Ethnic and religious extremism
Separatist trends and movements  
Significant reduction in GDP, investments and 
innovation of scientific and technological research 
development
Weakening of state regulation and control in market 
economics
Insufficient economic growth and related 
infrastructure deficits
Critical national economy dependence on external 
markets and a low rate of internal market expansion
 Critical levels of internal and external State debts 
and borrowing Alarming growth in foreign capital 
share holdings in the hub industries of the local 
economy
Critical food quotas and supply for the population
Ineffective use of fuel and energy resources
Black or shadow Economy
Deterioration of public health through spread of drug 
abuse, alcoholism, and social disease
Aggravation of the demographic crisis
“Brain drain” of highly skilled manpower;
Ecological and environmental damage
Cyber crime and terrorism
2007:Internal political divisions
Government ineffectiveness 
Energy dependence 
Transborder crime
2012: World economic crisis
Increased competition for resources
Excessive human pressure on environment
High level of corruption 
Lack of confidence in judicial system  
Dependence of internal market on external 
conditions, smuggling and monopoly 
Low technological level of the economy 
Inefficient use of budget  
Extra dependence on energy imports 
Insufficient use of energy transit potential of the 
state
Spread of social ills, including drug addiction, 
alcoholism, tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS epidemics 
infectious diseases 
Decrease in population and shortening in labor and 
small wages  
Irrational use of natural resources  
Technological overload of the environment and 
pollution

High/
Moderate

20 Sources: North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Partners; Philipp Fluri, Marcin Koziel, and An-
dri Yermolaiev eds. The Security Sector Legislation of Ukraine. Second Edition. Сenter for Аrmy, 
Сonversion and Disarmament Studies, Kyiv, 2013

Belarus 1995: PfP
2004: PfP Planning and 
Review Process (PARP)
2007: PfP Trust Fund Project 
for destruction of anti-
personnel landmines
2011: SPS Flood risk 
monitoring system

1995: Not publicly available
2001: Crime, contraband and other illegal activity of 
the organized groups
 illegal spread of armaments, ammunition, drugs, 
psychotropic and other substances 
Potential emergence and provocative activity of 
extremist organizations
Human trafficking and sexual abuse 
2010: Challenges to sustainable development 
Negative demographic trends 
Shortage of scientific and technology resources

Low/
Moderate

Moldova 1994: PfP
1997: PfP Planning and 
Review Process (PARP)
2006:  Individual Partnership 
Action Plan (IPAP)
2009: SPS/Centre of 
Excellence for Defence 
Against Terrorism Cyber 
threat training course
2011: Euro-Atlantic Disaster 
Response  Coordination 
Centre (EADRCC) Codrii 
exercise 

1995: Attempts against constitutional order
 Provocation of social unrest
 Reduction of economic, technological and defensive 
capabilities 
Domestic terrorism
2008: International terrorism, inter-ethnic tensions, 
organized crime, natural disasters, social, economic 
and information-technology threats

Low/
Moderate

South Caucasus

The three independent republics of the South Caucasus have the 
distinction of being the last of the former Soviet states to produce 
formal national security concept documents: Georgia in 2005, and 
Armenia and Azerbaijan in January and May 2007 respectively. 
This notable delay is generally attributed to the crisis of national 
security fostered by the unresolved status of the Abkhazia, South 
Ossetia and Nagorno-Karabakh conflicts in all three states.21 Only 
one, Georgia, has produced an updated version (approved by Par-
liament on 23 December 2011; publicly released in January 2012), 
largely as a result of the 2008 South Ossetia War. The addition of 
new threat types such as cyber attacks might be attributed to the SPS 
conference hosted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs the previous 
summer. Georgia also has the distinction of being the only former 
Soviet state to identify the destruction of monuments as a security 
issue. SPS has also provided financing to implement 38 projects on 
environmental security, crisis management and counterterrorism in 
Armenia, 30 in Azerbaijan, and several more in Georgia. The ex-
tended period of preceding NATO interactions with the region may 
therefore have contributed to a reverse effect, whereby the inclu-
sion of more distinctive types of soft threats in national doctrines 
reflects the intent to solidify further Allied assistance and support.  

21Teymur Huseyinov, “Towards Crafting A National Security Doctrine In Azerbaijan”, CACI Analyst, 
03/26/2003. http://www.cacianalyst.org/publications/analytical-articles/item/7905-analytical-articles-
caci-analyst-2003-3-26-art-7905.html
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Table 3. NATO Policies and Soft Threat Perceptions in the South 
Caucasus

Country Relationship 
with NATO

Soft Threat Types 
included in National 
Security Concept

Level of 
Influence

Azerbaijan 1994: PfP 
1997: PfP Planning and Review 
Process (PARP)
2005: Individual Partnership 
Action Plan (IPAP) 
2006: PfP Trust Fund Project to 
clear unexploded ordinance
2008: Conclusion of SPS 
Mélange Project
2008: 2nd IPAP
2011: Conclusion of SPS 
unexploded ordinance project
2011: 3rd IPAP

2007: Separatism, ethnic, 
political and religious 
extremism 
Terrorism and proliferation 
of WMDs
Regional conflicts and 
transnational organized 
crime
Sabotage of energy 
infrastructure 
External political, military 
or economic dependence
Economic destabilization
Inadequate professional 
human resources
Environmental challenges

Moderate

Armenia 1994: PfP 
2002: PfP Planning and Review 
Process (PARP)
2005: Individual Partnership 
Action Plan (IPAP)
2010: EADRCC civil 
emergency  exercise
2011: National Disaster 
Observatory and Crisis 
Management Situation Centre

2007: Terrorism and 
transnational crime 
Energy dependence 
Isolation from regional 
projects 
Decline of national 
and cultural identity in 
Diaspora
Epidemics and natural 
disasters
Insufficiency of political 
system
Insufficiency of 
Polarization
Urbanization
Negative demographic 
trends

Low/
Moderate

Georgia 1994: PfP 
1999: PfP Planning and Review 
Process (PARP)
2003: PfP Trust Fund Project 
on demilitarization of missiles
2004: Individual Partnership 
Action Plan (IPAP)
2006: Intensified Dialogue
2008: NATO-Georgia 
Commission
2010: NATO Liaison Office

2005: Contraband and  
transnational organized 
crime 
Corruption
Inefficient public 
administration
Deterioration of natural 
environment
Energy dependence
2012: 
Cyber attacks 
Low economic growth
Challenges to civic 
integration
Destruction or damage 
of cultural heritage 
monuments

Moderate

Central Asia

Since the post-9/11 era, the five Central Asian republics 
have become the frontier of Euro-Atlantic security in 
what was once exclusively the Russian sphere of influ-
ence. Regional governments have granted essential lo-
gistical support via basing, transit and overflight rights to 
facilitate NATO International Security Assistance Force 
(ISAF) operations in Afghanistan, followed by their par-
ticipation in the Northern Distribution Network since 
2009. Yet, it is noteworthy that countries such as Uzbekistan and 
Kazakhstan were among the first post-Soviet states to refer to 
non-traditional security issues as threats in formal legislation, al-
though the earliest laws were circulated within the presidential 
administration and defense establishments and were not publicly 
released. While the first Concept ratified by the Uzbek Supreme 
Assembly (Oly Majlis) in 1997 emphasized external threats ema-
nating from the Afghan and Tajik civil wars, the Indo-Pakistani 
rivalry and competition for influence by regional powers, it was 
among the first to identify the export of Islamic extremism and 
illicit weapons from outside the country’s borders, several years 
before the Tashkent bombings of 1999.22  As such, various ob-
servers have noted the emphasis of NATO security assistance in 
the region has been on increasing the technical capacity of exist-
ing military and police forces to conduct counterterror or inter-
diction operations, rather than restructuring them in accordance 
with “soft” security norms.23 However, SPS has also provided 
financing to implement a total of 20 projects related to environ-
mental security, counter-terrorism and cyber defense in Kazakh-
stan, and 8 in Turkmenistan, while civilian scientists have led 49 
related activities in Kyrgyzstan. 

22 Marina Pikulina, Uzbekistan in the Mirror of Military Security: A Historical Preface to Current 
Events, Conflict Studies Research Centre, November 1999, p. 4. http://www.da.mod.uk/colleges/arag/
document-listings/ca/K27
23 Jos Boonstra, Erica Marat and Vera Axyonova, Security Sector Reform in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan 
and Tajikistan: What Role for Europe?, EUCAM Working Paper No. 14, pp. 14-17. http://www.fride.
org/download/EUCAM_WP14_SSR_Kazakhstan_Kyrgyzstan_Tajikistan.pdf

Since the post-9/11 era, 
the five Central Asian 
republics have become the 
frontier of Euro-Atlantic 
security in what was once 
exclusively the Russian 
sphere of influence. 
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Table 4. NATO Policies and Soft Threat Perceptions in Central 
Asia

Country Relationship with 
NATO

Soft Threat Types included in
National Security Concept

Level of 
Influence

Kazakhstan 1994: PfP 
2002:  PfP Planning and 
Review Process (PARP)
2003: Steppe Eagle 
counterterrorism  
exercise
2007: IPAP
Euro-Atlantic Disaster 
Response Coordination 
Centre (EADRCC). 
ZHETYSU 2009 field 
exercise 

1998: Political extremism  Environmental 
degradation and natural and man-made 
disasters 
Damage to economic security 
Deterioration of the demographic situation 
Deterioration in the quality of education
Deterioration of food security
2012:  Loss of cultural and spiritual 
heritage 
Ethnic and religious tensions 
Organized crime 
Corruption 
Uncontrolled migration 
Dissemination of unreliable information 
Weakening of protection of information 
space 

Moderate

Kyrgyzstan 1994: PfP 
2006: EADRCC aid 
program for heavy 
snowfall
2007: Planning and 
Review Process (PARP)
2008: SPS training 
course “Use of Force in 
Countering Terrorism”
2010: SPS training 
program in cyber 
security

2009:  International terrorism
Separatism
Religious extremism
Drug trafficking and organized crime
Environmental risks
Proliferation of WMD
2012: International drug trafficking 
Water and energy problems
Demographic problems
Increasing separatist tendencies
 Interethnic animosities, ethno-
regionalism and provincialism in social 
relations 
Deterioration in public education, ethics 
and culture
 Greater influence of nontraditional 
religious sects in social life
Demographic challenges Unregulated 
external and domestic migration 
Ineffective system of government 
Critical economic climate and energy 
supply vulnerability 
Growth of the gray economy and 
corruption 
Crime, drug addiction, alcoholism and 
unemployment 
Underdeveloped information technology 
and a poorly protected information space; 
Ecosystem degradation, exhaustion 
and unsustainable utilization of natural 
resources
Ineffective early warning and response 
system for natural and man-made 
emergencies

Moderate

Tajikistan 2002: PfP 
2006: NATO-Russia 
Council (NRC) Project 
on Counter-Narcotics 
Training
2010: SPS training 
program in cyber 
security

Not publicly available Low

Turkmenistan 1994: PfP 
1995: Individual 
Partnership Programme 
(IPP)
2007: NATO-Russia 
Council (NRC) Project 
on Counter-Narcotics 
Training
2009: NATO seminar 
on civil emergency 
planning

Not publicly available Low

Uzbekistan 1994: PfP 
1996: Individual 
Partnership Programme 
(IPP)
1996: PfP Status of 
Forces Agreement 
(SOFA)
2003: EADRCC 
Ferghana 2003 disaster 
relief exercise
2008: Science for Peace 
and Security (SPS) 
Programme  mélange 
conversion project
NATO-Russia Council 
(NRC) Project on 
Counter-Narcotics 
Training

1997:  Islamic extremism
1999: Political extremism Terrorism 
Organized crime of a trans-national 
character
Illegal arms and drug trafficking 
Migration
Environmental damage
:

Low

Conclusion

This overview of the mutual evolution of soft security strate-
gies between NATO and its Eastern partners reveals a significant 
number of contrasts that call into question common generaliza-
tions about changing security doctrines in the post-Soviet space. 
First, while the Baltic States would seem to represent a natural 
laboratory for the evolution of post-Cold War European security 
doctrines, the maintenance of fundamental perceptions of pos-
sible future Russian challenges to sovereignty—most recently 
exemplified by their governments’ insistence on a renewed com-
mitment to collective defense by the U.S. under Article 5 of the 
NATO Charter during the 2014 Crimea crisis—delayed the rec-
ognition of soft threats until after the turn of the century, when 
they assumed a leading role in institutionalizing cyber defense. 
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While the exemplary level of interaction between NATO and 
Ukraine has likely influenced its extensive adoption of soft se-
curity perspectives since 2003, Belarus and Moldova have ex-
hibited more limited and independent definitions of soft threats 
given their contrasting foreign and domestic policies. In the 
South Caucasus, the delay in formalization of security doctrines, 
combined with Azerbaijan’s adherence to independent foreign 
and defense policies, Armenia’s CSTO membership, and Geor-
gia’s delayed membership aspirations have fostered a strategic 
approach in which the identification of soft threats is designed 
to attract further Western support, while also reflecting concerns 
around national identity. Lastly, it is the Central Asian republics 
that have led the introduction of non-traditional threats into offi-
cial doctrines, despite being farthest afield from the influence and 
policy agendas of Continental security institutions.

* Bakhtiyar Aslanbeyli is a lecturer in Energy Policy at Baku State University and a well-known energy expert who has 
worked as a consultant for various energy firms, in first place British Petroleum (BP) in Baku, Azerbaijan.

Bakhtiyar Aslanbayli*

NATO’s Possible Role in the 
Protection of Critical Energy 
Infrastructure in Azerbaijan

After regaining its independence following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Azer-
baijan started to implement an independent oil and gas strategy in the 1990s, 
which led to significant volumes of international investment flowing into the oil 
and gas sector.  As a result of those investments along with close cooperation with 
international oil companies, Azerbaijan managed to build up substantial state energy 
infrastructure. In parallel, significant oil and gas transit infrastructure has been de-
veloped in neighboring Georgia. The Azerbaijan-Georgia energy corridor is critical not 
only for Baku and Tbilisi and the South Caucasus and Caspian regions, but also for 
Europe, which is host to the majority of the final consumers of Azerbaijan’s energy 
resources. Therefore, assuring the security of that energy infrastructure becomes 
even more important. 

Clearly, the protection of critical energy infrastructure is the responsibility of host 
countries; in line with this duty, Azerbaijan is doing its best to neutralize current se-
curity threats.  In this vein, raising security relations with NATO to a higher level can 
improve the security of critical energy infrastructure in the South Caucasus.  Based 
on an agreement between NATO and partner countries in the South Caucasus (i.e. 
Azerbaijan and Georgia), the proposed “Article 4.5” format can enable higher-level 
security relations. This article analyzes the possible positive implications of that new 
format for the protection of existing energy infrastructure in Azerbaijan, which is 
critical for European energy security.
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The major elements 
of critical energy 
infrastructure of the region 
are located in Azerbaijan.
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Azerbaijan is one of the world’s oldest oil producers and 
Baku, its capital, has long been known as a historic site for 

oil.  The first oil well in the world was drilled in Baku in 1847 
at Bibiheybat oil field under the direction and initiation of Rus-
sian engineer Semenov, using a primitive percussion drilling 
mechanism. It was not until eleven years later that the first oil 
well in America was drilled in Pennsylvania.1  Oil turned Baku 
into a center of world oil commerce and enabled it to exert ma-
jor influence on the entire Caucasian economic development. In 
1897-1907, the largest pipeline in the world at that time was built 
from Baku to Batumi on the Black Sea Coast, a distance of 883 
kilometres.2

During the course of the 20th century, oil played a central role in 
Azerbaijan’s political and economic life.  In 1900, Azerbaijan 
produced more than half of the world’s oil (11.4 million tons).  
About 80 percent of oil production during World War II in former 
USSR was made in Baku (peak production – 23.5 million tons in 
1941).  However, oil production subsequently declined sharply, 
starting from the 1950s.  

Since it regained independence in 1990, Azerbaijan has imple-
mented an independent oil and gas policy, which has led to an 
extraordinary amount of international investment flowing into 
the oil and gas sector.  As a result of those investments and close 
cooperation with international oil companies Azerbaijan has suc-
cessfully built up substantial state energy infrastructure.  

Today, Azerbaijan is a key part of EU’s proposed Southern Gas 
Corridor. Top-level energy infrastructure is critical not only for 
country itself and the South Caucasus and Caspian regions, but 
also for Europe, host to the majority of the final consumers. 

Critical Energy Infrastructure in Azerbaijan 

The major elements of critical energy infrastructure of the region 
are located in Azerbaijan. The largest oilfield in the Azerbaijan 
sector of the Caspian Sea is the Azeri-Chirag-Deepwater Gu-
nashli oilfield (ACG), where production has been ongoing since 
1997. In 2012, annual production from ACG was 242.5 million 

1 A Ciarreta and Sh. Nasirov,  Analysis of Azerbaijan Oil and Gas Sector, 2010, Baku

2 N. Aliyev, The History of Oil in Azerbaijan, Azerbaijan International, 1994, Summer, 22-27 

barrels (an average of 664,400 barrels per day).  In addi-
tion, approximately 3.4 billion standard cubic metres of 
associated gas was also produced that year. In total, ACG 
produced 2.1 billion barrels of oil from 1997 to the end 
of 2012. 3

The Shah Deniz gas field (SD), the largest gas field in Azerbai-
jan, was discovered in 1999. SD is geologically challenging, 
with a reservoir thickness of more than 1,000 metres and is 22km 
long. The field lies beneath water depths ranging from 50-600 
metres.  Production began in 2006. In 2012, SD produced about 
7.73 billion standard cubic metres of gas and around 16.1 million 
barrels of condensate from four wells.  Between the beginning of 
SD production in late 2006 until the end of 2012, approximately 
37.6 billion standard cubic metres of gas, and 80 million barrels 
of condensate have been exported to the markets.

December 17 2013 saw the final investment decision on further 
development of the SD and the expansion of South Caucasus 
Pipeline (SCP) through Azerbaijan and Georgia, with total pro-
jected costs of around 28 billion USD. This decision triggered 
plans to construct the Trans Anatolian Gas Pipeline (TANAP) 
across Turkey and the Trans Adriatic Pipeline (TAP) across 
Greece, Albania and into Italy. Together these projects, along 
with gas transmission infrastructure to Bulgaria, will create a 
new Southern Gas Corridor to Europe. An additional 16 billion 
cubic metres per year of gas produced from SD will be carried 
some 3,500 km to provide energy for millions of consumers in 
Turkey, Greece, Bulgaria, Italy and countries in Europe. The first 
shipment of gas is targeted for late 2018; first deliveries to Eu-
rope will follow in 2019.4 These huge projects will be imple-
mented by 11 companies representing 10 countries, representing 
one of the largest and most complex endeavors undertaken by the 
global oil and gas industry to date.

Both ACG and SD are connected via offshore and onshore pipe-
line systems to the Sangachal Terminal, one of the biggest ter-
minals in the world. Sangachal Terminal is a hub where offshore 
oil and gas is processed prior to export. The terminal includes 

3 BP in Azerbaijan Sustainability Report, 2012.p.10.
4 Shah Deniz Final Investment Decision Paves Way for Southern Corridor Gas Link with Europe, 
BP Press Release, 17 December 2013).
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oil and gas processing facilities, and has a processing capacity 
of 1.1 million barrels of oil per day and 36.8 million standard 
cubic meters of gas per day. Its maximum storage capacity is 
about 4 million barrels, with working storage capacity of about 
3.2 million barrels of oil.  It is designed to treat production from 
all assets in the Caspian basin and has room for expansion. The 
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline, the South Caucasus gas pipe-
line and the Western Route Export oil pipeline all start here.  In 
2012, the terminal exported about 282.9 million barrels of oil. In 
2012, the terminal exported approximately 21.1 million standard 
cubic meters of SD gas per day.5

In addition to the ACG and SD fields, the critical ener-
gy infrastructure of Azerbaijan also includes a few less 
productive onshore oil fields, as well as two offshore 
gas fields (Umid and Absheron) with significant proven 
gas reserves, though these are still at the pre-exploration 
phase.  Another significant element of the energy infra-
structure is the existing pipeline system to export the oil 
and gas reserves of the Caspian Sea to international mar-
kets. 

The Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline (1768km) car-
ries oil from ACG and condensate from SD across Azer-
baijan, Georgia and Turkey. In addition, crude oil from 

Turkmenistan is transported via the link. In the past the pipe-
line was also used to transport crude oil from Tengiz field in Ka-
zakhstan.  The BTC pipeline connects Sangachal Terminal on 
the shores of the Caspian Sea to Ceyhan marine terminal on the 
Turkish Mediterranean coast.  By the end of 2012, 2061 tank-
ers had been loaded at Ceyhan since the BTC’s opening in June 
2006. During this period around 1588 million barrels of crude oil 
were transported to world markets. The transport capacity of the 
pipeline is 1.2 million barrels per day.6 

The SCP has been operational since late 2006 and delivers gas 
from Sangachal Terminal to the Georgia-Turkey border. During 
2012, SCP’s daily average throughput was 11.1 million cubic 
meters of gas or about 68,000 barrels of oil equivalent per day.7

5 BP in Azerbaijan Sustainability Report, 2012, p.11.
6 Ibid, p.13.
7 BP in Azerbaijan Sustainability Report, 2012, p.13.

Potential Threat to Critical Energy Infrastructure in the Region

With its existing energy infrastructure and growing energy poten-
tial, Azerbaijan is playing an increasingly significant role in en-
ergy supply to the Euro-Atlantic region.  Today Azerbaijan pro-
duces 1.3 percent of global oil (BP Statistical Review of World 
Energy, 2011). These oil volumes are transported via Azerbaijan 
and Georgia to the Mediterranean cost of Turkey and onwards to 
the international markets. Any potential attack on any component 
of the infrastructure (either to the oil platforms, or terminal, or 
any part of the pipeline in one of the three countries mentioned) 
could disrupt oil supplies to the markets at the capacity of 1.3 
percent of global production for an uncertain period (subject to 
the scale of potential damage).  The impact on oil prices would 
likely be huge. 

The Caspian’s natural gas supply brings further attention to the 
region.  The above mentioned energy infrastructure will be in-
creased with the launch of SD Full Field Development (or SD 
Stage 2).  This is one of the largest gas development projects 
in the world.  Plans for the project include 2 new offshore plat-
forms, 26 subsea wells to be drilled with 2 semi-submersible 
rigs, 500km of subsea pipelines built at water depths of up to 
550m, additional export capacity in Azerbaijan and Georgia and 
expansion of the Sangachal Terminal.8  All of this will increase 
gas supply and energy security in European markets through the 
opening of the new Southern Gas Corridor. The project is ex-
pected to add a further 16 billion standard cubic meters per year 
of gas production to the approximately 9 billion standard cubic 
meters per year from SD Stage 1. 

Observers generally agree that the threat of a terrorist at-
tack targeting energy infrastructure is a reality.  Energy 
infrastructures are an attractive target for terrorists. Sev-
eral groups have already indicated their intention and 
demonstrated their capability to conduct such attacks: 

•	 In an audio message from December 2004, an Al 
Qaeda leader explicitly called for attacks in the Gulf 
region and in the Caspian Sea (NATO Parliamentary As-
sembly, 2008).  

8 BP in Azerbaijan Sustainability Report, 2012, p.10.
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•	 In Turkey, the PKK terrorist group has also stated its inten-
tion to target economic interests, and has claimed responsi-
bility for several incidents involving energy infrastructure.  
In August 2008 there was an explosion at a valve station on 
the Turkish portion of the BTC pipeline, which forced the 
pipeline to be shut down for over two weeks. Some experts 
had serious doubts about the PKK’s involvement in this in-
cident, and the Turkish authorities have denied the terrorist 
nature of this incident. Nevertheless, the potential threat of 
PKK terrorism cannot be totally excluded, and raises the is-
sue of the increased level of protection of the BTC pipeline. 
This is a major export pipeline to transport Azerbaijan oil 
(and possibly also Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan oil in the 
foreseeable future) to the European market.

The vulnerability of the energy infrastructure to terror-
ist attacks is the result of specific characteristics – inter-
dependence of the entire infrastructure, dependence of 
other vital services and sectors on energy, dependence of 
Western economies on energy infrastructure located out-
side the Euro-Atlantic region. Even though an attack on 
a major energy infrastructure might not necessarily have 
many immediate human casualties, the economic cost of 
disruption is likely to be enormous.  In fact, the impact 
can be amplified several fold; it would have a cascade 
effect on other energy infrastructures downstream as 
well as on other sectors of the economy; a psychological 
impact that could be amplified by the media; and could 
potentially cause an overreaction in financial markets 
(NATO Parliamentary Assembly, 2008). 

In addition to the above mentioned threats from terrorist 
groups, there also threats of another nature, arising from 
geopolitical situation in the region.

Another neighboring country, Armenia, which has occu-
pied part of Azerbaijan for more than 20 years now, re-
mains a member of the CSTO security system, with hard 
security guarantees from Russia.  In October 2012, the 

Armenian army held military exercises based on the scenario of 
attacking Azerbaijan’s oil facilities in a war.  In particular, the 
simulation modeled several strikes on oil and gas infrastructures, 

energy carriers that would affect the economy.9 

Unfortunately, the terror attacks are not the only potential threat 
to the critical energy infrastructure in Azerbaijan. Additional 
threats include:

•	 The complicated geopolitical situation in the region; 

•	 Frequent security threats from neighboring countries; 

•	 Non-membership in Russia-led Collective Security Treaty 
Organization (CSTO), coupled with a declaration of the de-
sire to integrate into to Europe and Euro-Atlantic structures 
as a national security strategy; 

•	 Existence of critical energy infrastructure in its territory, of 
vital importance for energy supply not only for Azerbaijan, 
but also for many European countries, including NATO 
member states.

Any military action in the region would have an impact 
on energy production, as well as on their export routes, 
as was the case during the Russia-Georgia war in August 
2008, when all export pipelines in the territory of Geor-
gia were shut down.  This led to a reduction in oil produc-
tion in Azerbaijan, as the transit capacity via Georgia was 
not available. Therefore, from energy supply security 
point of view, it is also in the interest of energy consumer 
countries in Euro-Atlantic region to reduce the risk po-
tential military actions and potential terrorist attacks. 

NATO and Energy Security 

Energy security has become a matter of growing concern in Eu-
rope in recent years. Most states in the Euro-Atlantic region are 
far from full energy independence, and rely on resources located 
abroad, often in unstable regions. They are therefore dependent 
on a series of external developments, some of which have re-
cently indicated worrying trends: evolution of the global energy 
market, political use of energy resources by supplier states, and 
a growing threat of terrorist attacks on energy infrastructures, the 

9 Kucera J., 2012.
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effects of which would be global. 

NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept stated that the Alliance’s 
security interests could be affected by the interruption of 
critical resources. But this recognition was not translated 
into concrete measures until 2006. At the Riga Summit in 
2006, Allied governments have also tasked NATO with 
considering its potential role in enhancing collective en-
ergy security. The outcome of this reflection was exam-
ined at NATO’s Bucharest Summit in April 2008, where 
Heads of State and Government agreed on a number of 
principles and fields for NATO’s role in energy security. 
NATO’s 2010 strategic concept highlights the importance 

of this, setting forth transportation and transit routes for energy 
security, the need for their protection against attacks and other 
disruptions. This shows that NATO sees energy security not in 
terms of supply security, but also in terms of stable operation of 
logistics, transmission, and computer management systems en-
suring undisrupted supply of necessary energy resources to Alli-
ance troops. 

Article 15 of the Strategic Concept mentions that increasing en-
ergy needs will further shape the future security environment in 
areas of concern to NATO, and could significantly affect NATO’s 
planning and operations. Furthermore, referencing the need to 
maintain the full range of capabilities necessary to deter and de-
fend against any threat to the safety and security of its population, 
NATO is considering developing the capacity to contribute to 
energy security, including protection of critical energy infrastruc-
ture and transit areas and lines, cooperation with partners, and 
consultations among Allies on the basis of strategic assessments 
and contingency planning (NATO Strategic Concept, article 19). 

One of the major threats for NATO is the disruption of energy 
supply chain by terrorist attacks and other types of aggressive ac-
tion. The energy supply chain is comprised of a wide range of in-
frastructural components, from drilling, production and storage, 
to transportation and supply.  In protecting the infrastructure, the 
Alliance seeks to identify areas of vulnerability, thus reducing 
the possibility for attacks against critical objects. 

It must be noted that creation of response measures to help restore 

energy supplies disrupted by accidents, natural disasters or po-
litically motivated decisions is not yet part of NATO’s mandate. 
However, the Alliance can react to supply disruptions caused by 
aggressive decisions.10

Recommendations

NATO could play an important role in the protection of energy 
resources and their transportation routes in the region. Increasing 
the current level of NATO-Azerbaijan relations from cooperation 
within the PfP program to the execution of Individual Security 
(Partnership) Agreement would serve the mutual interest of the 
parties, as well the interest of energy consumers in the Euro-At-
lantic region. 

Azerbaijan’s current geopolitical position, military potential, and 
active foreign policy in the region is a strong basis for the neu-
tralization of current security threats.  But raising secu-
rity relations with NATO to higher level can improve the 
country’s security situation.  Then the question would be 
- how can those relations be developed in addition to the 
PfP program? 

It is well known that the cornerstone of NATO’s opera-
tions, the principle of collective defense, applies to the 
member countries only: “The Parties agree that an armed 
attack against one or more of them in Europe or North 
America shall be considered an attack against them all 
and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack 
occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individ-
ual or collective self-defense recognized by Article 51 of 
the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties 
so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with 
the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the 
use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the 
North Atlantic area.” (NATO Handbook, 2006, 372). Clearly, the 
realization of the security guarantee in the terms of the Article 5 
is not realistic for either NATO or Azerbaijan. 

Relations with partner countries are mainly regulated under Ar-
ticle 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty – “The Parties will consult 

10 Dūdaitė K., 2012.
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together whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the territorial 
integrity, political independence or security of any of the Parties 
is threatened.”  But “consultations” may not be sufficient for the 
neutralization of existing security threats in decisive moments.  

For this reason, in my opinion, a new “Article 4.5” format is 
required.  This format can be agreed in the terms of the existing 
format of relations between NATO member countries (“an at-
tack against one state shall be considered an attack against all”) 
and “consultation” format between NATO and partner countries.  
The new format could be realized through an Individual Security 
(Partnership) Agreement between Azerbaijan and NATO.

Protection of critical energy infrastructure inside a country is 
primarily the responsibility of the national governments.  Each 
country faces its specific threats and must make its own decisions 
on neutralization of such threats as a part of national security 
strategy. However, in the current climate, the energy supply map 
is very international. Protection of critical energy infrastructure 
goes beyond the borders of a country or region. In other words, 
protection of energy infrastructure is no longer an issue of a sin-
gle country’s national security, especially if that infrastructure 
serves to provide energy to millions beyond that country and re-
gion. Each element of the infrastructure is crucial; therefore, ide-
ological differences and conflicting priorities notwithstanding, 
both national and common Alliance-level strategies are required 
to ensure security of energy production and supply in Azerbaijan. 

Such an agreement would provide Azerbaijan additional guar-
antees that are vital for the protection of the country’s critical 
energy infrastructure. NATO member countries can declare their 
interests in the security of critical energy infrastructure in the 
region, which is of vital importance to European energy secu-
rity, and NATO can shore up its weakening position in the South 
Caucasus. 



Among the most vibrant focal points in Eurasia, there are three 
major factors that contribute to the dynamism of the South 

Caucasus: local engagement of regional and non-regional actors, 
complex interconnection of economic and political motivations 
driving regional policies, and proxy competition of political 
alliances over dominance in geopolitically catalytic states that 
are still striving to protect their independence. 

Several features – like that of exploiting and transporting 
the profitable Caspian Sea energy resources – have given the 
region its global importance and brought strong engagement by 
external actors including states and major energy companies.  
It is the combination of internal political dynamics (mostly in 
the form of multiple ongoing conflicts between the states of 
the South Caucasus and their immediate neighbors) and the 
inevitable external dimensions that make the regional situation 
so potentially turbulent. This is especially true in the light of 
Russia’s annexation of Crimea; Moscow’s expansionist policies 
may have a domino effect in the former Soviet space.

While the current situation in Crimea is a direct and 
explicit response to the uncoordinated “triple expansion” 
of NATO, the European Union, and American/European 
defense and political economic interests and military 
infrastructure into the so-called Russian ‘near abroad’, 
the Kremlin has long sought to build up a new Eurasian 
geostrategic and political economic alliance in the 
aftermath of Soviet collapse. In the 1990’s Russia, which 
played a leading role in uniting the seven former Soviet 
republics under the umbrella of the CSTO, was anxious 
about NATO’s eastward expansion close to its borders 
and the U.S.’ planned deployment of a missile shield in 
East Europe. 

Although the CSTO has from its inception stressed that its primary 
function is to manage “new threats and challenges” in the sphere 
of “soft security,” such as drug trafficking and illegal cross-border 
migration, with the transition to joint air defense, three integrated 
army formations, horizontally integrated military systems, and 
collective peacekeeping forces, the CSTO’s integration is also 
heading in the direction of a traditional military bloc. This has to 
an extent affected the image the organization originally sought to 

project, drawing comparisons with the OSCE and the EU rather 
than NATO. 

The seven-member regional security bloc included Russia, 
Belarus, Armenia and the four former Soviet Central Asian 
countries of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan. 
The CSTO pursued the idea of joint efforts in combating drug 
trafficking, terrorism, and organized crime, with its member 
states pledging to provide immediate military assistance to each 
other in the event of an attack.

At this stage, NATO and CSTO are reasonably comparable 
since they both share the goals and issues of politico-military 
alliances, and are both recognized by the UN as international 
regional security organizations. The institutional core of both 
organizations consists of agreements on collective security and 
assistance in the event of foreign aggression. The most important 
components of both organizations are their structures, which are 
geared towards combating new threats – the most significant of 
which are international and regional conflicts. 

At the same time, the overlapping geography and 
complicating spheres of interests inevitably lead to the 
same bloc-on-bloc dynamic that manifested during 
the Cold War. While Washington perceived the CSTO 
as Kremlin’s area of influence, Russia was carefully 
watching the developments within NATO. Whatever the 
Alliance’s view of its Russia policy, in the eyes of many 
ordinary Russians and almost all of the country’s foreign 
policy elite NATO has become the principal symbol 
of the West’s post-Cold War politics. It is important 
to remember that Russia’s Foreign Policy Concept (February 
2013) includes a few important sentences to this effect: “Russia 
maintains a negative attitude towards NATO’s expansion and 
to the approaching of NATO military infrastructure to Russia’s 
borders in general as to actions that violate the principle of equal 
security and lead to the emergence of new dividing lines in 
Europe.” 

At the same time, NATO’s enlargement to the western Black 
Sea and the planned enlargement of the European Union have 
drawn the South Caucasus de facto into the perimeter of Euro-
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Atlantic strategic security interests. While the main European 
presence in the region is in the form of European companies that 
fulfill the leading role in the major regional oil and gas projects 
(BP, ENI/AGIP, Statoil), the EU’s energy security interests will 
sooner rather than later require the EU to take a more active role 
in this region through political and policymaking institutions. 
Yet although Europe will presumably be the major consumer 
of Caspian gas, it has not taken a full-scale active role in the 
region in either security or political spheres, and has done little 
in terms of promoting conflict resolution in this area, despite the 
fact that many of the region’s states are orienting themselves 
toward European integration. Nonetheless, despite remaining a 
permanent neighbor of Russia, the South Caucasus has in effect 
became a Euro-Atlantic borderland.  

When it comes to the South Caucasus, NATO clearly 
has been pursuing a limited role, mainly confined to the 
goals defined in the Individual Partnership Action Plans 
(IPAPs) and the involvement of these countries in related 
activities. Prior to 2008, Azerbaijan – the powerhouse of 
the region - welcomed stronger ties; Armenia, a CSTO 
member, tried to keep maintain a balance between the 
Diaspora’s Western aspirations and the strong Russian 
influence; Georgia sought quick integration and made 
clear its membership aspirations. However, the prospects 
of a Georgian Membership Action Plan (MAP) have 
evaporated for the foreseeable future with the August 
2008 Georgian-Russian War, and for the time being 
Georgia will have to make do with a NATO-Georgia 
Commission (NGC) established in September 2008. 
The NGC is intended to boost political consultation and 
practical cooperation, as well as to increase the Alliance’s 
assistance to Georgian political, economic and defense 
reforms, making it a slight upgrade of the IPAP document.

What is interesting is that in April 2008, when NATO 
members rejected Georgia’s request for a Membership 
Action Plan (MAP) during the Alliance’s annual summit 
in Bucharest, Russia’s then-President Dmitry Medvedev 
- sensing the alliance’s hesitation - authorized direct 

official relations between Moscow and secessionists in Abkhazia 

and South Ossetia on April 16. For more than a decade, NATO had 
been sending positive signals to Tbilisi when Georgian support 
was to its advantage, but then swiftly revoked the invitation when 
it was no longer geopolitically convenient.

Simply put, NATO’s limited engagement has its roots not only 
in the political and security dynamics of these states, but also 
in Russia’s substantial role in the area, and the ways in which 
the NATO-Russian relations have been shaped and enacted as a 
result. At the same time, this has had a negative impact on one of 
the main variables – conflict resolution - in the South Caucasus 
security equation: Azerbaijani and Georgian territories remain 
under occupation.

On the other hand, one can see that the South Caucasus projects 
two competing integration models. One, which is only nascent, 
envisages the region’s connection to and eventual integration 
into Euro-Atlantic security and economic systems with 
guaranteed sovereignty and modernization, closely linked to 
internal development vis-à-vis better institutional performance, 
constitutional government and rule of law, balancing foreign and 
economic policy. On this road to European integration, Azerbaijan 
became the first country in the post-Soviet area to join the PfP/
SOFA (the Partnership for Peace / Status of Forces Agreement) 
and the PARP process (Partnership for Peace, Planning and 
Review Process). These decisions clearly demonstrated 
Azerbaijan’s commitment to greater integration with the Euro-
Atlantic community. At the same time, as a key component in 
NATO’s Northern Distribution Network, Azerbaijan provides 
a secure route for 40 percent of the NATO-led International 
Security Assistance Force’s (ISAF) multi-modal transit to and 
from Afghanistan. Working closely with the U.S. Transportation 
Command and the U.S. Air Mobility Command, Azerbaijan has 
aided important over-flight clearance, medical evacuation flights, 
as well as landing and refueling operations for US and NATO 
efforts, supporting the ISAF. Moreover, Azerbaijani troops stand 
shoulder-to-shoulder with those of the Alliance and other partners 
in the Balkans, Iraq, and as part of ISAF in Afghanistan. Together 
with Georgia, Azerbaijan is the largest non-NATO contributor to 
ISAF troops. In those respects, Baku and Tbilisi have behaved as 
de facto allies of NATO and the U.S. in the security sphere. At the 
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same time, Azerbaijan’s foreign and economic relations 
embrace all geographic directions, including countries in 
the East, West, North and South. Against the backdrop of 
the difficult geopolitical context of the South Caucasus, 
Azerbaijan’s foreign policy has been influenced by the 
strategic goal of integrating into the global community 
and European energy security system.

The other model is based on the idea of regaining 
predominance over the South Caucasus through military 
presence, manipulation of ethnic conflicts, control over 

energy supplies, takeover of insolvent industries through debt-
for-assets swaps, establishment of pro-Moscow political groups 
in local areas. This is Russia’s approach. This situation has 
influenced Armenia’s decision not to join the operations Enduring 
Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, and to withhold over-flight rights 
during the Iraq campaign. Its close relations with Russia and Iran 
have limited its foreign policy decisions. Generally, by having 
territorial, cultural, historical and moral-psychological claims 
against three of its four neighbors (Georgia, Azerbaijan and 
Turkey), Armenia has limited itself in terms of regional partners. 
Consequently, following the collapse of USSR, Armenia has 
remained very dependent on Russia, with fundamental economic 
and security (including military) links that feed this dependency. 

This action is consistent with policies formulated two decades 
ago by Yevgeny M. Primakov, the mastermind of the Russian 
domination strategy in the early 1990s regarding the “near 
abroad” - the newly independent states that emerged from the 
rubble of the collapsed Soviet empire. One marker of this is the 
Russian-Armenian military ties, cemented through amendments 
to a 1995 treaty regulating the presence of a Russian military 
base in Armenia, with the Kremlin’s basing rights for several 
thousand Russian troops extended to 2044. 

Thriving on the insecurity and weakness in the region, this 
integration model aims to draw states into a Russian-led political, 
military and economic bloc, in which Moscow would exercise 
enormous political and military power over states’ policies. This 
is the case with Armenia, the only CSTO member of the South 
Caucasus states, which is pursuing a partially deluded strategy 
aimed at preserving the NATO-Armenia relationship (at least 

on a paper).  At the same time, the recent statement by Nikolai 
Bordyuzha, the head of the Commonwealth of Independent 
States’ CSTO, may deprive Armenia of this too. On June 16, 
2014, in Moscow, Bordyuzha stated that the foreign ministers of 
the CSTO countries (Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Russia, and Tajikistan) had recommended suspending dialogue 
with NATO.

From NATO’s perspective, Armenia can almost be 
regarded as a “lost cause”, given Yerevan’s almost 
unconditional support for multiple Kremlin-led initiatives 
and the lack of pro-NATO or even pro-Western groups 
in domestic politics - despite major state investments in 
promoting Western and NATO interests. 

Despite operating largely within Russia’s orbit, over 
the last several years Armenia’s EU aspirations have 
meant that West has provided at least some form of a 
counterweight to Russia’s pressures. Armenia’s refusal 
to sign the Association Agreement with the EU and its 
decision to join the Customs Union has demonstrated the 
depth of this crisis; the country has now essentially lost 
the right to an independent foreign policy. In addition, 
Yerevan has faced an economic blockade, enacted by Azerbaijan 
and Turkey following Armenia’s occupation of the Azerbaijani 
territory of Nagorno-Karabakh and the seven adjunct districts. 
Now Armenia will not be able to build its own relations with 
Iran and Georgia; the only way out to the outside world. This 
decision will reshape Yerevan’s relations both with the West and 
with Russia.  

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has redefined its raison 
d’être: extending its membership, broadening its political goals 
and widening its zone of operations. But a quarter of a century that 
after the fall of the Berlin Wall, relations between NATO and Russia 
are at their lowest point. Today the Kremlin-led CSTO is following 
Primakov’s doctrine, calling for a new geopolitical and economic 
architecture – not only in Europe but throughout the entire world, 
based on massive spheres of influence, capitalizing on its military 
power (and willingness to use it), its unique geopolitical position in 
relation to the Atlantic to the Pacific, its massive energy resources, 
and its gas and oil pipelines as a force multiplier. 

Against the backdrop of 
the difficult geopolitical 

context of the South 
Caucasus, Azerbaijan’s 
foreign policy has been 

influenced by the strategic 
goal of integrating into 

the global community and 
European energy security 

system.
From NATO’s perspective, 
Armenia can almost 
be regarded as a “lost 
cause”, given Yerevan’s 
almost unconditional 
support for multiple 
Kremlin-led initiatives 
and the lack of pro-NATO 
or even pro-Western 
groups in domestic politics 
- despite major state 
investments in promoting 
Western and NATO 
interests. 
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This indicates that the embers of the Cold War are still 
smoldering, although they are unlikely to engulf the 
whole world in a major conflagration, as had been the 
case for some four decades prior to 1991. The crises in 
the Middle East, including those triggered by the Arab 
Spring, the role of Western countries there together with 
the withdrawal of NATO and the U.S. troops from Iraq 
and Afghanistan, require major revisions to NATO’s 
approaches. Consequently, the organization needs to step 

up its foreign policy efforts. 

The swiftly moving events in Ukraine and Crimea are having 
a seismic impact on Western policies towards Russia and on 
the issue of NATO expansion, generating contradictory signals. 
NATO needs to formulate a solid policy toward the South 
Caucasus. This policy also needs to commit to the resolution 
of the conflicts in Azerbaijan and Georgia on terms that would 
ensure the independence, security and consolidation of states; the 
strategic payoff to the alliance would be of historic proportions. 
The ongoing Ukraine crisis should move NATO members to 
grasp the value of commitment and the importance of standing up 
to bullies. True independence is priceless. As Ilham Aliyev said, 
“Independence is the condition when the state and leadership of 
the country are able to implement independent policy according 
to the interests of its nation.” Otherwise, you will be left with 
a regional player like Armenia, a weak country extremely 
vulnerable to foreign dominance. 

The swiftly moving events 
in Ukraine and Crimea 

are having a seismic 
impact on Western policies 
towards Russia and on the 
issue of NATO expansion, 
generating contradictory 

signals. 

* Report prepared by S. Humbatova, former editor of Caucasus International

The Caucasus is a region of both great diversity and potential; it is also a region 
about which much remains to be discovered. However, during the last decade, nu-
merous publications on the region have enabled us to better comprehend this diver-
sity and potential. In this sense, this section aims to introduce a number of these 
publications in order to keep our readers up-to-date with the available literature.

CAUCASUS 
UNDER REVIEW -  
RECENTLY PUBLISHED BOOKS 
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This issue of Caucasus International presents six books on 
the Caucasus and its relations with its immediate neigh-
bors.  In this regard, the first book, “The Fight for Influ-

ence: Russia in Central Asia” by Alexey Malashenko, scrutinizes 
Russia’s determination to preserve its dominance in Eurasia. The 
author argues that by establishing organizations like Customs 
Union and the Eurasian Union, Russia is aiming to strengthen 
its presence in the region.  In the book he offers recommenda-
tions on how to Moscow might expand its influence over Central 
Asian countries. Malashenko concludes that Russia should de-
fine its national security interests in the region in a clearer man-
ner and identify opportunities that will support the realization of 
those aims. Given the existing distrust between Russia and some 
Central Asian countries, Malashenko suggests that Russia should 
avoid treating Eurasia as merely an extended zone of influence, 
identify potential sources of instability in the region, and actively 
participate in eliminating those sources.  

The second book, “Conflict, Crime, and the State in Postcom-
munist Eurasia”, edited by Svante Cornell and Michael Jonnson, 
emerged as a result of the increasing academic focus on armed 
conflicts and terrorism. Alongside an examination of the link be-
tween ideologically motivated insurgency and profit motivated 
crime, the book provides an overview of the major obstacles that 
peacekeeping missions may face in conflict zones in Eurasia. By 
examining eight countries that have experienced armed conflict, 
the book’s contributors analyze the causes and implications of 
the various conflicts in Afghanistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, the 
North Caucasus, Georgia, Moldova, Bosnia-Herzegovina and 
Kosovo. The publication provides a new platform for academic 
debate on armed conflicts. 

Zeynel Abidin Besleney’s “The Circassian Diaspora in Turkey: 
A Political History” is a historical account of the Circassian 
Diaspora in Turkey from 1864 to 2011, following the Russian-
Circassian war.  One of the author’s major aims is to introduce a 
theoretical framework to improve understanding of the concept 
of “diaspora”, looking at its definition and types. Besleney also 
examines the early experiences of the Circassians – a North Cau-
casian ethnic group - and the social changes that they faced in 
Ottoman lands, together with their integration into Ottoman soci-

ety.  The dominant ideologies of the Circassian diaspora are also 
investigated and analyzed in terms of historical pedigree. The au-
thor also covers the main political groupings that emerged within 
the Circassian diaspora after 1999, and their various trajectories. 

Stephen F. Jones’ “The Making of Modern Georgia, 1918-2012: 
The First Georgian Republic and its Successors” compares Geor-
gia’s first republic (established in 1918) with modern Georgia. 
The contributors take the readers on a journey from the Demo-
cratic Republic of Georgia through to the current system, assess-
ing the political, economical and military security challenges 
faced by Georgia in both 1918 and 1991. Georgia’s struggle to 
withstand Russian pressure and its pro-Western strategy in both 
periods is carefully analyzed. The book is a useful source for 
those who are interested in state building processes in Georgia 
and how historical experience has influenced modern Georgia. 

Janusz Bugajski’s new book focuses on the conflicts in the North 
Caucasus and Western Balkans. “Conflict Zones: North Cau-
casus and Western Balkans Compared” provides a compara-
tive analysis of two fragile regions, the North Caucasus and the 
Western Balkans, and suggests that proactive Western policies 
should be pursued in dealing with the impacts of the conflicts in 
North Caucasus. The author believes that the North Caucasus can 
usefully be compared to the Western Balkans before and during 
the collapse of Yugoslavia in 1990’s. To substantiate this claim 
of resemblance, Bugajski investigates Russia’s federal structure 
and the relations of the republics with the center, with special 
focus on ethno-national factors and Islamic radicalism. Togeth-
er with his assessment of international involvement in conflict 
zones both in the North Caucasus and the Western Balkans, he 
also discusses the impact that the conflicts in the North Caucasus 
have had on South Caucasian and Western interests, and presents 
recommendations for the U.S. policy in the North Caucasus.

The final book introduced in this issue brings our attention 
to the Middle East. “Turkey and the Arab Spring: Leader-
ship in the Middle East”, by Graham Fuller, evaluates chang-
ing dynamics and ideologies in the Middle East. Fuller pro-
vides a detailed study of the current situation in Turkey, its 
role in the Middle East, and the future of the region. He fo-
cuses on the rapid changes that the region has undergone and 
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attempts to provide a better understanding of the hidden poli-
tics and realities in the Middle East. The book provides fresh 
and thoughtful insights into the future of the Middle East.

The Fight for Influence: Russia in Central Asia
By Alexey Malashenko
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
December 2013, 284 pp. 

Russian influence in Central Asia is waning. Since attaining in-
dependence, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, 
and Uzbekistan have forged their own paths —building relation-
ships with outside powers and throwing off the last vestiges of 
Soviet domination. But in many ways, Moscow still sees Central 
Asia through the lens of the Soviet Union, and it struggles to 
redefine Russian relations with the region.

In The Fight for Influence, Alexey Malashenko offers a com-
prehensive analysis of Russian policies and prospects in Central 
Asia. It is clear that Russian policy in the formerly Soviet-con-
trolled region is entering uncharted territory. But does Moscow 
understand the fundamental shifts under way? Malashenko ar-
gues that it is time for Russia to rethink its approach to Central 
Asia.

Conflict, Crime, and the State in  
Postcommunist Eurasia
Edited by Svante Cornell and Michael Jonsson  
University of Pennsylvania Press  
January 2014, 296 pp. 

In the years after the collapse of the Soviet Union and its zone 
of influence, few insurgent groups had the resources necessary 
to confront regular armies. At the same time, state-sponsored 
financial support for insurgencies dramatically decreased. The 
pressing need to raise funds for war and the weakness of law en-
forcement in conflict zones create fertile conditions for organized 
crime; indeed, there is a mounting body of evidence correlating 
armed conflict and illicit economy, though the nature of this link 
and its impact on regional politics has not been well understood.

Conflict, Crime, and the State in Postcommunist Eurasia ex-
plores the relationship between ideologically motivated insur-
gents, profit-motivated crime, and state institutions in eight 
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conflict zones. Through detailed case studies, the contributors 
demonstrate how the operations and incentives of insurgents 
may emerge and shift over time: for some armed groups, crime 
can become an end in itself beyond a financial means, but not 
all armed groups equally adapt to illicit commerce. They also 
show how the criminalization of state institutions is a lingering 
concerns even after armed conflicts end. Conflict, Crime, and the 
State in Postcommunist Eurasia places the case studies along a 
continuum of political and criminal behavior, examining the fac-
tors that motivate insurgents to seek out criminal alliance, how 
this connection affects the dynamics of conflict, and what risks 
remain during post conflict transition.

The Circassian Diaspora in Turkey:  
A Political History 
By Zeynel Abidin Besleney
Routledge
March 2014, 224 pp.

A North Caucasian ethnic group that has been largely obscured in 
world history as a result of their expulsion from their homeland 
by Tsarist Russia in the 1860s, Circassians now comprise signifi-
cant communities not only in the Northwest Caucasus but also 
in Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Europe and the US. The Circassian Di-
aspora investigates how a community of impoverished migrants 
has evolved into a well-connected and politically active diaspora.

This book explores the prominent role Circassians played during 
the Turco-Greek War or the “Turkish National Liberation War of 
1919-1922”, and examines the changing nature of Circassians’ 
relations with the Turkish and Russian states, as well as the new 
actors of Caucasian politics such as the US, the EU, and Georgia.

Suggesting that the Circassian case should be studied alongside 
those of the Jews and other diasporas whose formation is funda-
mentally tied up to a violent detachment from their homeland, 
and arguing that Circassian diaspora politics is not a post-Soviet 
phenomenon but has a history dating back to early 20th Century, 

this book will be of interest to scholars and researchers of Dias-
pora Studies, History, and Politics.

The Making of Modern Georgia, 1918-2012:  
The First Georgian Republic and its Successors
Stephen F. Jones
Routledge
March 2014, 394 pp. 

When most of Eastern Europe was struggling with dictatorships 
of one kind or another, the Democratic Republic of Georgia 
(1918-1921) established a constitution, a parliamentary system 
with national elections, an active opposition, and a free press. 
Like the Democratic Republic of Georgia in 1918, its succes-
sors emerged after 1991 from a bankrupt empire, and faced, yet 
again, the task of establishing a new economic, political and so-
cial system from scratch. In both 1918 and 1991, Georgia was 
confronted with a hostile Russia and followed a pro-Western and 
pro-democratic course. The top regional experts in this book ex-
plore the domestic and external parallels between the Georgian 
post-colonial governments of the early twentieth and twenty-first 
centuries. How did the inexperienced Georgian leaders in both 
eras deal with the challenge of secessionism, what were their 
state building strategies and what did democracy mean to them? 
What did their electoral systems look like, why were their eco-
nomic strategies so different, and how did they negotiate with 
the international community neighboring threats. These are the 
central challenges of transitional governments around the world 
today. Georgia’s experience over one hundred years suggests that 
both history and contemporary political analysis offer the best 
(and most interesting) explanation of the often ambivalent out-
comes.
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Conflict Zones:  
North Caucasus and Western Balkans Compared
By Janusz Bugajsk
Jamestown Foundation 
March 2014, 100 pp.

In Conflict Zones, Janusz Bugajski enhances our understanding 
of the causes and consequences of the current conflicts in the 
North Caucasus and extrapolates likely scenarios in the region’s 
development. He compares and contrasts conditions in the North 
Caucasus with the former Yugoslav federation in the Western 
Balkans, a multi-ethnic state structure that could not contain in-
ternally generated political and ethnic disputes.

The book examines five major dimensions of the conflict: rela-
tions between the central federal government and the constitu-
ent republics, the importance of ethnic identity in intercommu-
nal relations, the significance and impact of religious allegiance 
and radicalism, the destabilizing regional potential of emerging 
states, the role of outside powers in dampening or exacerbating 
conflicts. The study concludes with a number of recommenda-
tions for U.S. policymakers.

Turkey and the Arab Spring:  
Leadership in the Middle East
By Graham Fuller 
Bozorg Press 
May 2014, 408 pp

Over the course of the 21st century the Middle East has witnessed 
a game-changing rollercoaster ride that has transformed relation-
ships. Turkey has undergone the most dramatic changes of its 
democratic history, propelling it into the role of major regional 
actor. The Arab Spring threw the region into political and so-
cial turmoil. U.S.-led wars devastated the lands and peoples of 
several countries with widespread, rippling repercussions. The 
balance of global power shifted dramatically, breaking Ameri-
ca’s long-standing geopolitical dominance in the Middle East.  

 
The politics of the Middle East are now up for grabs but what 
are the sources of its future leadership? The Arab world is still 
adrift. Yet there are grounds for optimism that Iran may at last 
be re-emerging onto the world scene as a legitimate and influ-
ential actor. And above all, Turkey’s experience, despite messy 
partisan politics, still offers the only convincing Muslim model 
of dynamic and effective governance. Neither Turks, Arabs, nor 
Iranians will ever be the same again nor will they interact with 
the West again in the old familiar ways. The author breaks with 
conventional U.S. centric analyses of the region to capture the 
deeper political and human forces that reflect the Middle East’s 
own history and culture.
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Submissions
Articles should be original and in English, between 3,000–6,000 words and should 
include a 200-word abstract, as well as the full title and affiliation of the author. 
Please check with the editor should you wish to extend beyond the suggested 
length or would like to submit a shorter contribution. All notes should appear as 
footnotes and provide full citations. References should
include the full name of the author, title of the work and publication date. Please 
send manuscripts to editor@cijournal.az. Manuscripts submitted to Caucasus 
International should be original and not under consideration by another publication 
at the time of submission.

Style
Authors are responsible for ensuring that their manuscripts conform to the journal 
style. Please limit repetition in the article; do not repeat the points in the article 
again in a conclusion section. We prefer academically sound articles as well as 
academic style writing. Papers must be in English. We strongly recommend that 
non-native speakers get their articles edited by a native English speaker before 
submitting to Caucasus International.

Footnotes
Books:
Author(s), Title, (Place of Publishing: Publisher, Year), Page.
Articles:
Author(s), “Article Title”, Journal Title, Vol., No., Year, Page.

Deadlines
Unsolicited manuscripts are accepted on a rolling basis at the editors’ discretion.

Honorarium
Authors receive an honorarium for each published article.

Permissions
For permission to reprint or translate articles, please contact editor@cijournal.az 

Call for Submission

Issue Title:   
Displacement, Refugee, and Migration issues in the Caucasus and the EU

Deadline: 25.12.2014

Subtopics:
• Syrian Crisis, ISIL, and the contemporary refugee issues in Turkey
• Turkey as a transit stopover: Iranian and Iraqi refugees in Turkey
• Azerbaijan in hosting the displaced communities of Karabakh
• Azerbaijani refugees from Armenia after 25 years of displacement
• Crises of multiculturalism and migrant Integration in the EU
• Illegal immigration and human trafficking – security challenges
• Human rights issues in the detention centres for asylum seekers
• Everyday life in refugee camps for displaced people

 

Prospective authors should submit 3.000-6.000 word articles for consideration in 
Microsoft Word-compatible format. For full details, please see the guidelines for 
authors section of our website (http://cijournal.az/page/guidelines-for-authors) 
or feel free to contact the Editors. Submissions should be sent in electronic 
format to: editor@cijournal.az Manuscripts submitted to CI should be original and 
challenging, and should not be under consideration by another publication at the 
time of submission.

Please note that the journal’s scope is not necessarily limited to the topics listed 
above; papers that are relevant to the Caucasus region and its neighborhood are 
also welcome and will be taken into consideration.

CI’s key goal is to foster stimulating dialogue and exchange of ideas on the 
Caucasus region and beyond, among practitioners, researchers and scholars from 
around the world. The Publishers and Editors are responsible only for providing 
authors with the opportunity to express their personal views as a means of 
stimulating intellectual debate. For the further information about the journal 
please visit our website at www.cijournal.az
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