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Abstract. This article examines how geoeconomic factors associated
with the development of the Middle Corridor have influenced Kazakhstan’s
foreign policy towards the South Caucasus between 2010 and 2025. Treating
corridor-building as a structural shift in available connectivity options, the study
conceptualises Kazakhstan’s regional behaviour across two empirically traceable
domains: connectivity diplomacy outputs (initiatives, agreements, and routinised
consultations that enhance transit performance) and conflict positioning outputs
(official narratives, legal framing, and diplomatic signalling regarding regional
disputes). Using qualitative content analysis of secondary documentary sources,
the article identifies key determinants shaping policy choice, including corridor
efficiency and market access; infrastructure vulnerability and chokepoints;
diversification and resilience objectives; stakeholder embedding across public-
private and external partners; and institutional constraints that delimit feasible
commitments. The findings show that corridor-driven interdependence intensifies
Kazakhstan’s engagement with transit nodes through pragmatic, performance-
oriented diplomacy, while simultaneously encouraging cautious and legally
framed positioning on Armenia-Azerbaijan tensions to avoid reputational and
operational risks. These patterns are interpreted through multivector hedging
and complex balancing, producing a domain-specific vector hierarchy in
which corridor functionality is prioritised without implying wholesale political
alignment. The study contributes an operationally grounded framework for
linking geoeconomic connectivity to observable foreign-policy behaviour in a
conflict-sensitive transit region.
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Introduction

The South Caucasus has re-emerged as a strategic transit hinge between
Central Asia and Europe. In this respect, the development of the Trans-
Caspian route, commonly referred to as the Middle Corridor (Trans-Caspian
International Transport Route), has materially altered the opportunity structure
facing Kazakhstan. The corridor’s capacity and utilisation have accelerated in
recent years, with reported freight growth on the Middle Corridor and a parallel
intensification of investment in “hard” infrastructure and “soft” facilitation
measures such as customs harmonisation and the digitalisation of border
procedures [1; 2; 3]. For Kazakhstan, connectivity is not a neutral technical
matter. It is an enabling condition for diversified market access and a potential
constraint when bottlenecks or political instability threaten continuity of flows.
These dynamics make the South Caucasus region a key focus of Kazakhstan’s
external policy.

Contemporary scholarship on geoeconomics has emphasised that states
increasingly pursue strategic objectives through economic and infrastructural
instruments, including connectivity, market access, standards, and control over
critical networks [4; 5].

Existing research on Kazakhstan’s foreign policy has tended to prioritise
great-power management, particularly Astana’s balancing of relations with
Russia, China, the United States, and the European Union, as well as its positioning
within Eurasian regional institutions [6; 7; 8]. However, this literature leaves the
ways in which corridor-centred interdependence shapes Kazakhstan’s approach
to smaller yet structurally important regions, such as the South Caucasus, under-
specified.

Accordingly, the aim of this study is to explain the geoeconomic
determinants of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy towards the South Caucasus in the
context of Middle Corridor development.

The study’s scope is defined spatially and temporally. Geographically, it
focuses on Kazakhstan’s engagement with the South Caucasus, treating Azerbaijan
and Armeniaas a core dyad due to their centrality to corridor continuity and regional
conflict dynamics, while Georgia and Turkey are incorporated as corridor nodes
that materially condition Kazakh connectivity options. Temporally, the study
focuses on 2010 - 2025, capturing the period in which trans-Caspian initiatives
gained institutional form and later intensified amidst geopolitical disruptions and
supply-chain reconfiguration.

Materials and Methods

Key concepts as analytic tools

Geoeconomics is used here in its mainstream analytical sense, referring to
the strategic use of economic instruments, connectivity, infrastructure, market
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access, and regulatory power to advance state interests, while recognising that
such instruments often operate in the shadow of political competition [4; 5]. On
this basis, geoeconomic determinants are defined as corridor-relevant economic
and infrastructural drivers and constraints that shape Kazakhstan’s foreign-
policy preferences and trade-offs. The Middle Corridor is treated as a contextual
structural change in connectivity options because it creates additional pathways
to markets while simultaneously increasing reliance on specific nodes, routes,
and governance arrangements [1; 2; 3].

Kazakhstan’s foreign policy towards the South Caucasus is examined in
two domains. The first is connectivity diplomacy, understood as the set of foreign-
policy actions oriented towards building, upgrading, governing, and promoting
transport, logistics, energy, and digital connectivity. This domain includes
agreements, infrastructure investments, customs facilitation measures, and the
creation of joint institutional routines [2; 3; 9]. The second is conflict positioning,
which refers to Kazakhstan’s public and diplomatic stance on regional disputes
that affect corridor stability and risk. It includes neutrality, mediation offers,
avoidance of blame, balanced engagement, and the framing of stability as a
shared interest [8; 10].

Multivectorism and the adoption of conceptual lenses

The second pillar of the framework is multivectorism, Kazakhstan’s long-
standing foreign-policy orientation, originally associated with Nazarbayev’s
early post-independence doctrine and later reaffirmed as a pragmatic strategy for
preserving autonomy in a complex regional environment [6; 7; 11].

To connect multivectorism to corridor-centred behaviour in the South
Caucasus, the framework employs three conceptual lenses drawn from
International Relations scholarship. First, hedging is used as a mechanism
describing issue-splitting across domains and partners. It links determinants, such
as vulnerability or institutional constraints, to outputs such as cautious conflict
positioning and diversified connectivity diplomacy [6; 7]. Second, complex
balancing is used to capture the broader logic of distributing engagement across
multiple domains and actors without relying solely on military alignments.
Third, vector hierarchy is treated not as a determinant but as a derived empirical
outcome. Yuneman’s study is instructive here because it shows that Kazakhstan’s
alignment behaviour can be traced through systematic indicators, suggesting that
multivectorism may produce differentiated patterns across domains rather than
uniform balancing across all directions [7]. In this study, hierarchy is therefore
treated as an analytically modest claim: not as evidence of a wholesale foreign-
policy realignment, but as evidence that some external directions may acquire
greater functional priority within specific issue areas under changing geoeconomic
conditions.
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Analytical model: determinants, mechanisms, outputs, and outcomes

The framework distinguishes four analytical elements: determinants,
mechanisms, outputs, and outcomes. To secure conceptual clarity, the study
identifies five determinants that are explicitly geoeconomic and corridor-relevant.
These determinants are designed to be traceable in documentary sources and to
correspond closely to established constructs in the geoeconomics literature [4;
5], while remaining consistent with the autonomy-seeking logic of multivector
foreign policy [6; 7; 11].

Determinant 1: market access and corridor efficiency. This captures how
corridor development affects Kazakhstan’s access to European and global markets
by altering timing, cost, and reliability. It is grounded in the geoeconomic premise
that connectivity structures trade opportunity and bargaining power [4]. In
documentary material, it is traceable through emphasis on transit competitiveness,
throughput growth, delivery times, and efforts to reduce border delays [2; 3].

Determinant 2: infrastructure dependence and chokepoint vulnerability.
This captures exposure to disruption at specific nodes, including Caspian
ports, ferry capacity, rail junctions, and border procedures. It corresponds to
the geoeconomic claim that interdependence generates vulnerabilities that can
become constraints or leverage points [4]. It appears through references to
capacity bottlenecks, infrastructure reliability, and policy decisions allocating
investment to critical nodes [3].

Determinant 3: diversification and corridor resilience as state objectives.
This captures Kazakhstan’s pursuit of redundancy and route diversification in
order to reduce single-route vulnerability. It aligns with the multivector logic of
avoiding dependence and the geoeconomic logic of resilience-building through
multiple access pathways [4; 6]. It is reflected in infrastructure investments,
agreements expanding alternative routes, and public framing of diversification as
a strategic imperative [2; 9].

Determinant 4: stakeholder embedding and external investment. This
captures the extent to which Kazakhstan’s corridor policy is shaped by engagement
with multiple external stakeholders, including the EU, Tiirkiye, China, and
international financial institutions, whose involvement affects standards,
financing, and political payoffs. It is grounded in the notion of enmeshment
and in the logic of complex balancing, whereby embedding multiple actors can
reduce coercion risks and expand strategic options [9; 12]. It appears through
references to partnership platforms, joint projects, and multilateral support for
corridor upgrades [9].

Determinant 5: institutional and compliance constraints in corridor
governance. This captures how Kazakhstan’s memberships, regulatory
environment, and external obligations shape what it can credibly do, including in
customs regimes, transport governance, and sanctions-related risk management.
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It is grounded both in geoeconomic arguments that rules and standards are power-
bearing structures and in multivector arguments that autonomy is pursued through
careful management of constraints [4; 7; 8]. It is reflected in legalistic framing,
emphasis on “technical” cooperation, and avoidance of escalatory language in
public positioning.

Operationalisation and coding logic

The operationalisation strategy translates the above concepts into a set of
coding rules suitable for qualitative content analysis of documentary sources. The
analysis relies on a purposively selected documentary base consisting of official
statements, selected state and policy documents, institutional reports, and factual
materials used to contextualise corridor performance and diplomatic positioning
[2; 3; 8;9; 10; 14]. The purpose is not to construct an exhaustive archive of all
relevant texts, but to assemble a focused body of material that makes it possible
to compare recurring patterns of Kazakhstan’s behaviour across the two domains
identified above.

The primary unit of analysis is the episode. An episode is defined here as
a temporally bounded cluster of documents and policy actions linked either to
a significant development in Middle Corridor governance and infrastructure or
to a conflict-related event in the South Caucasus with implications for corridor
stability. Episodes are selected through purposive sampling rather than exhaustive
event collection. They are included when they generate observable corridor-
relevant diplomatic or institutional activity by Kazakhstan, or when they require
Kazakhstan to articulate a public position on a regional conflict affecting the
corridor environment.

Coding proceeds in three stages. First, documents are coded for determinant
signals. Second, each episode is coded separately for output behaviour in the
two domains of connectivity diplomacy and conflict positioning. Third, cross-
episode comparison is used to identify recurring combinations of determinants
and outputs that are consistent with hedging or complex balancing. In this way,
mechanisms are not inferred from isolated rhetorical cues, but from repeated co-
occurrence across documents, episodes, and domains.

Determinant signals are coded when texts explicitly reference market
access, transit competitiveness, route efficiency, bottlenecks, vulnerability,
diversification, resilience, investment attraction, stakeholder platforms, standards,
or compliance constraints [2; 3; 9]. Connectivity diplomacy outputs are coded
when the documentary record contains agreements, joint projects, infrastructure
investments, customs facilitation measures, and institutional routines focused
on corridor development [2; 3]. Conflict positioning outputs are coded when
statements display neutrality, mediation offers, avoidance of blame, balanced
engagement cues, or explicit references to stability and peaceful settlement
[8; 10].
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Hedging is coded when evidence shows issue-splitting, such as simultaneous
corridor deepening with a partner and rhetorical restraint in conflict discussions,
or the pursuit of alternative routes to reduce dependence while maintaining
formal cooperation with existing route providers [6; 7]. Complex balancing is
coded when evidence indicates diversification across partners and institutions
intended to prevent dominance by any single actor, for example simultaneous
engagement with Turkic formats, Western connectivity agendas, and Chinese
investment frameworks [6; 11; 12].

Finally, the framework specifies how vector hierarchy is assessed. It is
not coded from a single document. Rather, it is inferred from repeated patterns
across the documentary base, such as persistent prioritisation of corridor-node
partners in connectivity diplomacy, sustained asymmetry in the density of
agreements and high-level engagements, and recurrent preference for forms of
functional cooperation that protect corridor interests under heightened conflict
risk. Yuneman’s approach to tracing prioritisation patterns through systematic
evidence provides methodological support for treating hierarchy as an empirical
outcome rather than a doctrinal claim [7].

At the same time, the study does not claim to reconstruct decision-making
motives in a strict causal sense, nor does it treat official discourse as a transparent
reflection of underlying preferences. Instead, it examines observable patterns of
external behaviour and justificatory framing in order to assess whether corridor-
related geoeconomic determinants are associated with differentiated foreign-
policy outputs. The findings should therefore be read as evidence of domain-
specific prioritisation rather than proof of a broader strategic reorientation of
Kazakhstan’s foreign policy.

Empirical Analysis

The empirical analysis proceeds from a simple but consequential premise:
for Kazakhstan, the South Caucasus matters not primarily as a neighbourhood
in the conventional sense, but as a functional hinge connecting Caspian transit
to access to European markets. The Middle Corridor depends on a chain of
interlocking nodes that lie outside Kazakhstan’s territory yet have become
increasingly important to Kazakhstan’s economic statecraft. In practical terms,
the route links rail and road infrastructure across Kazakhstan to Caspian maritime
crossings, and from there to Azerbaijan’s rail network and onward through
Georgia and Tiirkiye into European logistics systems. This physical architecture
turns the South Caucasus into a geopolitical and geoeconomic hinge: without
predictable transit through Azerbaijan and Georgia, Kazakhstan’s westward
connectivity remains structurally exposed to pressure on alternative routes.

Empirically, the analysis is organised as a structured comparison of
episodes rather than as a continuous narrative. The objective is not to provide a
comprehensive chronology of Kazakhstan’s relations with the South Caucasus,
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but to examine whether recurring geoeconomic determinants are associated with
stable patterns of behaviour across the two domains identified above. This makes
it possible to compare corridor-related activism with conflict-related restraint
within a common analytical framework.

Corridor salience appears in three recurrent forms: first, as an emphasis on
throughput, speed, and reliability metrics used to justify investment and regulatory
coordination; second, as a language of vulnerability that frames connectivity as
a security-adjacent concern; and third, as an explicit policy rationale linking
corridor development to autonomy, diversification, and strategic optionality. In
2024, for instance, the reported 62 per cent increase in freight traffic along the
Middle Corridor to around 4.5 million tonnes, together with the sharp growth
in containerised volumes, was repeatedly used by corridor stakeholders and
observers as evidence that the route was becoming a more serious alternative
within reconfigured Eurasian supply chains [13; 14].

The conflict environment of the South Caucasus is treated here as a corridor
risk factor. Kazakhstan’s relations with Armenia and Azerbaijan are therefore
approached as a dual-domain policy space. On the one hand, Kazakhstan
pursues connectivity diplomacy through agreements, coordination formats, and
infrastructure investments. On the other hand, it articulates conflict positioning
through carefully calibrated statements, avoidance of blame, and support for
dialogue, often framed in legalistic language that enables balanced engagement.

OECD analysis of the Trans-Caspian corridor, for example, notes that
volumes increased markedly while also underlining persistent capacity gaps and
coordination bottlenecks that continue to limit reliability [14].

Results and Discussion

Geoeconomic determinants of Kazakhstan's policy towards the South
Caucasus

Determinants are treated as empirically observable drivers and constraints
that appear in documentary records and that can reasonably be linked to foreign-
policy outputs. They are not “mechanisms” in themselves, but structured pressures
and incentives that make certain policies more likely, and others more costly.

Afirst determinant is market access and corridor efficiency. OECD reporting
frames this in terms of competitiveness and performance constraints: traffic growth
is significant, but coordination failures and infrastructure bottlenecks prevent the
corridor from reaching its potential [14]. Efficiency, therefore, drives Kazakhstan
to prioritise policy tools that reduce dwell times and transaction costs, including
tariff harmonisation, joint operators, and digitised corridor governance.

A second determinant is infrastructure dependence and chokepoint
vulnerability. Vulnerability also appears in energy export diversification:
Kazakhstan repeatedly reroutes additional volumes via BTC after CPC
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infrastructure disruptions, but this rerouting is constrained by port capacity and
operational limitations [15].

A third determinant is diversification and corridor resilience as state
objectives. The effort to increase shipments via BTC, even if still modest in
overall export shares, is repeatedly justified as route diversification and risk
management [16; 17]. Resilience thus compels Kazakhstan to invest political
capital in corridor governance and cultivate functional partnerships with transit
states.

A fourth determinant is stakeholder embedding and external investment.
For example, reporting in late 2025 describes expanded cooperation among
Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, and Georgia with Chinese railway container operators,
pointing towards a deliberate effort to stabilise and scale corridor flows through
multi-actor coordination [18].

A fifth determinant is institutional and compliance constraints in corridor
governance. Reuters reporting on Kazakhstan’s navigation of sanctions pressures
and rerouting after disruptions illustrates how compliance and infrastructure
vulnerability become mutually reinforcing determinants in practice [15].

Connectivity diplomacy outputs

Outputs are coded as formalised commitments and routinised practices:
agreements, joint ventures, tariff and logistics coordination, regulatory
harmonisation, investment decisions, and recurring high-level formats that
institutionalise corridor cooperation.

A central output is the institutionalisation of corridor governance through
joint logistics structures. The June 2023 decision by Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan,
and Georgia to establish a joint logistics company designed to unify tariffs and
streamline cargo handling is a particularly clear example. Joint operators and
unified tariff policies translate corridor salience into administrative capacity and
embed partners into a shared performance logic in which unilateral deviations
become costlier and corridor governance more institutionally resilient.

A second output is the routine production of corridor performance narratives
in official settings, which function as political justifications for policy intensification.
Statements by Kazakhstan’s leadership and government communications repeatedly
reference traffic growth and target-setting, framing corridor development as a
strategic programme rather than an ad hoc project [13; 19].

A third output is corridor-related investment and asset positioning in the
South Caucasus. Kazakhstan’s ownership and management of infrastructure
assets in Georgia, particularly through KazTransOil’s ownership of Batumi Oil
Terminal, is a significant indicator of corridor-linked stakeholder embedding.
By holding assets along the route, Kazakhstan reduces dependence on purely
external operators and can better manage the risks of disruption or discriminatory
access.

series “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS and REGIONAL STUDIES” 1 (63) 2026 19



Shakirova M.Ye., Parpiyev S.M., Sultanmuratov N.N.

A fourth output concerns energy route diversification through Azerbaijan,
notably via the BTC pipeline. Reporting across 2024-2025 indicates agreements
to increase transit of Kazakh oil through Azerbaijan and via BTC, including
phased expansion arrangements and stated targets to raise volumes [16; 17].
Reuters reporting links BTC shipments to disruptions affecting CPC and details
the practical constraints that Kazakhstan is attempting to overcome through port
upgrades and expanded terminals [15; 20].

Conflict positioning outputs

Conflict positioning outputs are coded as Kazakhstan’s public statements,
diplomatic behaviour, and recurrent rhetorical patterns related to Armenia-
Azerbaijan tensions and regional security episodes that could affect corridor
stability.

Kazakhstan’s official statements during the escalation of the Armenia-
Azerbaijan conflict in September 2020 illustrate a baseline pattern. The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (MFA) expressed concern, urged cessation of hostilities,
and emphasised the importance of peaceful settlement through political and
diplomatic means [21]. Later episodes show similar patterns: official statements
and communications in subsequent escalations, and Kazakhstan’s reactions to
developments in peace negotiations, reproduce the same repertoire: support for
constructive dialogue, emphasis on peaceful resolution, and endorsement of
steps towards agreements [22]. When Kazakhstan welcomed announcements
that Armenia and Azerbaijan had concluded negotiations on the draft peace
agreement in March 2025, the language again stressed support for settlement
and constructive dialogue rather than attributing blame [23]. The consistency of
these outputs suggests that Kazakhstan seek to reduce the corridor’s exposure
to conflict risk not by intervening directly, but by maintaining equidistance and
encouraging institutionalised settlement.

Conflict positioning is not a domain of complete neutrality in all respects.
Kazakhstan’s diplomatic practice shows a preference for principles that align
with its sovereignty concerns, most notably territorial integrity. The South
Caucasus conflict environment intersects with Kazakhstan’s broader sensitivity to
separatism and territorial revisionism, shaping how its statements are understood
even when they remain formally balanced.

Conflict positioning is also evident in Kazakhstan’s willingness to maintain
bilateral relations with both Armenia and Azerbaijan, even when tensions are
high. This includes continued diplomatic engagement, participation in multilateral
settings where both parties are present, and avoidance of actions that would
force binary choices. In a corridor context, such restraint is itself a policy output,
reflecting a deliberate decision to prevent the South Caucasus relationship from
becoming hostage to security polarisation.
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Hedging

Within the conceptual framework established in Theoretical and Conceptual
Framework of the Study part, hedging is treated as an observable pattern of
issue-splitting and risk-spreading across domains. In the present case, hedging is
expected to manifest as the combination of active connectivity diplomacy with
cautious conflict positioning: Kazakhstan invests and coordinates intensely on
corridor matters, while keeping its conflict language restrained and its diplomatic
engagement balanced (See Table 1).

Table 1. Comparative analysis of Kazakhstan’s foreign policy domains in
the South Caucasus

Domain Nature of actions and logic Empirical examples (Outputs)
Connectivity | Active and proactive: Investment |- Creation of a joint logistics company by
Domain in ‘hard’ infrastructure and creation | Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan and Georgia to
of an institutional framework for |unify tariffs.
corridor management. - Direct management of assets through the

oil terminal in Batumi.

- Expansion of port capacities in Aktau and
Kuryk.

Conflict Cautious and procedural: Use of |- 2020 MFA statement: call for peaceful
Domain legal formalism and maintaining | settlement without taking sides.
equidistance (equal distance) from |- Support for the principle of territorial
the parties to the conflict. integrity while maintaining dialogue with
both sides.

- Approval of progress in peace talks in
2025 without attribution of blame.

Source: Table 1 compiled by the authors.

The empirical record is broadly consistent with this expectation. The outputs
of connectivity diplomacy discussed above show increasing functional alignment
with corridor nodes, especially Azerbaijan and Georgia, through joint logistics
governance and expanded energy transit arrangements [ 16; 24]. At the same time,
Kazakhstan’s conflict positioning remains framed around restraint and dialogue,
as illustrated by MFA statements in 2020 and later supportive reactions to peace
process developments [21; 23].

Hedging is further reinforced by the way Kazakhstan narrates corridor
development as diversification rather than confrontation. Official and policy-
oriented sources repeatedly frame the Middle Corridor as an alternative
route that enhances resilience, not as a hostile bypass designed to undermine
any actor. OECD analysis and reporting on corridor performance emphasise
competitiveness, bottlenecks, and capacity constraints rather than geopolitical
signalling [14]. This framing supports hedging because it allows Kazakhstan to
present corridor investment as a functional economic policy even when it has the
practical effect of reducing reliance on northern routes.

series “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS and REGIONAL STUDIES” 1 (63) 2026 21



Shakirova M.Ye., Parpiyev S.M., Sultanmuratov N.N.

A crucial empirical test of hedging is crisis behaviour under pressure.
Reuters reporting on CPC disruptions and the subsequent rerouting of oil
exports provides an instructive example: Kazakhstan increases BTC shipments
as a practical diversification response, while continuing to manage relationships
across multiple vectors and to navigate constraints on port capacity and market
requirements [15]. Such episodes show hedging as operational risk management
rather than mere rhetorical positioning. Kazakhstan does not abruptly abandon
existing routes; instead, it incrementally strengthens alternatives and uses them
as contingency capacity.

Complex balancing

Where hedging emphasises issue-splitting and insurance, complex
balancing captures Kazakhstan’s broader strategy of distributing influence and
dependence across multiple partners and institutional settings. In the context of
the Middle Corridor, this is visible in Kazakhstan’s simultaneous cultivation of
corridor partners such as Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Tiirkiye, engagement with
external stakeholders including China and European actors, and continued
participation in wider Eurasian institutional frameworks.

The Middle Corridor is not simply a bilateral Kazakh-Azerbaijani project.
It operates as a broader ecosystem that links Chinese rail container transit,
South Caucasus transit nodes, Turkish logistical integration, and European
market demand. Reporting that Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, and Georgia expanded
cooperation with Chinese railway container transport actors in 2025 suggests an
effort to stabilise corridor flows by embedding major external stakeholders into
corridor development and governance [25]. At the same time, OECD analysis
indicates growing European attention to the corridor’s competitiveness, efficiency,
and bottlenecks [26]. Taken together, these dynamics suggest that Kazakhstan is
not relying on a single partnership model, but is instead widening the corridor’s
stakeholder base in ways that reduce the risk of domination by any one actor.

Figure 1 helps illustrate this shift from largely bilateral interaction to a
more multilateral pattern of risk management. The corridor is becoming not only
a transport route, but also a space of intersecting commercial, regulatory, and
strategic interests. The involvement of actors such as China, through container
transit, and the EU, through investment and standards-related influence, reflects a
logic of omni-enmeshment. In practice, this broadens the number of stakeholders
with an interest in corridor performance and makes monopoly control over the
route more difficult.
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Figure 1 — Stakeholder ecology and the mechanism of complex balancing in the

Middle Corridor
China
(Operators)
EU Middle Azebaijan/
(Investment) Coridor e
(INodes)
Turkiyve (Hub)

Source: Figure 1 compiled by the authors.

Complex balancing is also visible in the use of political and institutional
platforms that reinforce connectivity themes. Kazakhstan’s participation in Turkic
cooperation frameworks provides a symbolic and organisational setting in which
cooperation with Azerbaijan and Tiirkiye can be presented as economically and
regionally legitimate rather than overtly antagonistic [25]. At the same time,
Kazakhstan’s Foreign Policy Concept for 2020-2030 continues to emphasise
balanced relations and diversified partnerships, providing a doctrinal anchor for
interpreting corridor intensification as an adaptation within multivectorism rather
than a departure from it [26]. In this sense, the coexistence of doctrinal balance and
corridor activism suggests a pattern of complex balancing: Kazakhstan increases
emphasis on new directions and capabilities without formally abandoning
existing alignments.

A further dimension concerns asset control and infrastructural positioning.
The case of the Batumi Oil Terminal is illustrative. By owning and managing
terminal assets in Georgia, Kazakhstan strengthens its ability to operate within the
corridor with a greater degree of autonomy from exclusively external operational
control [27]. In geoeconomic terms, this can be read as a balancing move: it
reduces exposure to external leverage and makes corridor access less dependent
on political goodwill alone.

Vector hierarchy

The concept of vector hierarchy is analytically useful, but it requires careful
handling in order to avoid treating temporary emphasis as evidence of durable
alignment. In the context of the Middle Corridor, the available evidence suggests
that the South Caucasus-Tiirkiye vector has gained greater functional weight
in connectivity-related domains, particularly since 2022. This is visible in the
intensification of agreements, the creation of joint operators, the articulation of
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expansion targets, and the growth of energy transit via Azerbaijan [16; 25; 26].
Such outputs suggest that Kazakhstan is assigning greater importance to corridor-
node relationships for specific practical purposes. At the same time, this does
not by itself imply broader political alignment. Kazakhstan’s conflict positioning
remains cautious and balanced, while its policy language continues to emphasise
autonomy and multivectorism as general principles [21; 26].

In this study, hierarchy is assessed through two observable dimensions.
The first is resource and attention allocation in connectivity diplomacy. Increased
high-level engagement, expanded corridor-governance formats, and repeated
investment narratives indicate a pattern of functional prioritisation. The second
is discursive prominence. Official speeches and policy documents increasingly
present Trans-Caspian connectivity as central to Kazakhstan’s economic strategy,
especially in the context of uncertainty surrounding the northern route [14]. At
the same time, this hierarchy remains constrained. Reuters reporting notes that,
even as Kazakhstan increases BTC exports, the bulk of oil exports still moves
through the CPC route, suggesting that diversification remains partial and that
any reorientation is limited by infrastructure and market realities [20].

The main analytical conclusion, therefore, is that vector hierarchy in this
case is best understood as domain-specific upgrading. The evidence indicates
that Kazakhstan has elevated the South Caucasus-Tiirkiye vector within the
connectivity domain, while preserving balanced engagement in the conflict
domain and maintaining broader multivector commitments. Rather than signalling
abandonment of multivectorism, this pattern is more plausibly interpreted as
differentiated prioritisation across issue areas under changing.

Episode-based comparison

To bring together the analytical dimensions used in the empirical section,
the study employs an episode-based comparison. The selected episodes are not
intended to provide an exhaustive chronology of Kazakhstan’s relations with
the South Caucasus. Rather, they capture moments in which corridor-relevant
geoeconomic determinants became especially visible in policy behaviour,
either through intensified connectivity diplomacy or through conflict-related
positioning. This makes it possible to compare how similar structural pressures
generate different external-policy outputs across the two domains.

Episode 1: Corridor institutionalisation and functional anchoring (2010s-
2017).

During this period, Kazakhstan’s corridor orientation developed from
strategic intent into more tangible assets and route capacity. The significance of
the episode lies less in any single agreement than in the gradual construction of
functional dependencies. The acquisition and management of assets such as the
Batumi Oil Terminal, culminating in formalised ownership structures by 2017,
suggests early recognition that corridor access required embedded infrastructural
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positions rather than reliance on diplomatic goodwill alone [27]. This episode is
best coded as stakeholder embedding and resilience-building, in that it created
a material basis for later intensification. The regional conflict environment
remained largely in the background, and Kazakhstan’s multivector logic did not
yet require visible recalibration.

Episode 2: The 2020 Nagorno-Karabakh war and the activation of conflict-
positioning routines.

The September 2020 escalation tested Kazakhstan’s balancing practice
under conditions of regional instability. The MFA statement expressing concern,
urging the cessation of hostilities, and emphasising peaceful settlement represents
a typical conflict-positioning output aimed at preserving relations with both
parties while signalling sensitivity to instability [21]. In coding terms, the relevant
determinant is vulnerability: conflict is framed as destabilising, but Kazakhstan’s
response takes the form of rhetorical restraint rather than intervention. Hedging
is visible in the separation between conflict language and corridor policy.
Kazakhstan neither suspends corridor cooperation nor adopts a confrontational
stance that might endanger longer-term functional partnerships.

Episode 3: Post-2022 acceleration of corridor salience and institutional
deepening.

The post-2022 context functions as a structural accelerator. Corridor
volumes increased substantially and became a prominent metric in official and
analytical narratives [13; 14]. In response, Kazakhstan and its corridor partners
intensified coordination, including the establishment of joint logistics structures
designed to unify tariffs and streamline cargo handling [24]. This episode is
best coded as a convergence of several determinants: market access, efficiency,
vulnerability, and resilience all appear in documentary rationales for policy
intensification. Complex balancing becomes more visible as Kazakhstan seeks
to widen the corridor’s stakeholder base, including through engagement with
Chinese container transport actors [18]. The episode therefore illustrates not only
intensified connectivity diplomacy, but also a broader effort to embed the corridor
within multiple external relationships.

Episode 4: Energy diversification through BTC under infrastructure
disruptions (2024-2025).

This episode shows how corridor logic extends into the energy domain
and how vulnerability can induce practical diversification. Kazakhstan’s phased
agreements to increase oil transit through Azerbaijan and via BTC, together with
official plans and targets for expanded volumes, demonstrate corridor diplomacy
in a strategically important sector [16; 17]. Reuters reporting further indicates
that disruptions affecting CPC can trigger short-term rerouting decisions and
that Kazakhstan uses BTC as an alternative route, although this option remains
constrained by port capacity and operational limits [15; 20]. The episode
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highlights the determinant of chokepoint vulnerability and the output of route
diversification. Hedging is visible in Kazakhstan’s use of BTC as an incremental
supplement rather than a wholesale replacement, thereby preserving flexibility
across vectors.

Episode 5: Peace process developments and Kazakhstan's diplomatic
reassurance (2025).

Kazakhstan’s positive response to signs of progress on a draft peace
agreement reflects a consistent conflict-positioning repertoire: support for
constructive dialogue without polarising attribution [23]. This episode is coded
primarily as a conflict-positioning output and is again consistent with hedging.
Kazakhstan signals an interest in regional stability, which is favourable for
corridor reliability, while maintaining balanced language. If increased corridor
salience had produced overt political alignment, one might expect sharper
rhetorical differentiation. Instead, Kazakhstan sustains procedural neutrality,
which remains consistent with both multivectorism and hedging.

Across these episodes, the emerging pattern is one of node-driven asymmetry
rather than political bandwagoning. Kazakhstan’s connectivity diplomacy is
most intense with corridor nodes, especially Azerbaijan and Georgia, because
geoeconomic determinants make these relationships structurally important. At
the same time, Kazakhstan’s conflict positioning remains cautious and broadly
even-handed, reflecting the need to preserve room for manoeuvre in a region
where security crises can generate reputational, diplomatic, and institutional
costs. The resulting vector hierarchy is therefore best understood as a functional
hierarchy within connectivity diplomacy, anchored in efficiency, resilience, and
vulnerability reduction, rather than as evidence of a broader reorientation of
Kazakhstan’s foreign policy.

Conclusion

This study set out to explain how geoeconomic determinants linked to the
Middle Corridor shape Kazakhstan’s foreign policy towards the South Caucasus
and how these determinants interact with the logic of multivector diplomacy. The
analysis suggests that corridor development does not merely add an economic
layer to Kazakhstan’s regional engagement. Rather, it changes the configuration
of incentives and constraints within which foreign policy is formulated and
implemented. As Kazakhstan’s westward connectivity becomes increasingly
mediated by external nodes in Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Tiirkiye, the South
Caucasus emerges as a strategically important hinge where transport performance,
investment security, and political stability become closely interconnected. In
this context, corridor politics acquire a clearer foreign policy dimension. They
require sustained diplomatic coordination, institutional adaptation, and calibrated
signalling under conditions in which conflict risk cannot be treated as external to
connectivity.
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The analysis identified five determinants that are most consistently visible
in the documentary record and most directly related to corridor development.
These are market access and efficiency imperatives, infrastructural dependence
and chokepoint vulnerability, diversification and resilience as explicit state
objectives, stakeholder embedding as a means of widening options and reducing
coercion risk, and institutional constraints that delimit manoeuvring space while
also providing tools for functional autonomy. These determinants are useful
analytically because they translate a general claim, namely that Kazakhstan
pursues connectivity, into a set of more specific and traceable expectations about
behaviour. Corridor dependence is not expressed mainly through declaratory
geopolitics. It is more clearly visible in investments in capacity, efforts to
harmonise procedures, the creation of joint governance arrangements, and the
prioritisation of reliability as a strategic objective.

Against this determinant structure, Kazakhstan’s regional behaviour is
most plausibly captured through the dual domain approach used throughout the
paper. First, the pattern of connectivity diplomacy shows clear intensification.
Kazakhstan’s engagement with corridor nodes has become more institutionalised
through routinised formats, coordination initiatives, and tangible asset positioning
along the route. The policy logic is broadly functional, namely to improve corridor
performance and reduce the political and commercial costs of disruption. Second,
Kazakhstan’s conflict positioning remains consistently cautious. The dominant
repertoire is legalistic and procedural, emphasising restraint, dialogue, and
settlement while avoiding forms of attribution that could foreclose relationships
or raise the reputational costs of corridor cooperation. This division is not
accidental. It reflects the fact that corridor development increases the salience of
regional stability without turning Kazakhstan into a security arbiter in the South
Caucasus.

Interpreted through the lens of multivectorism, these findings are more
consistent with hedging and complex balancing than with straightforward
balancing or bandwagoning. Hedging appears in issue splitting across domains.
Kazakhstan can pursue active corridor cooperation with key nodes while
retaining discursive and diplomatic caution on conflict related matters. Complex
balancing is visible in efforts to avoid single partner dependence by embedding
multiple stakeholders and cultivating overlapping institutional pathways, thereby
widening options and reducing exposure to leverage. At the same time, these
patterns do not imply a linear or unidirectional alignment. The evidence is more
consistent with a bounded, domain specific vector hierarchy. In connectivity
and trade facilitation, the South Caucasus and Tiirkiye vector appears to have
gained greater functional priority because it has become increasingly important
for corridor performance. Yet this upgrading remains constrained and does not
amount to a wholesale reordering of Kazakhstan’s wider multivector posture.
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The hierarchy observed here is therefore functional rather than ideological, since
it reflects the distribution of material constraints and opportunities across issue
areas.

The study also helps clarify the role of crisis pressure. Episodes of
heightened uncertainty tend to sharpen the tradeoft between corridor continuity
and political positioning. Under such conditions, Kazakhstan’s response is not
to abandon multivectorism, but to practise it more visibly, deepening functional
cooperation where doing so strengthens resilience, while maintaining rhetorical
restraint where polarisation would impose significant costs. This suggests
that corridor development may increase interdependence with specific nodes
without deterministically capturing foreign policy. Interdependence generates
constraints, but it can also provide instruments for managing them, especially
when institutionalised cooperation lowers coordination costs and reduces the
risks of unilateral disruption.

Empirically, the findings suggest that Kazakhstan’s South Caucasus
policy is better understood as a corridor conditioned policy space rather than
solely as an extension of great power management. Conceptually, the article
shows the value of specifying geoeconomic determinants and linking them to
observable policy outputs, thereby avoiding a reduction of connectivity to either
pure economics or pure geopolitics. Methodologically, the study indicates that
qualitative documentary analysis can identify meaningful regularities in policy
behaviour when guided by explicit operational criteria and by a distinction
between functional outputs and conflict positioning. At the same time, the
conclusions should be read with appropriate caution. The analysis identifies
patterned associations in documentary evidence rather than direct proof of
decision-making motives. A productive direction for future research would be
to expand the episode set and incorporate additional corridor stakeholders and
sectoral domains, including digital trade facilitation and green logistics, in order
to assess whether the observed vector hierarchy remains stable or becomes more
pronounced as corridor capacity expands.
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OPTA JQJII3IIH JAMYBI KAFTANBIHIAFBI KASAKCTAHHBIH
OHTYCTIK KABKA3FA KATBICTbBI CbIPTKbI CAACATBIHbIH
IF'EOKOHOMUKAJIBIK AETEPMUHAHTTAPBI
* llakuposa M.E.!, [Tapnues C.M.? Cynraumyparos H.H.?

*123 9n-Dapadu areigarbl Kasak YITThIK YHUBEPCUTETI,

Anmarsl, Kazakcran

Anparna. byn wmakamaga Opra  [omizain  mamybiHa  OalIaHBICTHI
reo’KOHOMHKaNbIK  ¢aktopnapabiy — Kaszakcrannein — 2010-2025  xeuigap
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apanelFplHarbl  OHTYcTiK KaBka3ra KaTbhICThl CBIPTKbI casicaThlHA KaJjlai
ocep eTkeHl KapacTelpbuiafbl. J[omi3 KYpBUIBICBIH KOJI JKETIMJI KOCBLTY
MYMKIHJIKTEPIHIH ~KYPBUIBIMJBIK ©3repici peTiHAe KapacTbhlpa OTBIPHIIL,
3epTTey Ka3aKCTAHHBIH €Kl SMIIMPHUKAJIBIK OAaKblJIaHATHIH CajlaJarbl aiMaKThIK
MIHE3-KYJIKbIH TYXKBIpbIMIANAbI: OailflaHbIC callaChIHAAFbl JAMILIOMATHUSHBIH
HoTWKenepi  (OacTtamanap, KeJmicIMAep JKOHE TPAH3UTTIH  THUIMILIITIH
apTTHIPATBIH KOCHApJIbl KOHCYJIbTALMATIAP) JKOHE KAKTBIFBICTAPIbl PETTEYIIH
HoTKenepl (pecMu OasiHaay, KYKBIKTHIK HETI3/IEy KOHE alMaKThIK Jayiapra
KAThICThl JMIUIOMATHSUIBIK curHanjgap). Kocbimina nepexTi AepekkesnepliH
Ma3MYHBIH camnajbl TajjayJabl IMaiajaHa OTBIPHIN, MaKajiaga JIoJi3AepaiH
TUIMJIUTITI MEH HapbIKTapFa KOJKETIMIUTIKTI KOCa ajFaH/ia, CascaTThl TaH 1Ay bl
KaJIBINTACTBIPAThIH HET13T1 JEeTEPMUHAHTTAP aHBIKTAJIFaH; HH(OPaKYpPbUIBIMHBIH
OCaJIJIBIFbl MEH KeJeprijiepl; apTapanTaHabIlpy KOHE eMIpIIEHIIK MaKcaTTaphl;
MYIeJ TapanTapiasl MEMJICKETTIK—KEKEMEHIIIK KOHE CBHIPTKBI CEepPIKTeCTepre
€HT13Y; XKoHe MYMKIH O0JIaThIH MiHJETTEMeNEep Il LIEKTEHTIH HHCTUTYIIMOHAIJIBIK
mekreynep. Hotmxenep nomizaepre Heri3aenreH e3apa royenainik KazakcTaHHbIH
MparMaTUKaJIbIK, TUIMIUTIKKE OaFbpITTAJIFAH JUIUIOMATHsI apKbLIbl TPAH3UTTIK
TOpanTapMeH e3apa OPEKETTECyiH KYIIEHTETIHIH KOpCeTel, COHbIMEH Oipre
Oenes Il JKOHE ONepalMsUIbIK ToyeKeepi 0oaapipMay YiliH ApMsH-O31pOaiizkaH
LIMEJIEHICTEPIHE KaTbhICThl CAKTHIKIEH >XOHE 3aHJbl TYPAE TY KbIphIMJIAJIFaH
YCTaHBIMJAP/bl bIHTATAHIBIPAbl. ByJl 3aHIBUIBIKTAp KOIIBEKTOPJIbI XEIKUPIIEY
YKOHE KYpJeil TeHIECTIpy apKbUIbl TYCIHIIpiieai, Oy Oenriai Oip 1OMEHTe ToH
BEKTOPJIbIK MEPAPXUSIHBI TYAbIPa/bl, OHJA ISTI3A1H (YHKIUMOHAIIABIFBI JKaJIIbl
casicu Kemicimal 6u1ipMeit 0achIMIbIKKA He 601a/1bl. 3epTTey T€0IKOHOMUKAIIBIK
OailraHpICTAp/Ibl KAKTHIFBICTAPFA CE31IMTA TPAH3UTTIK aiiMaKTaFbl 0aKbLIAHATHIH
CBIPTKBI CasICU MIHE3-KYJIBIKIIEH OaliIaHbICTBIPY YIIIIH ONEPALUSIIBIK HET13/1e1reH
HEeri3 KypyFa bIKIal eTe/l.

Tipek ce3aep: Tre0PKOHOMHUKA, TI'€OPKOHOMUKAJIBIK JIETEPMUHAHTTAP,
Oprta [omi3, KazakcranubsiH ChIpTKBI casicaTbl, OHTycTik KaBkas, OailmaHbiC
JUIUIOMATHUSCHI, KaKTBIFBICTapAbl PpETTEY, KOIBEKTOPJbl CHIPTKbl cascar,
XEJDKUpIIEY, KeILEeH A1 TeHrepiMJIey, BEKTOPJIBIK HepapXusl, KOIK JaJIi3/1epl )KoHe
OaiiaHbiC

Kap:kbuianxbipy: reutbiMd  Makanma Kaszakcran PecnyOnukachiHBIH
FouibiM  koHE JxkoFapbl OUIIM  MMHHUCTPIIrT TapanblHaH «AP22788787 —
KaszakcTaHHBIH YJITTBIK MY//I€TIEPIH KAMTAMAChI3 €TY JKaFAaiibIHAa XaJIbIKapaJIbIK
Tpanckacnuii OarbIThIH 1CKE acbIPyIbIH ChIH-KAaTepiepl MEH MYMKIHAIKTEp1»
IPaHTHI asAChIH/Ia Kap>KbUIAHIBIPBUIIBL.
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I'EOKOHOMMWYECKHUE AETEPMUHAHTDBI
BHEIIIHEHN NOJINTUKHN KABAXCTAHA B OTHOIIEHUHA
O KHOI'O KABKA3A B KOHTEKCTE PA3BUTUS
CPEAMHHOI'O KOPUIOPA
* [Tlakuposa M.E.!, TTaprimes C.M.2, Cynranmyparos H.H.?
*1.2.3 Kazaxckuii HAIIMOHAIBHBINA YHUBEpCUTET UMeHH AJb-Dapadwu,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran

AHHoOTanus. B 1aHHOI cTaThe paccMaTpuBaeTCs, KaK T€OIKOHOMUYECKUE
(bakTopsl, cBsI3aHHBIE C pa3BUTHEM CpelHero Kopuaopa, MOBIUSUIN Ha BHEIIHIOK
nonutuky Kazaxcrana B orHomenun FOxuoro Kaskasa B nepuon ¢ 2010 o 2025
roa. PaccmarpuBas co3nanue KOpUAOPOB KaK CTPYKTYPHBIN CABUT B TIOCTYITHBIX
BapMaHTAaX TMOJKIIOUEHHUS, AaBTOPbl HCCIEAOBAaHUS  KOHLENTYaJIU3UPYIOT
pernoHanbHoe nopeAeHne Kazaxcrana B IBYX SMIUPHUECKH MPOCIEKUBAEMBIX
oOnacTsx: pe3ynbTaTbl AUIIOMATHH MOAKIIOUEHHUS (MHUIIMATUBBI, COITIAIICHUS
U PETYJsIpHbIE KOHCYNIBTAIMH, KOTOpPbIE MOBBIMAIOT 3((EKTUBHOCTh TPAH3UTA)
U pe3yibTaThl MO3ULHMOHUPOBAHUS B KOH(IUKTax (oduluagbHbIe 3asBICHUS,
mpaBoBoe odopmieHHe U AWIJIOMAaTHYECKHE CUTHAJIBI B  OTHOIICHUU
pEeruoHaNbHBIX CIOPOB). Mcronb3ys KaueCTBEHHbIN KOHTEHT-aHAIU3 BTOPUYHBIX
JOKYMEHTAJIbHBIX HCTOYHHMKOB, B CTaThe ONpEIENIEHbl KIIOUeBbIE (aKTOPHI,
OTIPENIENSIONINE BHIOOP TOMUTUKH, BKIOUas A(HPEKTUBHOCTH KOPHUIOPOB
U JOCTYN K pPBIHKaM; YSI3BUMOCTb HMH(PACTPYKTYphl M Yy3KHE MECTa; IeNd
nuBepcu(PUKAMM U YCTOWYMBOCTH, YYacTHE 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH B
pamMKax TroCyJapCTBEHHO-UYAaCTHOTO MMapTHEPCTBA M BHEIIHUX MapTHEPOB; U
WHCTUTYLMOHAJIbHBIE OrPaHUYEHMsI, KOTOpble OTPaHHYMBAIOT BBIIIOJHUMbBIE
oOsi3arenbeTBa. [lomyyeHHbIE pe3yabTaThl TOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO B3aUMO3aBUCUMOCTD,
oOycyoBleHHasi KOpUIOpaMH, yCHIMBaeT B3aumozeiictBue Kaszaxcrana c
TPaH3UTHBIMU Y3JIaMU TIOCPEJICTBOM MparMaTUYHOW, OPUEHTHPOBAHHON Ha
pe3yabTaT AUMJIOMATHH, OJTHOBPEMEHHO MOOIIPSS OCTOPOXKHOE U IOPUINYECKU
o(opMIIeHHOE TO3UIITHOHUPOBAHKE B OTHOILIEHUH HAIPSHKEHHOCTH B OTHOIIICHHUSAX
MexXay Apmenuweir u AsepOaiipkaHOM BO H30eKaHWE PENMyTAI[MOHHBIX U
OTIEPAIIMOHHBIX PUCKOB. DTH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH MHTEPIIPETUPYIOTCS C TOMOIIIbIO
MHOTOBEKTOPHOTO XE€KUPOBAHUS U CIIOKHOTO OallaHCHpOBaHUA, CO3/aBas
BEKTOPHYIO HEpapXxuio, CrenuuyHyo I KOHKPETHOH o0nactu, B KOTOpOU
(YHKIIMOHAJIBHOCTh KOpHUIOpa SIBISETCA MPUOPUTETHOHN, HE NoApasymeBas
o01iero MOJIUTUYECKOro corracoBaHus. VccienoBanue mpencTaBiseT coOoi
MPAKTUYECKYIO OCHOBY JJIsl YBSI3KM T€03KOHOMUYECKUX CBsI3el ¢ HaOI0qaeMbIM
BHEUIHETNOJIUTUYECKUM TIOBEJCHUEM B YYBCTBUTEIHLHOM K KOH(IUKTaM
TPaH3UTHOM PETHOHE.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: re03KOHOMHUKA, F€OPKOHOMHYECKUE IETEPMUHAHTBHI,
Cpennuii kopuaop, BHelHs s nonutrka Kazaxcrana, FOxnsbiii KaBkas, gunioma-
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TUSl B3aUMOCBS3aHHOCTH, MO3UIIMOHUPOBAHUE B KOH(IMKTaX, MHOTOBEKTOpHAs
BHELIHSS MOJIUTHKA, XEIPKUPOBAHNUE, KOMIUIEKCHOE OajJaHCUpOBaHUE, BEKTOpHAas
HepapXusl, TPAHCIIOPTHBIE KOPUIOPHI U CBA3HOCTH

®dunancupoBanue: JlaHHas HayyHas cTaThsi Obula MOJJEpXKaHa
MunucTtepcTBOM Hayku U Bbicuiero oOpazoBanust PecnyOnuku Kazaxcran
B pamkax rpaHta «AP22788787 — BbI30BBI W BO3MOKHOCTH pead3aluu
MeXxayHapoaHoro TpaHcKacnmUCKOro MapiipyTa B KOHTEKCTE OOecIedyeHust
HaIlMOHAJIBHBIX HHTEpecoB Ka3zaxcranay.

Received / Maxana mycmi / Cmamwvs nocmynuna: 04.02.2026.
Accepted / Kapusnayea xabwinoanowt / Ilpunsma k nyoruxayuu: 27.03.2026.

Information about authors:

Shakirova Meruyet Erteleukyzy — 1-year PhD candidate. Department
of International Relations and World Economy. Al-Farabi Kazakh National
University, Almaty, Kazakhstan, ORCID ID 0009-0005-8299-1075, e-mail:
meruyert.shakirova@gmail.com.

Parpiyev Syrym Maratovich — PhD., Senior Lecturer. Department of
International Relations and World Economy. Al-Farabi Kazakh National
University, Almaty, Kazakhstan, ORCID ID 0000-0002-6031-3522, e-mail:
parpiyev.syrym@gmail.com.

Sultanmuratov Nuriddin Negmatovich — PhD., Senior Lecturer. Department
of International Relations and World Economy. Al-Farabi Kazakh National
University, Almaty, Kazakhstan, ORCID ID 0000-0003-3711-4303, e-mail:
nuriddin.sultanmuratov(@gmail.com.

Aemopnap mypanvl manimem:

[MlakupoBa Mepyer Epreneykpizbi — 1-kypc PhD  noxTtopantsl.
XasbIKapaiablK KaTbIHACTAP JKOHE QJIEM/IIK SKOHOMHKA Kadenpacsl. On-Dapadbu
arbigaarel Kazak ynrTeiK yHuBepcuteti, Anmarsl, Kazakcran, ORCID ID 0009-
0005-8299-1075, e-mail: meruyert.shakirova@gmail.com.

[MapnueB Ceippiv MaparoBuu — PhD, ara okpiTymibl. XasibIKapablK
KaTbIHACTAP KOHE dJIEMIIK SKOHOMHKA Kadenpackl. On-Dapadbu areiHgarsl Kazax
yITThIK yHUBepcuTeTi, Anmarsl, Kazakcran, ORCID ID 0000-0002-6031-3522,
e-mail: parpiyev.syrym@gmail.com.

CyntanmyparoB Hypummun HermatoBuu — PhD, ara OKbITymIbL
XasbIKapaiablK KaTbIHACTAP JKOHE dJIEM/IIK SKOHOMHKA Kadenpacsl. On-Dapadbu
arbigaarel Kazak ynrTeiK yHuBepeuteti, Anmarsl, Kazakcran, ORCID ID 0000-
0003-3711-4303, e-mail: nuriddin.sultanmuratov@gmail.com.

series “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS and REGIONAL STUDIES” 1 (63) 2026 33



Shakirova M.Ye., Parpiyev S.M., Sultanmuratov N.N.

Hngpopmayusa 06 asmopax:

[TakupoBa Mepyer Epreneykpizel — PhD poktopanT 1 xypca. Kadenpa
MEKTYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLICHUI U MUPOBOM SKOHOMHKHU. Ka3axckuii HalIMOHAIbHBII
yHUBEpCUTET MMeHH anb-Dapadbu, Anmarel, Kazaxcran, ORCID ID 0009-0005-
8299-1075, e-mail: meruyert.shakirova@gmail.com.

[TapriueB CoeipsiM Maparosud — PhD, crapmmii npenonasarens. Kadenpa
MEXKTYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLLICHUI U MUPOBOM SKOHOMHKH. Ka3axCckuii HallMOHAIbHBII
yHUBEpCUTET UMeHH anb-Dapadbu, Anmarel, Kazaxcran, ORCID ID 0000-0002-
6031-3522, e-mail: parpiyev.syrym@gmail.com.

CyntanmyparoB Hypunaua HermaroBuu - PhD, crapmmii npernomaBarerns.
Kadenpa mexmyHapogHBIX OTHOIICHHMH W MHPOBOM SKOHOMHUKH. Kazaxckuit
HallMOHAJBHBIN YHUBEpCUTET UMEHHU anb-Dapadu, Anmarsl, Kazaxcran, ORCID
ID 0000-0003-3711-4303, e-mail: nuriddin.sultanmuratov(@gmail.com.

34 BULLETIN of Ablai Khan KazUIRandWL



