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PROSPECTS FOR THE FORMATION OF A COLLECTIVE SECURITY
SYSTEM IN ASIA: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS WITH THE EUROPEAN
SECURITY SYSTEM. OPPORTUNITIES FOR KAZAKHSTANI DIPLOMACY

At the current stage of transformation of international relations, within the framework of Asian
geopolitics, there is a need to create collective security institutions. The main current model is the
European system of collective security, the experience of which is important for Asia. The security system
in Asia is characterized by the fact that it is still dominated by elements of the classical Westphalian
model of international relations, namely nation-states. For the formation of a collective security system,
several certain factors play an important role, among which we can mention the military-technical
component, polarity, as well as the socialization factor. This article, within the framework of the study,
points out that the key role is played by these three factors. The formation of such a security system is
also important for diplomacy in Kazakhstan, which is the initiator and promoter of CICA, an international
forum for strengthening cooperation aimed at ensuring peace, security, and stability in Asia.

Although in the short term, the formation of a collective security system in Asia seems unlikely, there
are all the prerequisites and potential in the medium or long term.

Keywords: collective security, bipolarity, Asia, Kazakhstani diplomacy, institutionalization
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A3USIAAFbI Y)XKbIMADBIK KayincCi3AjiK XXyHeciH KaAbINTacTbIpy NepcreKTMBaAapbl:
eyponaAblIK, Kayirnci3Aik )XyHeciMeH CaAbICTbIpMAAbl TaAAQy.
KaszakcTaHAbIK, AMIIAOMATHUS YLLIH MYMKIHAIKTepi

XaAblkapaAblK, KaTblHAaCTapAbl TpaHCOpMaUMSIAayAblH, Kasipri Ke3eHiHAE a3MsIAbIK, reocasicaT
LIEHOEPIHAE YXKbIMABIK, KAYiMNCi3AIK MHCTUTYTTapbiH KYPY KaXXeTTIAIr TybiHAaMAbl. Kasipri yakbitta
>KYMbIC iCTEM TypfaH HEerisri MOAEAb-TOXIpuOeci A3Ms YLiH MaHpbI3Abl €YPONaAblK, Y KbIMADBIK,
KAYinci3aik >yneci. A3ngaarbl KayimncisAik >KyMeci XaAblKapaAblK, KATbIHACTapAbIH KAACCUKAAbIK,
BECT(DAAMSIABIK, MOAEAIHIH DAEMEHTTepi, aTtan anTKaHAA YAT-MEMAEKET 8Ai Ae 6GacbiM GOAybIMeH
cunatTanaAbl. YXKbIMABIK, KaYiMCi3AiK >KyMeCiH KaAbINTacTblpy YLiH OipkaTap HakTbl akTtopAap
MaHbI3Abl POA aTKapaAbl, OAAPAbIH, iLIIHAE 8CKEePU-TEXHUKAABIK, KOMIMOHEHTTi, MOASIPABIKTbI, COHAAN-
ak, aAeyMeTTeHy (hakTopbIH aTan etyre 60AaAbl. bya Makaaa 3epTrey asicblHAQ KOPCETIATeH yi ak-
TOp Lewywi peA aTkapaTbiHbIH aTan eTTi. MyHAal Kayinci3Aik >XyMeciH KaAbINTacTbipy A3usipaFbl
GenOITLLIAIKTI, Kayinci3Aik NMeH TypaKTbIAbIKTbI KaMTamacbi3 eTyre OarbITTaAfaH bIHTbIMAKTACTbIKTbl
HbIFANTY >XeHiHAEri XaAblKapaablk, hopym — AOCLLIK(A3msgaarbl ©3apa iC-KUMbIA XX8He CeHiM Liapaa-
pbl XXEHIHAEr KeHec) 6acTamallbIChbl >KaHe NpomoyTepi 60AbIn TabblAaTbiH Ka3akCcTaH AMMIAOMATUSCI
YLWiH A€ MaHbI3AbI.

Kbicka Mep3iMai nepcriekTnBasa A3msaaarbl YXKbIMABIK, KayiMnCi3AiK >KYMECiH KaAbINTacTbIpy
eKiTaram OGOAbIM KOpiHreHIMeH, opTa Mep3iMAI Hemece y3ak, MepP3iMAI nmepcriekTnBasa OapAbik,
aAFbILLIAPTTAP MEH aAeyeT 6ap.

Ty#in ce3aep: YKbIMADBIK Kayincizaik, GUNoAspabik, A3us, KasakcraH AMMAOMATUSCHI, MHCTUTYT-
TaHABIPY
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MepcnekTuBbl POPMHPOBAHUSA CUCTEMbI KOAAEKTUBHOM 6€30MacHOCTH B A3um:
CPaBHUTEAbHbI AaHAAU3 C €BPOMNeHCKoM CUCTEMOi 6e30MacHOCTH.
B03MOXXHOCTH AASI KQ3aXCTAHCKOM AMMAOMATHH

Ha coBpemeHHOM 3Tane TpaHcopMaLMmM MeXAYHAPOAHbBIX OTHOLLEHWIM, B paMKax a3nMaTCKoOM reo-
NMOAMTUKM, CYLLECTBYET HEOOXOAMMOCTb CO3AAHUSI MHCTUTYTOB KOAAEKTMBHOM 6e3omnacHocTn. OCHOB-
HOM AENCTBYIOLLEN MOAEABbIO CeMYaC 9BAIETCH eBPONnemnckas CUcrtema KOAAEKTMBHOM 6e3onacHocTy,
OrMbIT KOTOPOM BaxkeH aAst Asumn. Cuctema 6€30macHOCTM B A3MM, XapaKTepuayeTcst TEM, UYTO B Hei
BCE €ellle AOMUHUPYIOT SIAEMEHTbI KAaCCMYeckor BecTdaabCckoi MOAEAN MEXXAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLLEHWA,
a MMEeHHO HaUMM-TOCYAAPCTBa. AAS (DOPMMPOBAHMS CUCTEMbI KOAAEKTMBHOM 6E30MacHOCTU, BadKHYIO
POAb UIpaeT psA orpeAeAeHHbIX (hakTopoB, CpeAr, KOTOPbIX MOXXHO OTMETUTb BOEHHO-TEXHUYECKYIO
COCTaBASBLLYIO, MOASIPHOCTb, a TakxXe (hakTop counaamsaumun. AaHHag CTaTbs, B paMKax MCCAeAOBa-
HMS, OTMEYAET, YTO KAIOYEBYIO POAb MIPAIOT MMEHHO TpU 0003HauYeHHbIX dakTopa. PopmmpoBaHme
TaKoOM CUCTEMbI 6E30MaCHOCTU TakXKe BaXKHO M AAS AMMAOMAaTMM KasaxcTaHa, KOTOPbIN SABASIETCS MHM-
umatopomM u npomoytepom CBMAA — MeXAYHapoOAHOro hopymMa Mo yKpenAeHWio COTPYAHWYECTBa,

HanpaBAEHHOro Ha obecredyeHre M1pa, 6e30MaCHOCTU U CTAOMABHOCTU B A3MM.

XOTS Ha KPaTKOCPOUHYIO NMEPCrnekTMBY, (DOPMUPOBAHME CUCTEMbI KOAAEKTUBHOM 6€30MacHOCTU B
A31M, NpeACTABASETCS MAaAOBEPOSITHbIM, HO TEM HEe MeHee, CYLLLECTBYIOT BCE NMPEAMOCHIAKM U MOTEHLM-
aA B CPEAHECPOYHOM, ABO B AOATOCPOYHON NePCrekTMBe.

KAloueBble CAOBaA: KOAAEKTMBHAs 6e30MacHOCTb, BGUMOASPHOCTb, A3us, AMnAoMaTms KasaxcraHa,

MHCTUTYUNOHAAN3aU N

Introduction

At the current stage of transformation of the
system of international relations, it can be noted
that the main military-political and strategic trends
of the 21st century are formed in Asia. China’s
geopolitical rise caused by China’s military moder-
nization and global economic expansion, as well as
Beijing’s creation of a China-centric institutional
model (Atlantic Council, 2021) have led to the
rising trends of the security dilemma. The security
dilemma is inherently prone to conflict to some
degree (Christensen, 1999), and the security system
in Asia is now characterized by militarized conflict
(Cliff, 2020).

Trends of multipolarity in the system of inter-
national relations, have led to increased processes
and potential destabilization of the international
order. Under such conditions, there is a need to
create and form new or additional collective security
institutions.

The main feature of the security system in Asia
is that, unlike the European security system, it has
not been fully institutionalized. The security sys-
tem in Asia is still deeply oriented to the classical
Westphalian model, where nation-states play a key
role. The European security system has undergone a
long process of institutionalization, which manifests
itself in elements such as the strategic arms control
regime, the socialization of actors in global conflict

during the Cold War (Wendt, 1992), and conse-
quently the creation of conditions for institutio-
nalizing the macro-regional order, in the form
of regional structures such as the CSCE/OSCE,
NATO and the institutionalization of the NATO-
Russia relations. The balance of power, has always
been a key element within European politics, since
the creation of the Westphalian Order, but since
the period of increasing transnationalism in the
international system, the politico-military relations,
which have always been the priority of the balance
of power policy, also began to undergo a process of
institutionalization, which subsequently became one
of the features of the European security system.
The Asian security system is characterized by
the fact that, unlike the European security system
during the Cold War, Asia functioned as a second
flank in the Soviet American confrontation. Now,
given China’s role and the dynamics of Sino-
American strategic rivalry, there is a need for a
collective security system. The presence of an
American-centric security system in the form of
QUAD and AUKUS alliances cannot fully solve
this problem (Kortunov, 2018). Russia’s search
for new solutions, after the outbreak of military
conflict in Ukraine, as well as the factor of India-
China strategic rivalry, plays an important role in
the emerging dynamics of the security system in
Asia. To address destabilizing trends, there is a
need to create collective security institutions in
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Asia. Of course, the priority will also remain with
the nation-states in terms of making key decisions
in foreign policy and security matters, but there is
nevertheless a need to create several mechanisms
and a platform that can contain the escalation of the
conflict potential of Asian geopolitics.

In this case, the interests, and actions both of
Kazakh and Chinese diplomacy overlap. In its time,
in 2014, China put forward the idea of creating a
system of collective security in Asia. The former
head of Kazakhstan, N. Nazarbayev, also in 2018,
proposed the idea of creating an Asian OSCE. In
2022, the 6th CICA summit was held, an initiative
of Kazakhstan, which has evolved significantly over
30 years. The summit was notable for the significant
diplomatic activity of the meeting participants.

All of this points to the need to accelerate the
creation of a collective security system in Asia.

Literature review

Nowadays, the issues of forming a system of
collective security in Asia occupies one of the cen-
tral positions in academic as well as in political lite-
rature. In general, the works of such authors as John
Mearsheimer, Ashley Tellis, Istomin, Ohara and
others are devoted to this issue. But it should be noted
that the focus of the authors who study this issue is
mainly aimed at studying the strategic aspects of
Sino-American relations, or Indo-Pacific region.

John Mearsheimer views the security issue
in Asia through the lens of offensive realism.
Explaining China’s geopolitical rise, he notes
that China’s foreign policy behavior is shaped
by offensive realism, where the state is forced to
accumulate significant power and influence to
survive in an anarchic environment (Mearsheimer,
2014). Achieving the maximum level of influence
is the highest priority in the idea of the survival
of the state. John Mearsheimer sees the problems
of security and interaction between powers, in the
framework of the formation of spheres of influence,
where the author notes the American example, in
the framework of the Monroe Doctrine, and the
influence of China in the framework of increasing
its influence in East Asia.

Another author, Ashley Tellis, examines security
issues in the Indo-Pacific region, in the context of
the growing strategic rivalry between the US and
China. The author notes that the liberalization of
the Chinese economy during the period of reforms
and China’s entry into the global market system, did
not lead to the expected political liberalization, i.e.,

evolution of the domestic political system (Tellis,
2020). All this contributed to the preservation of
the system and structure of the security dilemma in
East Asia, which consolidated the mechanisms of
Chinese American strategic rivalry.

Igor Istomin considers the formation of the
Indo-Pacific region as a natural part of the security
cluster. The author notes that China’s geopolitical
rise has created the conditions for the formation of a
balance of power system, and India’s already active
involvement in the security system in East Asia.
The intensification of Sino-Indian rivalry led to the
formation of the foundations of the Indo-Japanese
alliance, as well as the inclusion of India in strategic
interaction with the United States on security issues
(Istomin, 2019). In this case, as the author notes, this
led to the transformation of the Asia-Pacific region
to the Indo-Pacific security cluster.

Bondji Ohara notes, like several previous
authors, that in Asia, after the end of the Cold War,
a system of relations developed in which a hegemon
remained in East Asia (Ohara, 2016). In this respect,
it has also led to the formation of such security
structures, in the context of the regional security
architecture, as security dilemmas.

But, nevertheless, it is worth noting that the
problem of the institutionalization of the security
system in Asia has not found such a deep reflection
in the academic literature. This problem lies in
the fact that the authors focus on the study of the
main issues of military and military-political
rivalry, but do not consider the prospects for the
institutionalization of the security system, as part of
the creation of any format of a diplomatic platform,
regime, or institutional base.

Methodology

The theoretical and methodological base of this
article is based on the symbiosis of the theory of
neorealism (J. Mearsheimer), liberal institutionalism
and transnationalism (R. Keohane), along with the
review of modern literature on the problems of
regional and global security.

Based on the above methodology, the develop-
ment of a collective security system in Asia can be
considered through three main factors: first, these
are military-technical aspects, in the context of a
geographical dimension; the second is the polarity
factor, and the third is the time factor, i.e., the
process of socialization.

Military-technical factor. Mearsheimer, in his
book The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, points
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out that one of the prerequisites for the formation of
a European security system was the concentration
of a huge number of NATO and Warsaw Pact troops
on both sides (Mearsheimer, 395-396, 2014). This
military-technical factor has led to the need to
institutionalize the system of regional security, even
if it is purely technical in nature. This subsequently
led to the formation of the CFE Treaty (Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe) as one of
the conventional arms control regimes.

Another significant factor is the element of
polarity. The Cold War, as a bipolar model, created
a need for the institutionalization of the security
system. The experience of the history of international
relations has shown that a bipolar order or balance of
power based on a bipolar distribution of spheres of
influence is one of the stable elements (Mearsheimer,
398-399, 2014). Multipolarity and unipolarity, on
the contrary, demonstrate conflicting characteristics,
in which the development of collective security
institutions does not seem to be valid. During the
period of the unipolar USA, after the fall of the social
bloc, there was no such level of powers that could
provide direct opposition. For example, Primakov
proposed back in the 90s to create a counterbalance
to US influence in the form of an alliance of China,
Russia and India. But, China’s policy at that time
was aimed at integrating into world markets, and in
the South Asian region, there was no direct threat to
India from China (Volkhonsky, 1998).

Multipolarity, we will consider on the basis of
historical examples, which seems to be amore conflict
environment. Here, it is necessary to distinguish
between the foreign policy behavior of states: either
it is aimed at a single policy of nation-states, within
the framework of the classical Westphalian model,
or politics is aimed at maintaining the established
order.

The globalization of international relations
has had a significant impact on the evolution of
the international order, and, accordingly, on the
transformation of the behavior of states. As RAND
analysts note, now a direct clash between the great
powers seems unlikely, and the main confrontation
between them takes place along the lines of wars or
conflicts in gray zones (Mazarr, 2022).

Multipolarity has historically been characterized
by the instability of the international order. Then
comes the bipolar model, which shows great
stability. The process of institutionalization in
Europe began within the framework of the bipolar
model of the Cold War, and the third factor is the
factor of socialization. Socialization as a product of

time can in any case lead to the institutionalization
of the security system. The problem, or rather the
specificity of the Sino-American strategic rivalry,
is that it is not determined by nuclear rivalry.
According to experts, the factor of socialization of
the nuclear confrontation between the US and the
USSR played a key role in the formation of a system
of strategic stability (Joeck, 1997).

The problem of the modern security system, in
the context of the formation of a collective security
system, is that geo-economics (not necessarily
in the sense of a zero-sum game) has become the
main instrument of state policy in the period after
the end of the Cold War, because. in the context of
the trans nationalization of international relations,
hard security issues no longer play a central role
(Keohane, 1984), (Nye, 2014). Theoretically, these
conditions will not contribute to the formation of
a collective security system, because collective
security institutions are primarily aimed at solving
hard security issues, hence there is a certain
dysfunction of NATO in the period after the end of
the Cold War.

Thus, subjectively, within the framework of the
European experience, we observe three prerequisites
that shaped the formation of an institutionalized
security system: first, the military-technical factor;
second, polarity; third, socialization. But, along with
this, it is necessary to consider the unique experience
and subjective factors of the given process.

Institutionalization of the security system in
Europe

A feature of the security system in Europe
is that it has gone through a process of institutio-
nalization. Within the historical dimension, the
institutionalization of the security system in Europe
took place in three main stages. In this case, we
will consider the period from the beginning of the
Cold War and the formation of the bipolar order as a
natural chronological line in terms of the formation
of modern security patterns. In general, the process
of institutionalization of the security system in
Europe can be considered in three stages.

Stage one. Beginning of the Cold War. During
this period, a system of alliances was formed in
the form of military-political blocs — NATO and
the Warsaw Pact. The goal of the North Atlantic
Alliance is to contain the Soviet threat and, in
general, the military-political and military contain-
ment of the Soviet Union. The central link in
terms of NATO structure is Article 5 of the Treaty,
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which states that an attack on one of the member
countries of the alliance is considered an attack on
the entire alliance. The Soviet Union, in response
to the creation of NATO, creates its own system
of collective security in the form of the Warsaw
Pact. In general, the ideological division of Europe
is being consolidated. At the same time, nuclear
weapons begin to play a key role in the emerging
strategy, and the revolution in military affairs has
broad military-strategic consequences.

Stage two. The beginning of the process of
institutionalization. The military confrontation in
Europe leads to the need to resolve several issues
that have remained unresolved since the period after
the end of World War II. The political leadership of
the Soviet Union and the United States came to the
need to organize detente, which led to the policy of
détente. In this case, the military-strategic factor also
played an important role: by the end of the 1960s,
the parties came to realize that both the USSR and
the United States had an equal number of strategic
nuclear weapons, which led to the formation of such
security patterns as mutually assured destruction,
as well as to the formation of strategic stability
system (Fenenko, 2013). In military-political terms,
after the Berlin Crisis of 1961, the Soviet Union
abandoned its policy of expansion in Western
Europe and shifted its main strategic focus to the
third world countries (Cohen, 2017). Between the
Soviet Union and the United States, a strategic
arms control regime is being formed, initially in the
form of the ABM (Missile Defense) and SALT-I
(Strategic Arms Limitation) treaties. Then, at the
diplomatic level, in the late 60s. The Soviet Union
and the United States come to the need to form an
institutional system of regional security.

At the same time, in connection with the forma-
tion of the CSCE (Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe), the process of institutio-
nalization of the European security system begins.

The OSCE is not a monotonous organization;
its functioning changed with the period of various
geopolitical transformations and processes. In
general, the functioning of the OSCE can be divided
into three main periods:

First, the Cold War 1975-1990. At that time, the
activity of the CSCE was dominated by a geopolitical
approach, the purpose of which was to consolidate
the status quo within the framework of the post-
war world order. The meeting itself acted within
the framework of the regime and was necessary
to organize a negotiating platform to resolve the
development or escalate potential conflicts.

Second, «unipolar moment», 1990-2010/14.
This period is characterized by the collapse of the
global bipolar world order, based on the Soviet
American confrontation. Although the expert
community does not give preference to the OSCE
as an effective institution of the collective security
system, nevertheless, the OSCE ensured the further
institutionalization of the European security system,
namely, it provided a platform for the expansion
of Western neoliberal institutions, the EU and
NATO. After the end of the Cold War, the “third
dimension”, namely the “human dimension”, which
was responsible for human rights, increased in the
functioning of the OSCE. The strengthening of this
direction contributed to the expansion of neoliberal
institutions to the East, namely with the inclusion
of former member countries of the Warsaw Treaty
Organization in NATO and the EU. Thus, the OSCE
ensured the expansion of neoliberal institutions to
the East during the Clinton presidency.

Third, the period in the post-unipolar moment,
2010/14 — to the present time. The OSCE began
to be characterized by crisis phenomena, after the
completion of the expansion of Western institutions,
the functioning of the OSCE came to a standstill.
The OSCE, to a greater extent, has become an
instrument of control and monitoring of elections
in the post-Soviet countries, whose activities were
limited mainly by bureaucratic aspects. After the
outbreak of the conflict in Ukraine in 2014, and
then the military conflict in 2022, the OSCE failed
to significantly influence the situation in connection
with the settlement of the conflict, and its activities
remained in the shadow of the geopolitics of the
leading states of the region.

Therefore, in the case of the OSCE, firstly,
the creation of organizations was dictated by the
trends of détente during the Cold War periods, in
the first half of the 1970s and in the second half
of the 1980s. Second, the failure of the OSCE to
resolve the conflict in Ukraine and then prevent a
war suggests that the prerogative of foreign policy
remains with the nation-states. Moreover, during the
period of the “unipolar moment”, Europe adhered
to broad autonomy from the United States, which
is expressed in the “strategic autonomy” of the
EU. Although Russian-American relations were
influenced by the Cold War, the Franco-German
core of the EU was quite loyal to Russia, and even in
general, the US itself recognized Russia’s traditional
sphere of influence in the post-Soviet space (Stent,
2014). Especially the «strategic autonomy» of the
EU was expressed during the first phase of the



Leila F. Delovarova, Alibek B. Yermekov

Russian-Ukrainian conflict (2014-2022), when,
despite the sanctions, the EU maintained close trade
and economic relations with Russia.

Therefore, we can assume that the CSCE/
OSCE phenomenon laid the foundation for the
institutionalization of the security system in Europe,
but at the same time, this organization reflected
the dominance of market trends. Thus, the CSCE/
OSCE has become an expression of the historical
product of détente in Soviet American relations.
Most characteristically, the Russian American
detente after the conflict in South Ossetia was
more expressed in the desire to maintain a balance
of power, recognizing the Russian Federation as a
sphere of influence in the post-Soviet geopolitical
space (Stent, 2014).

Another important element that laid the foun-
dation for the institutionalization of the security
system in Europe is the evolution of Russia-NATO
relations. After the end of the Cold War, there was a
need to institutionalize the relationship between the
two subjects of international relations. In 1997, the
Founding Act of Cooperation between Russia and
NATO was signed. According to these agreements,
NATO pledged not to maintain a significant number
oftroops on the territory of the new member countries
of the alliance, and not to keep nuclear weapons on
their territory (Goldgeir, McFaul, 2009).

The first most critical moment in relations
between NATO and the Russian Federation was
the expansion of NATO to the East. In general, the
institutionalization of relations between NATO and
the Russian Federation was more formalized and
reflected the political trends that existed between the
US and the Russian Federation (Stent, 2014).

In general, after the proclamation of the new
NATO doctrine, relations between the Russian
Federation and the Alliance experienced a few
crises, reflecting the political spectrum of changes,
but in general, despite the crisis moments, within
the framework of bilateral relations, the strategic
relations between Russia and NATO, at a deeper
level, developed quite well. Here, it is necessary
to understand the deeper transcendent processes
and the logic of political processes in different
geopolitical eras. Strategically, the Soviet Union,
during the Cold War, existed in the form of a global
superpower, and its national interests, as well as
strategic narratives, were determined precisely at
the global level. Russia, on the contrary, due to its
geopolitical potential is a regional power (Mazarr,
2022), and its main goal was to contain those
processes that are directed against the reduction of

traditional Russian influence (Mearsheimer, 2014).

The functionality of NATO during the Cold War
and in the post-bipolar period differ from each other.
NATO, during the existence of the Cold War, was
in a state of «instrument», i.e., a military-technical
organization that was aimed at containing the Soviet
threat. Now, NATO acts as an institution, that is, the
likelihood of a war between the alliance and Russia
is unlikely, and the existence of an institution is
needed more to maintain peace between the member
countries of the alliance than against Russia. In a
semantic sense, an institution means the existence
of a systematized relationship between the parties,
expressed in the format of collective security, i.e.,
kind of institutional framework. Thus, some experts
note that the spectrum of perception of Russia as a
key threat is significantly different — France and the
Netherlands do not see Russia as a threat, Germany
and the UK perceive it at an average level, and only
Poland and the Baltic countries give priority in terms
of perception of Russia as the main source of threat
(Meijer, Brooks, 2021).

Thus, the process of formation and institutionali-
zation of the system of collective security in Europe
went through several stages, during which the evo-
lution of the activities of the main structures of this
system took place. Along with a certain stability of
this system, it must be recognized that an alternative
system of collective security is needed in Asia
due to the specifics of the development of modern
international relations and the role of non-European
actors.

Prerequisites and conditions for the formation
of a collective security system in Asia

Within the framework of the theory of in-
ternational relations in the current conditions of
transformation and change in geopolitical realities,
it is possible to separate some prerequisites and
conditions for the formation of collective security
institutions in Asia.

In general, within the framework of the Asian
vision, we can distinguish the following options
for the formation of the foundations of the security
system:

* Cold War and decolonization, during this
historical process, Asian states were formed that
adopted the structure of the classical model of the
Westphalian system of nation-states;

* The period after the end of the bipolar order
and the beginning of the unipolar moment. This
period is characterized by the steady economic
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growth of Asian states, as well as the growth of their
technological viability;

* Increasing conflict potential in Asia and more
broadly with the involvement of other actors and
regions;

* China’s geopolitical rise in 2000/10s. This
period is characterized by the intensification of the
process of securitization in Asia, namely, in terms
of the fact that the process of institutionalization of
the Asian security system is taking place. Namely,
China’s economic growth and the implementation
of its military program led to the intensification
of the process of securitization and then the
institutionalization of the security system.

* Prospects for the formation of a bipolar or
multipolar system in the new geopolitical realities,
which are indicated in the framework of the Chinese
American strategic rivalry.

It should be noted that the main security trends
were still outlined in the RAND analytical report in
the 90s. (Istomin, 2019). It predicted the security
trends that took shape during the intensification of
Sino-American rivalry during the Trump-Biden
period. In general, it seems that the security system
in Asia is being shaped within or in the context of
trends in structural realism. The first attempts at
institutionalizing the shell were made under the
Obama administration as part of the “Pivot to Asia”
or “Rebalancing” doctrine (Tellis, 2020). The main
milestone of this doctrine was that there is a need to
resolve a number of problems of a regional nature
(DoD, 2013). The “Rebalancing” doctrine radically
rejected the application of a realistic approach to
regional relations, as former Secretary of State H.
Clinton repeatedly spoke out (Tellis, 2020). The
next stage in the development of the Asian security
system falls on the Trump presidency. Under Trump,
the US rejected the institutional approach and
focused on the formation of a system of alliances
as a deterrent, where the Indo-Pacific Doctrine
and the alliance in the form of QUAD became the
product of Trump’s US foreign policy in Asia. The
Indo-Pacific Doctrine clearly pointed to China as a
strategic rival and a revisionist power (DoD, 2019).
It is also important to note that, as Kortunov points
out, the US has formed a security framework, i.e.
security system in the form of alliances (2018),
which is expressed in the form of QUAD and
AUKUS alliances.

At the moment, the system of alliances in Asia,
although it has an institutional shell, it is based on
the mechanism of the balance of power. There is
a clear line here, in the form of the dominance of
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pro-American security institutions. Therefore, the
security system in Asia is still in the process of
institutionalization.

Modern conflicts lie in Asia, and the existence of
collective security institutions is necessary to be able
to regulate these forms of conflict on a diplomatic
basis. A feature of collective security institutions is
conflict containment. Moreover, collective security
is characterized by the universal principle of security
for all. Collective security cannot provide absolute
protection for all its members, but nevertheless
limits the likelihood of hostilities (Claude, 1984, p.
356/58).

Collective security creates such a set of
mechanisms, or a system, in which the activity of that
member of the system that violates this international
order is authorized. Another significant element of
the collective security system is the principle of
collective defense (Claude, 1984, 360), where one
example is Article 5 of the North Atlantic Alliance.
But, within the framework of the Asian security
system, this approach seems unlikely in the case
of a collective security system. Ainis Claude, the
founding author of the theories of collective security,
argues that the internal features of the collective
security system are distinguished: inward-oriented
security, and security that is directed outward
(Claude, 1984, 372).

It is obvious that the security system in Europe
during the Cold War, within the framework of
the CSCE, was externally oriented, since the
functioning of the CSCE was aimed at maintaining
a rational balance between NATO and the Warsaw
Pact, as well as at preserving and promoting the
foreign policy interests of the USA and the USSR,
in context of the existence of the CSCE. Also, in this
context, we can consider the example of NATO. The
North Atlantic Alliance, during the Cold War, was
an institution of collective security, the functioning
of which was directed at an external enemy, against
the Soviet Union. All the doctrines, as well as the
military preparations of the alliance, were directed
against the possible military expansion of the USSR.
After the end of the Cold War, NATO continued to
play the role of a collective security institution, but
the quality of the institutions themselves evolved in
the new geopolitical realities. The security of NATO
member countries is no longer directed against a
specific enemy, but it ensures security within the
member countries of the alliance. The existence of
NATO ensures the order and security of the member
countries of the alliance, as a carrier and fundamental
structure of security. It is worth noting that in the
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new NATO doctrines, in the period after the end
of the Cold War, nation-states are not marked as
key sources of threats, but to a greater extent, the
spectrum of threats is characterized by transnational
or non-state actors. Therefore, the evolution of
NATO as a collective security institution during
the Cold War, and NATO during the existence of
a unipolar moment, can serve as a classic example.

In Asia, of course, due to the strategic landscape
of the region and the geopolitical mechanisms
that shape it, the creation of a collective security
system directed inward is impossible. In the new
geopolitical realities, the institutions of the security
system in Asia will be aimed at creating and shaping
rational institutional mechanisms that can contain
the likelihood of a war or conflict regulation.

Another important historical example is the
CSCE/OSCE. The CSCE was a product of détente
in Soviet American negotiations, and established a
set of norms that shaped the institutional framework
for interactions between the superpowers. Asia
now also needs to develop the foundations of a
collective security system, but, nevertheless, there
are various historical and geopolitical prerequisites
for the emerging processes. In general, based
on a few historical backgrounds, especially in
the form of the Cold War, we can make several
comparisons that will lead to certain conclusions.
So, for example, the author of neoclassical realism,
John Mearsheimer, notes that the main factor that
led to the formation of a European security system
(Mearsheimer notes a mixture of geographical and
military factors that helped prevent war in Europe)
was the concentration of large armed forces from
NATO and the Warsaw Pact which created the basis
for the institutionalization of the regional security
system. Another, no less significant factor is that
the nuclear strategy, and the strategic arms control
regime, formed the basis of the security system in
Europe.

In Asia, the opposite situation exists. As part of
the concentration of large conventional forces, as
noted by American experts, there is a problem of the
tyranny of distance, which means the vast distances
of the region (CSIS, 2015). In Europe, during the
Cold War, the main points of contact between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact were along the line of
the eastern Mediterranean, Germany, and Norway.
The security system in Asia, on the contrary, is
multipolar. In this respect, the term «multipolarity»
does not precisely mean the presence of three or
more powers, but rather means the presence of many
conflicts and participants in these conflicts.

The main acute conflicts in Asia now lie in
the East China, South China Seas, on the border
between India and China, in the Indian Ocean, as
well as in the Korean Peninsula. But, therefore,
the security system in Asia is different in that it is
characterized by the presence of many conflicts that
are not so significant and they do not determine
the main dynamics of security. For example, the
dispute between the Philippines and Malaysia does
not determine the underlying security dynamic, say,
then the dispute between China and India over the
disputed regions of Doklam and Arunachal Pradesh.

In general, it can be noted that the security system
in Asia, on the technical side, is characterized by the
presence of many conflicts, where 17 conflicts can
be counted (Clift, 2020). So, technically, this is a
multipolarity factor. On the other hand, the general
background in which the security system in Asia is
being formed is bipolarity, i.e. intensification of the
Sino-American strategic rivalry.

In this case, it is also necessary to consider the
factor of the polarity of the international system.
The idea of polarity was set forth by Kenneth Waltz,
within the framework of his ideas of structural
realism. The most acceptable form of polarity, i.e.
stable, the bipolar model is considered, because
both unipolarity and multipolarity are prone to
confrontational tendencies. The bipolar model, to
a greater extent, reflects more stable connections,
in terms of the formed order (Waltz, 1964). But it
is worth making a distinction between the classical
model of international relations of the Cold War
period, where military force was the determining
factor, and also within the framework of the
modern system of international relations, where
globalization washes away the classical mechanisms
of the balance of power, within the framework of
polarity. But, in general, within the framework of
the collective security system, it is bipolarity that
creates the basis and platform for the development
of the collective security system, where one of the
most remarkable examples is the CSCE. The CSCE
was created during the Cold War, the existence of
a bipolar order. Also, another no less significant
factor, and even on the contrary, reinforcing, is the
existence of the polarities themselves. After all,
American military activity in the system of local
conflicts in the post-bipolar period became possible
precisely due to the absence of another pole, in
the form of the Soviet Union, it was bipolarity in
this period that was the basis for the stability of
the international system. At one time, during the
US military activity during the unipolar moment,
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a number of experts noted that the conditions of
bipolarity would not allow these trends to form.

Within the framework of polarity, as one of
the strategic prerequisites for the formation of a
collective security system, one can also refer to
John Mearsheimer. He notes that states, to survive
in an anarchist system, seek to maximize their
influence at the international level. This leads to the
creation of a sphere of influence, where the author
highlights a classic example, in the form of the
Monroe Doctrine, when the United States declared
the Western Hemisphere its sphere of influence
(Mearsheimer, 2014, pp. 366-367). In this case,
the example of polarity can also be applied to the
Sino-US strategic rivalry. The future of Eurasia, or
its present, today may look like this: when the Indo-
Pacific region will be under the American protector,
and the regions of inner Eurasia under the Chinese,
in the form of such a Chinese presence as the SCO
and the Belt and Road. Therefore, the formation
of the foundations of a bipolar order, in the form
of Sino-American strategic rivalry, can lead to the
formation of the foundations of a collective security
system in Asia.

The problem of the modern security system in
Asia is that it is predominantly American-centric,
where the system of alliances QUAD, AUKUS
and the whole doctrine of the Indo-Pacific region is
oriented towards the United States. In this regard,
the foreign policy steps taken by the Obama
administration were more successful in becoming
a system of collective security, since they gave
priority to the institutional platform of cooperation
(Istomin, 2017).

Another, no less significant factor is the process
of socialization. In the history of Asia, there have
been no cases when the parties reached the climax of
the conflict, or any acute situations, especially with
the use of nuclear weapons, except for several cases,
inthe form of periodic crises on the Korean Peninsula,
the Indo-Pakistani crisis in the early 2000s, and
historically, the Sino-Soviet border conflict of 1969.
Here, as a process of socialization, the nuclear factor
of the DPRK stands out, but the problem with the
DPRK is that North Korea is only able to influence
at the regional level, so a nuclear crisis cannot
lead to institutionalization this problem, because
Pyongyang does not claim to be a superpower. The
main problem of the security system in Asia is that
it is only going through the process of socialization.
One example is the periodic Sino-Indian clashes in
Tibet. The peculiarity of the Chinese strategy is that
it does not use direct military force to solve political
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problems. Beijing’s military strength is largely
auxiliary (RAND, 2007). Thus, the formation of a
system of collective security in Asia has deep roots,
serious prerequisites for its development in the new
geopolitical and geo-economic conditions.

Prospects for the formation of an Asian
security system and the role of Kazakhstan
diplomacy

In the context of the formation and process
of institutionalization in Asia, it is necessary to
seriously consider the initiative of Kazakhstan — the
Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building
Measures in Asia. The development of the CICA is
like the evolution of the OSCE. The OSCE initially
functioned as a regional regime, then evolved into a
full-fledged organization.

Considering the geopolitical rise of China, and the
processes of a foreign policy nature that it generates,
as well as the changed geopolitical situation in
Asia and around Central Asia, it is necessary to
institutionalize the Asian security system. Here
it is important to note the statement of the head
of Kazakhstan about CICA: “I want to emphasize
that we are not creating a new organization but are
moving to a new stage of institutional development.
Raising the status of the meeting will strengthen the
increased role of Asia in world affairs and bring the
interaction of member states to a new level,” said
President of Kazakhstan Kassym-Jomart Tokayev
(Kuzekbay, 2022). Therefore, for Kazakhstani
diplomacy, a unique opportunity arises for the
implementation of its strategic initiatives. Astana
can actively promote its foreign policy narratives
between Moscow and Beijing, as well as Delhi, to
implement this initiative. Moreover, this will enable
Kazakhstan to reach a new level of interaction with
regional and global actors on a wide range of issues.

Of course, this is also important for other
CICA participants. For Russia, this is a new process
of institutionalizing its security foundations; for
China, this is the expansion of its diplomatic and
institutional influence; for India, this is an attempt
to balance between Russia and China; geopolitical
prerequisites already exist. In any case, there is a
need to promote and institutionalize the security
system in Asia. But it should be noted that Kazakh
diplomacy points to aspects of a non-military plan,
most likely, given the fact that while the participants
in the process are not yet ready to discuss more
sensitive issues of a military nature and significant
issues of military-political security, therefore, several



Leila F. Delovarova, Alibek B. Yermekov

main points were proposed, within the framework of
the 6th CICA Summit in Astana (Akorda, 2022):

» Establishment of the CICA Council on
Sustainable Connectivity, the importance of the
economic dimension,;

* Transformation of the CICA Financial Summit;

« Establishment of environmental dimension;

* Food Security Institution.

At the same time, all these aspects are important
in the context of the discussion of topical security
issues and the formation of a collective vision of
security.

The geopolitical factor plays an important role
in the development of the institutional security
structure in Asia. As part of the growing Sino-
American confrontation, there is a need for China
to create alternative institutions in relation to the
United States. For China, prospects are opening
up within the framework of the SCO, the Belt and
Road, as well as in the possible evolution of the
CICA. Prospects are also opening up for Kazakh
diplomacy, in the context of geopolitical instability,
and the interest of the parties.

But it is obvious that the geopolitical situation
in Central Asia will have an impact on the
transformation of the CICA. China has developed
three main strategic directions as part of its broad
foreign policy strategy:

* Belt and Road as the main geo-economic
mechanism of influence;

* SCO as ameans of deepening China’s influence
within Eurasia;

* CICA as a means of institutionalizing the
security system in Asia, under the possible auspices
of Beijing.

A feature of these organizations, of a large-scale
nature, their problem is that they are opportunistic,
that is, institutionalization will not lead to a serious
change in the quality of functioning in the field
of security in Asia. Another aspect that is very
important is the strengthening of the diplomatic
platforms that these organizations represent. This
will help curb destructive tendencies if they arise
and promote coordinated decisions.

Conclusion

Thus, the formation of a collective security
system in Asia has serious prerequisites and
prospects. In many ways, current security trends and
patterns determine the European security system,
which has evolved and institutionalized over almost
seventy years. Today Asia is becoming a separate

serious geopolitical dimension. The formation of a
system of collective security in Asia, in general, is
influenced by several specific factors. The proposed
military-technical factor, whose influence was
significant in Europe and contributed to curbing the
likelihood of a war between the parties, is not so
effective in Asia. In Asia, this factor, according to
Mearsheimer, is absent due to geographical aspects,
the so-called spatial tyranny of the region. If we take
the classic military-technical factor, then, of course,
China, India, North Korea, the United States and
Russia — all participants have sufficient potential.

The second is the factor of polarity, namely
bipolarity. It should be noted that it was the formation
of the CSCE as an institution of collective security
that took shape during the existence of the bipolar
model. During the period of the unipolar model,
there is no need for the hegemon to create institutions
of collective security, especially in the context of
interaction with other powers. Here, it is necessary
to understand the contextual meaning, namely, that
the collective security system in the unipolar model
has a place to be, and it is also turned inside its
participants, where we perfectly see an example of
the evolution of the CSCE in the OSCE, as well as
the fact that NATO, in the post-bipolar period has
become an institution of collective security, directed
more inward than outward.

Under the new conditions, the prerequisites for
the formation of a system of collective security in
Asia are emerging. In terms of structural realism,
the security system in Asia is US-centric, within
the existing QUAD and AUKUS alliances. China,
due to the peculiarities of its foreign policy, and the
main emphasis on geo-economic mechanisms, does
not appeal to the creation of any formats of military
alliances. Along with this, the geo-economic and
subsequently institutional strengthening of China in
Eurasia, within the framework of the projects it is
implementing, in particular the Belt and Road and
participation in the SCO, leads to the formation of
a model of a bipolar system. There is the formation
of two poles within the international system. But, I
would like to note that the formation of a collective
security system within the framework of a bipolar
model is unlikely. The contours of complex
multipolarity are more and more visible.

The third factor is the factor of socialization.
In any case, it is worth noting that conflicts will
take place within the international system. The
socialization factor played an important role in the
formation and formation of the European security
system during the Cold War. The basis of this factor
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is the constant development of communication,
negotiations and diplomacy. This factor is also
very important for Asia, where there is a large
conflict potential, and, possibly, with the threat of
indirect use of nuclear weapons as a key moral and
psychological element. The only aspect that can
reduce the significant role of the socialization factor
is the evolved system of international relations,
where war is not the business of great powers, and
the conflict potential of the international system is
determined more by the system of local conflicts.
Conflicts and crises along the main line of polarity
— between the US and China, are most likely to be
diplomatic in nature without a direct military clash.

Under these conditions, it is necessary to single
out the role of CICA as an initiative of Kazakhstan,
which has undergone a certain evolution of a full-
fledged organization with established institutions and
a solid circle of participants. Being a multinational
platform of modern diplomacy for expanding
cooperation in order to strengthen peace, security
and stability in Asia, the CICA has a serious multi-
aspect agenda in the field of security and enormous
potential. Along with this, CICA is a serious
diplomatic success of Kazakhstan, which will allow
not only to promote the regional and global security
agenda, but also to promote inter-regional detente
in complex geopolitical and geo-economic realities.
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