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PEACEKEEPING AS A FOREIGN POLICY INSTRUMENT

OF EMERGING STATES

R.K.Kadyrzhanov ', M.A.Almaz 2, Sh.M.Zhandossova '

This article examines United Nations peacekeeping as an instrument of
foreign policy for emerging states. It argues that peacekeeping has evolved
beyond its traditional role of maintaining international peace and security
and increasingly serves wider diplomatic, strategic, and institutional purposes.
In contemporary international relations, participation in peacekeeping
missions enables states not only to contribute to conflict management and
post-conflict stabilization, but also to enhance their international visibility,
strengthen their political legitimacy, and project the image of responsible
actors within multilateral frameworks.

The study is based on a qualitative analysis of academic literature, policy
documents, and official materials related to United Nations peacekeeping and
the foreign policy practices of emerging states. Particular attention is given to
Kazakhstan as the main case study, while the experiences of Turkey and Brazil
are used comparatively in order to identify different models of peacekeeping
engagement. The comparative analysis demonstrates that these states
use peacekeeping in distinct ways depending on their strategic ambitions,
institutional capacities, and domestic political contexts. Kazakhstan represents
a cautious and gradual model focused on controlled international visibility,
institutional learning, and the accumulation of operational experience. Turkey
demonstrates a broader and more diversified approach that combines
military participation with police contribution, mediation, and peacebuilding
initiatives. Brazil illustrates a more leadership-oriented model, especially
during its active participation in MINUSTAH, when peacekeeping became part
of a more ambitious strategy of international projection.

The findings show that participation in peacekeeping missions contributes
to strengthening a state's international standing, expanding diplomatic
engagement, and enhancing institutional and military capacities. The study
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concludes that peacekeeping functions as an important but differentiated
foreign policy instrument for emerging states, the political meaning and
practical effectiveness of which depend on both international recognition and
domestic capacity.
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Bitimrepuwinik gamyubl MmemaekeTTepaiH CbIPTKbl cascaTbiHbIH, Kypa/bl peTiHae

AHOamna. byn makanaga bipikkeH ¥nTTap ¥#bIMbiHBIH GiTiMrepaik Kbi3MeTi gamyllbl MeMAeKeTTepAiH
CbIPTKbI CafcaTblHbIH, Kypasbl peTiHge KapacTbipbliagbl. ABTOP Kasipri Xxanblkapablk KaTblHacTap >KafjanblHAa
BITIMrepAiKTiH TeK Xanblkapanblk 6ei6iTLWiNiK NeH Kayinci3AikTi kKaMTamachi3 eTy GYHKLMACBIMEH LIEKTENMENTIHIH,
KepicCiHWe OHbIH, AWNAOMATUANBIK, CTPATErUANbLIK >XOHE WHCTUTYLIMOHaNAbIK MaHbI3bl apTbin Kene >XaTkaHblH
Herizgenai. biTiMrepaik Muccuanapsa KaTbiCy MemaekeTTepre Tek KaKTbIFbICTapAbl PeTTey MeH XaHXangaH KeniHri
TypaKTaHAbIpyFa yNec KOCyfa faHa emecC, COHbIMeH KaTap Xanblkapasablk 6eeniH HblfakTyfa, AUNAOMATUANbIK,
HarinaHbICTapblH KEHENTYre, cascu NErMTUMAITIH apTTbipyFa >KaHe KerXKakTbl Xyheaeri )ayanTbl akTop peTiHaeri
6elrHeciH KanbinTacTbipyfa MyMKiHAIK 6epegi. Ocbl TypFbldaH anfaHaa, biTiMrepnikTi Tek Kayincisgik npakTmkach
peTiHAe eMec, CbIPTKbl CasncaTTbiH, KOMNKbIPbl Kypasibl PeTiHAE TYCiHY KaxeT.

3eptTey BYY 6GitiMrepnik onepauusnapbiHa KaTbiCyFa KaTbICTbl FbIbIMU 94e06UeTTep), Cascy KyXaTTapabl XXaHe
pecMu MaTepuangapapl cananblk Tanjayfa HerisgenreH. Herisri Hasap KasakcrtaH TaxipubeciHe ayaapbinfaH, an
Typkus MeH BpasmavsaHbiH Taxipubeci canbicTbipMaibl Tangay ywiH nanganadoiafad. CanbicTbipManbl Tangay oy
MemeKeTTepaiH, 6iTiMrepnikTi e34epiHiH CbipTKbl Cafcy MakcaTTapblHa apTypAi AeHrelife oHe apTypai yarige
€Hri3eTiHiH KkepceTeai. byn arbipmallbiibIKTap OfapablH, CTPaTerusblK YMTbIIbICTapblHA, WHCTUTYLMOHANABIK,
d/leyeTiHe XaHe iLUKi cascu xafaanbiHa bannaHbicTbl. KasakcTaH 6ipTiHAen XoHe cakTbikNeH Jambin Kene xaTkaH
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YAriHI KepceTesi, MyHAa 6acTbl Hazap WMHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK AaMyFa, onepauusiblk TaXipube >XuHakTayfa XoaHe
Xanblkapanblk apeHagafbl CaAMakTbl, bipak LUeKkTey/i kepiHyre ayaapbiiagbl. TYPKUA 9CKepW KaTbiCyAbl NOAULMA
KOMMOHEHTIMEH, MejMauMaMeH >aHe 6enbITWiNiKTi OpHbIKTbIPY 6acTamanapbiMeH YLITACTbIpaTbiH aHaFypAbiM
KEHENTINTEH YATiHI kepceTegi. bpasnaus 6oca, acipece MINUSTAH muccmscel keeHiHAe, BiTiMrepikTi xanbikapasbiK,
JeHrelije TaHbly MeH bIKMasblH KYLUeATYAiH Kypasbl peTiHAe NaifanaHfaH HefypabiM 6enceHai MoAenbAi TaHbITajbl.

3epTTey HaTuXenepi BiTiMrepnik Muccusnapsa KatbiCy MEMJIEKETTIH, Xa/biKapablK MO3ULMACHIH HblFalTyFa,
AMNAOMATUANBIK BeNceHainiriH KeHenTyre, COHAan-aK WMHCTUTYLMOHaNAbIK >XOHE aCKepwu d/eyeTiH apTTbipyfa
bIKMan eTeTiHiH kepceTeai. COHbIMeH KaTap, Makanaja MyHAan KaTbICyAblH LWeKTeyAepi Ae aHbiKTanazabl: pecypCTbiK
TanLwblablK, BEAOMCTBOApablK YANecTipy Macenenepi, iliki cascu e3repicTepAiH acepi xaHe kasipri bitiMrepik
onepauuvsnapablb, KypaeneHe Tycyi. KopbITbIHAbICBIHAA biTiMrepnik Aamylibl MeMJEKETTEP YLWiH MaHbI3Abl,
Bipak, 6ipkeski eMec CblpTKbl Cascu Kypaa peTiHge 6afanaHadbl; OHbIH, TUIMAINIM Xanblkapanblk MOMbIHAAYFa Aa,
MEMJIEKETTIH, iLLKi MYMKIHAIKTEPIHE e Tayens,.

Tyliin ce3dep: BYY 6iTiMrepLuinik onepauusnapbl, Aamylibl MemaekeTtep, KasakctaH, Typkus, bpasuaus,
CbIPTKbI CasicaT, XxaJblkapasblK Kayincisgik, opTa gep>kaBanap UNJOMaTUSAChI.

MupoTBOpUECTBO KaK MHCTPYMEHT BHELLHe NOJIMTUKUN pa3BUBalOLLMXCA FOCyAapcTB

AHHomayusa. B ctatbe paccMaTpuBaeTcs MMpoTBOpYeckas gestenbHocTb OpraHusaumm O6besuHEHHbIX Ha-
UM KaK MHCTPYMEHT BHeELUHElM NOJAWTUKW pa3BMBatoLLMXCs rocysapctB. O60CHOBBLIBAETCS, UTO B COBPEMEHHbIX
MeXAYHapOAHbIX OTHOLLEHWAX MUPOTBOPYECTBO YXe He OrpaHnymnBaeTcs CBOei TPaauLMOHHOW GyHKLMeN Noa-
Aep>KaHnsa MeXayHapoAHOro mvpa 1 6e3onacHocTy, a BCé B 6obLUel CTeneHn npuobpeTaeT AUNAoMaTMyeckoe,
cTpaTernyeckoe n MHCTUTYLMOHaNbHOE 3HaYeHne. YyacTve rocyAapcTts B MMPOTBOPYECKNX MUCCUAX MO3BOAAET UM
He TOJIbKO BHOCUTb BKJ1aj B yperyanpoBaHue KOHGAMKTOB U MOCTKOHPANKTHYIO CcTabuamsaLmnio, HO 1 YKpenaaTb
MeXZAyHapoHble NO3ULWW, PacunpATb AUMIOMaTUYECKOe NPUCYTCTBUE, MOBbILLATb MOANTUYECKYH NeTUTUMHOCTb
n dopmMmpoBaTh 06pa3 OTBETCTBEHHbIX YUYaCTHMKOB MHOFOCTOPOHHErO B3aUMOAENCTBUA. B 3TOM cMbiche Mupo-
TBOPYECTBO C/leflyeT paccMaTpuBaTh He TOIbKO Kak MPaKTUKy MeXAyHapoAHOW 6e30MacHOCTW, HO U Kak MHOro-
MEPHbI MHCTPYMEHT BHELLHEW NOUTUKM.

WccnepoBaHne OCHOBaHO Ha KayeCTBEHHOM aHa/jvi3e HayuHOW AuUTepaTypbl, MOAUTUYECKUX JOKYMEHTOB W
oduuManbHbIX MaTepuanos, NOCBALLEHHbIX y4acTuo rocygapcts B onepaumax OOH no noaaep>kanuto mupa. Oc-
HOBHOe BHUMaHWe yaeneHo KasaxcraHy, Torga kak onbiT Typuum n bpasmimm ncnosb3yetca B CPaBHUTENLHOM
nnaHe ANs BbIBEHWA Pa3NNYHbIX MOAENeR UCMNONb30BaHWUA MUPOTBOPYECTBA BO BHELLHEMNOANTUUYECKUX LieNsx.
CpaBHUTENbHbBIV aHaAn3 NoKasbIBaeT, UTO JaHHble rOCyAapCcTBa No-pasHOMY MHTErPUPYOT MUPOTBOPUECKYHO Ae-
ATENIbHOCTb B CBOV BHELUHEMNOANTUYECKNe CTpaTernn B 3aBUCUMOCTM OT YPOBHSA UHCTUTYLIMOHANbHOIO pas3BuTus,
cTpaTernyecknx aMbuLmin N BHyTPEHHEro NoaMTUYecKoro KoHTekcTa. KasaxcraH npegcraBaseT OCTOPOXHYHO U Mo-
CTEMEHHYI0 MOAENb Y4YacTUs, OPUEHTUPOBAHHYIO Ha MHCTUTYLIMOHAIbHOE pa3BUTUeE, HaKoMeHne NpopeccnoHanb-
HOrO OMbITa W BbIBEPEHHYHO MEXAYHaPOAHYHO BUAMMOCTb. TypLMs AeMOHCTpUpyeT 6onee AnBepcndULMPOBaHHbIN
NOAXOZ4, COYETaOLWMNA BOEHHOE yYacTue, NONNLERCKUIA KOMMNOHEHT, MOCPEAHNYECTBO U 3/1EMEHTbI MUPOCTPOU-
TenbcTBa. bpasnaus, B cBoto ouepesb, NpescTaBaset bosee aMObULMO3HYIO MOAe/b, OCOBEHHO B Mepuog yvactus
B Muccun MINUSTAH, korga MMpOTBOPYECTBO CTao HacTbio eé CcTpaTermm MeXayHapoAHOro MO3NLMOHNPOBaHNS.

Pe3ynbTaThl ncCnesoBaHMA NOKa3bIBakOT, YUTO yYacTie B MUPOTBOPUYECKUX MUCCUAX CMOCOBCTBYET YKpenaeHuto
MEXAYHapOAHOro CTaTyca roCyAapCTBa, PacLUMPEHNIO AUMIOMATUYECKOrO B3aMOAENCTBUS, a TakKe PasBUTUIO
VNHCTUTYLMOHaNbHOTO 1 BOEHHOrO NoTeHumana. Bmecre ¢ Tem BbIABAAIOTCA U CyLLeCTBEHHbIE OrpaHnyeHus: gedu-
LT pecypcoB, NpobieMbl MeXBEAOMCTBEHHOW KOOPAVHALMW, BAUSAHWNE BHYTPEHHUX NOAUTUYECKUX U3MEHEHUI
1 pactyLias MHOroOMepHOCTb COBPEMEHHbIX MYPOTBOPYECKMX onepaLmnit. [lenaetcs BblBO O TOM, YTO MUPOTBOP-
YeCTBO BbICTYMaeT BaXHbIM, HO HEOAHOPOAHbLIM UHCTPYMEHTOM BHELUHEN NOJIMTUKM Pa3BUBAKOLLMXCA rOCyAapCTB,
3$PeKTMBHOCTb KOTOPOro onpeaenseTca Kak MeXayHapoAHbIM MPU3HaHWEM, Tak 1 BHYTPEHHUMMU BO3MOXHOCTA-
MU rocygapcrea.

Knro4desoie cnoea: mnpoteopueckme onepaunn OOH, pa3smBatowmecs rocyaapcrsa, Kasaxcran, Typuwms, bpa-
3UAWS, BHELIHAS NOUTUKA, MeXAyHapoaHas 6e30MacHOCTb, AUMI0OMaTUSA CPEAHMX AepiKaB.

Introduction solely as a means of promoting international

peace and security. Meiske and Ruggeri argue

In contemporary international relations,
United Nations peacekeeping operations have
remained as one of the key mechanisms for
maintaining international stability. However,
it is important to note that the role of peace-
keeping has significantly evolved over time.
Today, it extends beyond conflict management
and post-conflict stabilization; it increasingly
embodies the wider political and strategic ob-
jectives of the participating states.

Recent scholarship increasingly suggests
that peacekeeping should not be regarded
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that, over the past few decades, peacekeeping
has gained both significance and complexity,
becoming more influenced by the foreign and
security policy priorities of individual states[1].
This argument is also supported by Neack, who
emphasizes that participation in peacekeeping
missions may reflect not only commitment to
international peace and security, but also na-
tional interests, including international status,
visibility, and influence within the international
system. In this view, peacekeeping can contrib-
ute to various objectives, such as enhancing
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national status, increasing influence within the
international system, reducing conflict spill-
over, managing refugee flows, and stabilizing
political and economic relations. Therefore,
peacekeeping should be understood not only
as a multilateral security practice but also as a
distinct foreign policy tool available to states.

In this regard, growing attention should be
paid to the role of emerging states in peace-
keeping missions. In recent decades, a number
of such states have expanded their participa-
tion in UN operations. This trend cannot be
explained solely by security considerations. It
is obvious that participation in peacekeeping
is closely linked to foreign policy strategies
aimed at strengthening international position,
increasing visibility, and expanding diplomatic
engagement.

Thus, peacekeeping can be viewed not only
as a security instrument, but also as a practical
tool of foreign policy. Through participation
in international missions, states demonstrate
their commitment to multilateral cooperation
and seek to position themselves as responsible
actors in the international system. At the same
time, such engagement contributes to the
development of institutional capacities and
professional experience. Recent research also
suggests that peacekeeping may serve not
only as a foreign policy tool in a broad sense,
but also as a mechanism of status-seeking and
identity-building. Dobrescu argues that states
may use peacekeeping contributions in order
to acquire a positive social identity in the inter-
national arena through association with highly
ranked and legitimate international practices.
In this perspective, peacekeeping becomes
attractive not only because it contributes to
security, but also because it can generate rep-
utational gains, recognition, and international
legitimacy [2].

Kazakhstan represents an illustrative ex-
ample of this process. Since gaining indepen-
dence, the country has gradually increased
its involvement in international peacekeeping
activities and developed the necessary insti-
tutional framework for such participation. At
the same time, Kazakhstan's engagement re-
flects not only security considerations but also
broader aspirations related to its international
positioning and foreign policy orientation [3].

The experience of other states also con-
firms this trend. Countries such as Turkey
and Brazil have actively used participation in
peacekeeping missions as part of their broad-

er foreign policy strategies, combining military
involvement with diplomatic and political ob-
jectives. Brazil offers an important comparative
example. Although it had participated in peace
operations for decades, its role changed sig-
nificantly after 2004, when it assumed the mil-
itary command of MINUSTAH in Haiti[4]. This
marked a shift from selective contributions to
a more visible and politically ambitious peace-
keeping profile. Turkey provides a particularly
useful comparative case. Although it first par-
ticipated in international operations during the
Korean War in 1950-1953, when it deployed
approximately 15,000 personnel over the
course of the conflict, the country remained
largely distant from peace support operations
for decades. Its profile changed after the Cold
War, when Turkey began to participate more
actively in operations from Bosnia and Koso-
vo to Afghanistan, Palestine, East Timor, and
Georgia. This indicates that peacekeeping has
become an important element of international
engagement for a wide range of actors [5].

Despite the growing literature on UN peace-
keeping, limited attention has been paid to how
emerging states use peacekeeping as a foreign
policy instrument in different ways and under
different domestic and regional conditions, par-
ticularly in comparative perspective and with
reference to Central Asia. This article addresses
that gap by examining how peacekeeping par-
ticipation functions as a tool of foreign policy
among emerging states, with particular atten-
tion to Kazakhstan and comparative reference
to Turkey and Brazil. It argues that peacekeep-
ing serves as a differentiated foreign policy in-
strument whose form and effectiveness depend
on strategic ambition, institutional develop-
ment, and the broader political context in which
participation takes place [2].

Methodology

This study is based on a qualitative com-
parative analysis that consists of scientific lit-
erature, policy documents, and official mate-
rials related to United Nations peacekeeping
operations and the foreign policy practices
of emerging states. The article focuses pri-
marily on the case of Kazakhstan, while us-
ing Turkey and Brazil as comparative cases
to identify similarities and differences in the
ways peacekeeping is used as an instrument
of foreign policy. These cases differ in terms
of geographic location, scale of participation,
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and foreign policy traditions, yet all represent
emerging states that have used peacekeeping
within their international engagement strate-
gies. This variation allows for the identification
of both common patterns and context-specif-
ic differences in the use of peacekeeping as a
foreign policy instrument.

To ensure analytical consistency, the study
operationalizes “peacekeeping as a foreign
policy instrument” through a set of qualitative
indicators. These include the extent of military
and police participation, the degree of integra-
tion of peacekeeping into broader diplomatic
and strategic initiatives, involvement in medi-
ation or peacebuilding activities, institutional
development related to peacekeeping (such as
training centers and specialized units), and the
level of international visibility, including mis-
sion leadership or high-profile contributions.
These indicators are not treated as quantita-
tive measures, but as analytical categories that
allow for structured comparison across cases.

The study’'s purpose is to identify the main
political and institutional patterns that explain
why and how emerging states use peacekeep-
ing in their foreign policy practice.

The limitation of the study is that it relies
mainly on open sources and official materi-
als, which do not always fully reflect internal
political decision-making. Nevertheless, this
approach makes it possible to reveal the main
trends and characteristic features of peace-
keeping participation in the foreign policy
strategies of emerging states.

Main part

Peacekeeping as a foreign policy
instrument

Participation in United Nations peacekeep-
ing missions has increasingly become an im-
portant element of foreign policy for many
states. It is important to note that peacekeep-
ing today is not limited only to maintain in-
ternational security. In recent years, it has also
acquired clear political and diplomatic signif-
icance. In contemporary international rela-
tions, peacekeeping increasingly functions as
an instrument of foreign policy, especially for
emerging states seeking to strengthen their
international position and expand their dip-
lomatic presence. This is important because
peacekeeping allows states not only to sup-
port multilateral efforts, but also to demon-
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strate responsibility, gain visibility, and shape
their image within the international system.
Kazakhstan's own trajectory already reflects
this logic, as peacekeeping has gradually be-
come part of its broader strategy of interna-
tional engagement.

The experience of Turkey and Brazil con-
firms that this is a broader pattern rather than
an isolated case. Turkey's first major external
military experience dates back to the Korean
War of 1950-1953, when it deployed 15,000
personnel. After remaining largely distant from
peace support operations for decades, Turkey
became much more active after the Cold War,
participating in missions from Bosnia, Kosovo,
and Afghanistan to Palestine, East Timor, and
Georgia. By August 2006, Turkey was involved
in 9 of 18 ongoing UN operations and deployed
170 personnel, including 162 police officers,
which already showed that its participation was
not limited to military contingents [5].

Turkey's contribution also reveals that
peacekeeping can be embedded in a wid-
er foreign policy toolkit. Research on Turkish
peacebuilding shows that the country gradual-
ly connected peace operations with mediation,
humanitarian diplomacy, and development
assistance. The establishment of TIKA in 1992,
the launch of the Alliance of Civilizations in
2005, and the creation of the Group of Friends
of Mediation with Finland in 2010 demon-
strate that Turkey sought to combine security
engagement with soft power instruments. This
means that peacekeeping was not treated as
an isolated activity, but as part of a broader
strategy of international activism [6].

Brazil followed a different but equally im-
portant path. Its peacekeeping profile changed
gradually after 2004, when for the first time
in its history it commanded UN multination-
al troops in Haiti through MINUSTAH. During
the governments of Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva,
peacekeeping became linked to a more asser-
tive foreign policy, broader engagement with
the Global South, and Brazil's aspiration to be
recognized as an emerging power with great-
er international influence. Brazilian participa-
tion in peace operations increased rapidly in
this period and reached its peak in 2012, when
more than 2,000 Brazilians were serving in UN
missions. In this sense, peacekeeping was used
not only for operational purposes, but also for
international projection [7].

Kazakhstan's trajectory fits into this broader
pattern, although in a more cautious and incre-
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mental way. Since independence, Kazakhstan
has gradually integrated peacekeeping into its
broader strategy of international engagement.
Its participation reflects not only concern for
international security, but also an effort to
strengthen institutional capacities, enhance
diplomatic profile, and support its role as a
responsible actor in multilateral affairs. How-
ever, peacekeeping does not generate foreign
policy value automatically. As recent research
suggests, its status and diplomatic effects de-
pend not only on participation itself, but also
on whether such participation is recognized by
relevant international audiences as legitimate
and meaningful.

Thus, the cases of Kazakhstan, Turkey, and
Brazil show that peacekeeping serves broad-
er political functions. It provides international
visibility, strengthens multilateral engagement,
and helps emerging states present themselves
as responsible actors. The scale and form of
participation may differ, but in all three cas-
es peacekeeping increasingly operates as an
instrument of foreign policy rather than as a
narrowly military practice alone.

Kazakhstan’s model of peacekeeping
participation and institutional
development

Kazakhstan represents a cautious and se-
lective model of peacekeeping participation
among emerging states. Unlike Brazil, which
used MINUSTAH for high-profile international
projection, or Turkey, which combined peace-
keeping with policing, mediation, and devel-
opment diplomacy, Kazakhstan has relied on
a lower-profile but gradually expanding form
of engagement. Its importance lies less in the
scale of deployment than in the way peace-
keeping has been used to build controlled
international visibility, operational experience,
and institutional credibility [8].

Kazakhstan's peacekeeping trajectory de-
veloped incrementally after independence in
1991. An early step was participation in CEN-
TRASBAT, which familiarized Kazakhstan with
multinational military cooperation in the Cen-
tral Asian regional context. A more substantial
stage followed with the establishment of KAZ-
BAT in the early 2000s, which created a more
structured institutional basis for peacekeeping
preparation and allowed Kazakhstan to gradu-
ally integrate into international peacekeeping
structures [8].

Kazakhstan’s first significant overseas op-
erational experience came in Iraq between
2003 and 2008. During the operation, Kazakh
military engineers were engaged in demining
operations, disposal of unexploded ordnance,
and assistance to civilians. According to earlier
studies, Kazakh military engineers destroyed
thousands of explosive devices during this
period, making Iraq a formative stage in the
country’s operational learning. This experience
strengthened Kazakhstan’'s peacekeeping ca-
pabilities and enhanced its image as a respon-
sible participant in international security initia-
tives [9].

The significance of this stage was not only
technical. Iraq demonstrated that Kazakhstan
was prepared to contribute to international
stabilization efforts beyond its immediate re-
gion, while also giving its armed forces their
first substantial peacekeeping-related field
experience. A later important step was Ka-
zakhstan's participation in the United Na-
tions Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), which
gave Kazakhstan direct visibility within the UN
peacekeeping framework and increased its
exposure to international standards, mission
procedures, and multinational coordination
practices [10]. In this sense, UNIFIL mattered
not because of the scale of deployment alone,
but because it inserted Kazakhstan more clear-
ly into the symbolic and institutional space of
UN peacekeeping.

Peacekeeping has also contributed to Ka-
zakhstan’s military-professional and institu-
tional development. The creation of special-
ized peacekeeping units, training programs,
and preparation mechanisms helped Kazakh-
stan improve the professional training of its
armed forces and align them more closely with
international requirements. Participation in
external missions supported operational read-
iness, strengthened coordination skills, and
encouraged adaptation to international stan-
dards. Thus, for Kazakhstan, peacekeeping has
functioned not only as an external activity, but
also as a mechanism of internal professional-
ization and institutional consolidation [11].

Recent UN statistics also suggest that Ka-
zakhstan's contribution, although still limited
in absolute terms, has become more visible in
recent years, indicating a shift from symbolic
participation toward more tangible engage-
ment [12].

At the same time, Kazakhstan's peace-
keeping model remains constrained by scale,
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resources, and institutional capacity. Its partici-
pation is still modest in comparison with major
troop contributors, and this limitation remains
one of the defining features of its profile. Yet
this modesty is also part of the logic of Ka-
zakhstan's foreign policy. Rather than pursu-
ing large-scale status activism, the country has
used peacekeeping in a measured and strate-
gically cautious way. This makes Kazakhstan an
example of how an emerging state can employ
peacekeeping not through quantitative prom-
inence, but through gradual, institutionally
meaningful, and politically calibrated partici-
pation [10; 3].

In comparative terms, Kazakhstan therefore
represents a model of peacekeeping based on
gradualism, institutional learning, and mea-
sured international visibility. Its importance
lies less in numerical contribution than in the
steady accumulation of operational experi-
ence, diplomatic legitimacy, and professional
capacity. This makes Kazakhstan a relevant
case for understanding how emerging states
can use peacekeeping in a cautious but politi-
cally meaningful way [3].

Thus, peacekeeping should be understood
not only as an external activity, but also as a
mechanism for internal professionalization
and institutional development. The experience
of different states confirms that peacekeeping
serves as an important mechanism of military
and institutional development. It reflects a
process through which states strengthen their
military capacities, improve institutional co-
ordination, and adapt to the requirements of
modern international security.

Comparative perspectives:
Turkey and Brazil

Turkey and Brazil provide two distinct but
highly relevant models of how emerging states
use peacekeeping as an instrument of foreign
policy. In both cases, participation in peace op-
erations went beyond narrow security consid-
erations and became linked to broader inter-
national ambitions. At the same time, the two
trajectories differ in scale, institutional form,
and political sustainability.

Turkey's peacekeeping profile reflects both
continuity and transformation. Its first major
external military experience dates to the Kore-
an War of 1950-1953, when it deployed a total
of 15,000 personnel. After remaining large-
ly distant from peace support operations for
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nearly half a century, Turkey expanded its role
significantly after the Cold War [5]. It partici-
pated in missions ranging from Bosnia, Koso-
vo, and Afghanistan to Palestine, East Timor,
and Georgia. According to Koger, by mid-2006
Turkey was taking part in 9 of 18 ongoing UN
peace support operations and had deployed
170 personnel, including 162 police officers,
which placed it 47th among peace support
contributors at that time. This is particular-
ly important because it shows that Turkey's
participation was not limited to military con-
tingents and already had a strong policing di-
mension [5].

This multidimensional profile became even
more visible in the 2000s and 2010s. Research
on Turkey's contribution to international polic-
ing shows that, as of April 2020, Turkey ranked
26th out of 77 states contributing police per-
sonnel to UN peacekeeping missions. Unlike
its more geographically selective military pres-
ence, Turkish police personnel were spread
across several missions in Africa and the Mid-
dle East. The same research argues that this ex-
pansion was linked not only to global changes
in peacekeeping, but also to domestic political
transformation, especially the decline of mili-
tary tutelage and the stronger role of civilian
decision-makers in foreign policy. In this sense,
Turkey adapted relatively early to the multidi-
mensional nature of post-Cold War peace op-
erations [14].

Turkey also used peacekeeping as part of a
broader diplomatic and peacebuilding strate-
gy. The establishment of TIKA in 1992 provid-
ed an institutional basis for Turkish soft power
through economic, humanitarian, and cultural
cooperation. Later, Turkey launched the Al-
liance of Civilizations in 2005 together with
Spain and co-created the Group of Friends of
Mediation with Finland in 2010. These initia-
tives demonstrate that Turkey linked peace
support operations with mediation, humani-
tarian diplomacy, and development-oriented
engagement [6]. Therefore, peacekeeping in
the Turkish case should be understood not as
an isolated military activity, but as one compo-
nent of a wider foreign policy toolkit.

Brazil presents a different model, one much
more strongly associated with mission lead-
ership and international projection through a
single major case. Although Brazil had partic-
ipated in UN peace operations earlier, a deci-
sive turning point came in 2004, when for the
first time in its history it commanded UN multi-
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national troops in Haiti under MINUSTAH. This
was not only an operational milestone, but also
a political one. Brazilian peacekeeping became
linked to a more assertive foreign policy under
Lula da Silva, stronger engagement with the
Global South, and the aspiration to be recog-
nized as a relevant actor in global governance.
The size of Brazil's contribution expanded rap-
idly, increasing from 82 personnel in 2003 to
1,367 in 2004, and reaching a peak of 2,493 in
2011 [7].

The Brazilian experience in Haiti was also
significant because of its scale and multidi-
mensional character. Over thirteen years of
presence in MINUSTAH, Brazil contributed
around 37,000 military and police personnel,
which amounted to approximately 69 percent
of all personnel ever sent by the country to
foreign missions. Brazilian involvement ex-
tended beyond military deployment to activ-
ities related to pacification, police training, in-
frastructure recovery, humanitarian assistance,
and development-oriented practices. This
made MINUSTAH not simply a peacekeeping
mission, but a platform through which Brazil
projected a broader defence-security—foreign
policy nexus [14].

At the same time, Brazil also illustrates the
fragility of peacekeeping-based prominence.

After the termination of MINUSTAH in 2017,
the country’s peacekeeping profile declined
sharply. By 2024, only 81 Brazilians remained
in active UN peacekeeping operations world-
wide. Recent scholarship therefore suggests
that while peacekeeping gave Brazil inter-
national visibility and leadership experience,
these gains proved difficult to sustain once do-
mestic political priorities shifted and the coun-
try became more cautious about empowering
its military establishment through internation-
al missions [14].

In comparative terms, Turkey and Bra-
zil represent two different pathways through
which emerging states may use peacekeeping
for foreign policy purposes. Turkey demon-
strates a broader and more diversified model,
combining military deployment, policing, me-
diation, and peacebuilding. Brazil represents
a more concentrated but more visible model,
centered on mission leadership and multi-
dimensional peacekeeping during the MI-
NUSTAH period. Together with Kazakhstan's
more cautious and gradual trajectory, these
cases show that peacekeeping can serve as a
differentiated foreign policy instrument whose
meaning depends on each state's strategic
ambitions, institutional capacities, and domes-
tic political conditions.

Table 1. Dominant forms of peacekeeping engagement of Kazakhstan, Turkey, and Brazil

Police
contribution

Military
deployment

Country

Kazakhstan

Turkey

Brazil

Mediation

Mission
leadership

Institutional
development

Peacebuilding /
development aid

Note: The table is based on the authors’ analytical coding of the literature. The scores within 0-3 reflect domi-
nant patterns of participation rather than official UN quantitative statistics.

Table 1 demonstrates that Kazakhstan, Tur-
key, and Brazil differ not only in the scale of
participation, but also in the dominant forms
of peacekeeping engagement. Kazakhstan's
profile is concentrated in military deploy-
ment and institutional development, which
reflects its gradual and cautious approach.
Turkey presents a broader pattern, combining
military, police, mediation, and peacebuild-
ing elements within a more proactive foreign
policy framework. Brazil, in turn, stands out

for mission leadership and its stronger asso-
ciation with multidimensional peacekeeping,
especially during the MINUSTAH period. Thus,
peacekeeping functions as a differentiated for-
eign policy instrument rather than a uniform
practice among emerging states.

Constraints and structural limitations
Despite the growing role of peacekeeping

as an instrument of foreign policy, participa-
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tion of emerging states remains constrained
by a number of structural factors. It is import-
ant to note that involvement in international
missions depends not only on political will-
ingness, but also on institutional capacity, fi-
nancial resources, available personnel, and the
broader strategic priorities of the state. In this
sense, peacekeeping is always shaped by both
ambition and limitation [15].

One of the main constraints is the question
of resource cpapcity. Participation in interna-
tional missions requires training, transport,
logistical support, and the ability to sustain
personnel abroad. For countries such as Ka-
zakhstan, this often means a gradual and cau-
tious approach. Kazakhstan's participation has
expanded step by step, but its scale remains
limited in comparison with larger contributors.
This is not only a reflection of foreign policy
choice, but also of capacity. Peacekeeping re-
quires long-term institutional investment, and
this process cannot be accelerated easily [8].

The Turkish case demonstrates that even
states with broader international engagement
face important internal limitations. Research
on Turkish international policing shows that
the country’s growing role in UN-led missions
since the 2000s was shaped not only by inter-
national trends, but also by domestic political
change, especially the decline of military tu-
telage and the rise of civilian influence in for-
eign policy decision-making. This means that
participation in peacekeeping is not simply a
matter of sending troops or police abroad; it
also depends on how domestic institutions are
organized and who controls foreign policy pri-
orities. In this regard, peacekeeping becomes
sensitive to changes in state structure and in-
ternal political balance [5].

Brazil's experience reveals another type
of constraint: the difficulty of sustaining in-
ternational visibility over time. The country's
leadership role in MINUSTAH provided it with
significant international recognition, but this
prominence proved difficult to maintain once
domestic political and economic conditions
changed. The decline in Brazil's peacekeeping
participation after 2017 indicates that peace-
keeping-based status is contingent upon long-
term political commitment [7].

Another important constraint is the multi-
dimensional character of contemporary peace-
keeping operations. Modern missions require
not only military capabilities, but also police,
administrative, and coordination capacities.
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This places additional demands on emerg-
ing states and affects their ability to adapt to
evolving peacekeeping mandates. Turkey's ex-
pansion into police contributions and media-
tion reflects such adaptation, while Kazakhstan
is still developing these capacities [6; 13].
Also, institutional coordination is another
important challenge. Peacekeeping participa-
tion requires effective cooperation between
defense institutions, foreign ministries, train-
ing centers, and sometimes police structures.
Where such coordination remains weak or
fragmented, the state may struggle to trans-
form participation into a sustainable foreign
policy tool. This is particularly relevant for
emerging states because they often seek to
combine international visibility with limited in-
stitutional resources. Thus, the effectiveness of
peacekeeping participation depends not only
on the number of personnel deployed, but
also on the state’s ability to integrate military,
diplomatic, and administrative mechanisms.
Finally, peacekeeping participation is con-
strained by the need to balance international
commitments with domestic and regional pri-
orities. These cases demonstrate that peace-
keeping is never fully autonomous as a policy
tool and remains embedded within broader
national strategies and political trade-offs [7].
Thus, the experience of Kazakhstan, Turkey,
and Brazil demonstrates that peacekeeping
participation is shaped not only by foreign pol-
icy aspirations, but also by structural and insti-
tutional constraints. Emerging states may use
peacekeeping to strengthen international po-
sitioning, but the scale, continuity, and impact
of such participation depend on resources, co-
ordination, domestic politics, and the evolving
demands of modern peace operations.

Discussions

The analysis shows that UN peacekeeping
has become more than a technical instrument
of international security, it has evolved into a
multifunctional instrument of foreign policy
rather than a purely security-oriented activity.
This finding is consistent with earlier research
showing that peacekeeping participation may
reflect not only commitment to the interna-
tional community, but also the self-interest-
ed goals of states, including status, influence,
and international visibility [15]. For emerging
states, it increasingly functions as a tool of
foreign policy, international positioning, and
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institutional development [16]. From a polit-
ical perspective, peacekeeping participation
can be interpreted as a form of international
signalling. By contributing personnel, train-
ing capacity, or mission leadership, emerging
states communicate their willingness to act
as responsible members of the international
community. This signal is particularly import-
ant for states that seek greater recognition
but do not possess the material capabilities of
major powers. In this sense, peacekeeping al-
lows such states to transform limited material
contribution into broader political visibility and
diplomatic legitimacy [2; 15].

In line with the literature on middle powers,
such engagement may also reflect attempts to
exercise influence through multilateral insti-
tutions and cooperative international practic-
es [2]. In this regard, the cases of Kazakhstan,
Turkey, and Brazil demonstrate that participa-
tion in peacekeeping missions reflects not only
security concerns, but also wider diplomatic
ambitions and domestic political dynamics.

At the same time, the comparison demon-
strates that peacekeeping does not produce
a uniform political outcome across cases. In-
stead, its foreign policy value depends on how
participation is embedded in broader national
strategies. Instead, peacekeeping functions as a
differentiated foreign policy instrument, shaped
by each country's strategic ambitions, institu-
tional capacities, and domestic political context.
Kazakhstan represents a cautious and incre-
mental model based on controlled visibility and
gradual institutional learning [3]. Kazakhstan's
cautious model should also be understood po-
litically [17]. Since it is located between major
regional powers and committed to a multivec-
tor foreign policy, Kazakhstan uses peacekeep-
ing as a low-risk form of international activism
[3]. It allows the country to demonstrate com-
mitment to global security without creating the
impression of geopolitical alignment or military
overextension. Therefore, the limited scale of
Kazakhstan’s participation is not only a capacity
issue, but also a political choice shaped by the
need to balance international visibility with re-
gional caution. The Kazakhstani case also con-
firms that limited participation does not neces-
sarily mean weak political relevance. According
to the International Peace Institute’s country
profile, Kazakhstan only began contributing
personnel to UN peacekeeping operations in
2007, and for the following decade its contri-
butions remained minimal, consisting mainly

of experts and police officers [18]. The same
profile notes that Astana’s cautious approach
was partly shaped by the deaths of several Ka-
zakhstani troops in Tajikistan in the 1990s, while
participation in relatively low-risk UN missions
offered Kazakhstan's military an opportunity
to gain operational experience and take part in
prestigious international activities [18]. Turkey
demonstrates a more diversified approach that
integrates military participation with policing,
mediation, and peacebuilding initiatives. Brazil,
in turn, illustrates a leadership-oriented model,
in which peacekeeping became a platform for
international projection, particularly during the
MINUSTAH period [8].

These differences suggest that the political
meaning of peacekeeping participation var-
ies significantly across cases. In Turkey's case,
peacekeeping is embedded within a broader
foreign policy framework that combines hard
and soft power instruments. In Brazil, it served
as a mechanism for enhancing global visibility
and strengthening claims to a more prominent
role in international governance. In Kazakhstan,
participation is more closely associated with in-
stitutional development and the consolidation of
a responsible international image. Thus, peace-
keeping does not carry a uniform strategic func-
tion; rather, it adapts to the foreign policy priori-
ties and strategic cultures of individual states [6].

The three cases also demonstrate differ-
ent political uses of peacekeeping. Kazakhstan
uses peacekeeping as a cautious instrument
of multivector diplomacy and controlled in-
ternational visibility. Turkey uses it as part of
a broader activist foreign policy, combining
peacekeeping with policing, mediation, hu-
manitarian diplomacy, and institutional out-
reach. Brazil used peacekeeping more directly
as a platform for leadership and status projec-
tion, especially during the MINUSTAH period.
Thus, the difference between the three cases
is not only operational, but political: each state
uses peacekeeping to communicate a different
image of its role in international order.

An important implication of this analysis
is that peacekeeping does not automatically
translate into increased international status
or influence. As recent studies suggest, sta-
tus in international relations is relational and
depends on recognition by relevant actors.
Therefore, the effectiveness of peacekeeping
as a foreign policy tool depends not only on
participation itself, but also on how such par-
ticipation is perceived and interpreted by the
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international community. This adds an import-
ant layer of complexity, particularly for emerg-
ing states seeking to use peacekeeping as a
means of enhancing their global standing [19].

Moreover, the findings highlight the im-
portance of the multidimensional nature of
contemporary peacekeeping operations. Mod-
ern missions require not only military contribu-
tions, but also police personnel, administrative
expertise, and coordination mechanisms [20].
This reflects the broader evolution of peace-
keeping toward complex, multidimensional
operations involving political, civilian, and in-
stitutional components. States that can adapt
to these multidimensional requirements such
as Turkey tend to develop more diversified
forms of participation. In contrast, states that
are still building such capacitie such as Ka-
zakhstan tend to follow a more gradual and
selective trajectory. Brazil's experience demon-
strates that even states with advanced capabil-
ities may face challenges in sustaining multidi-
mensional engagement over time.

Overall, the analysis suggests that peace-
keeping should be understood as a flexible but
constrained foreign policy instrument. While it
offers emerging states opportunities for inter-
national engagement, visibility, and institution-
al development, its effectiveness depends on
a combination of factors, including resources,
institutional coordination, domestic political
stability, and international recognition. There-
fore, peacekeeping is best understood not as a
uniform practice, but as a context-dependent
tool whose meaning and impact vary across
different national settings.

Conclusion

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that
participation in United Nations peacekeeping
missions can no longer be understood sole-
ly as a security activity. In the contemporary
international system, peacekeeping increas-
ingly functions as an instrument of foreign
policy through which emerging states seek to
strengthen their international position, expand
diplomatic engagement, and demonstrate
their relevance in multilateral affairs. The cases
of Kazakhstan, Turkey, and Brazil clearly con-
firm this trend, although each of them follows
a different trajectory and uses peacekeeping in
a different way.

The analysis has shown that Kazakhstan
represents a gradual and cautious model of

AJTAM SJIEMI
160 | Tom 28, Ne 3(109) 2026, KeIpKyiiek

participation. Its trajectory developed step by
step, from early regional cooperation after in-
dependence to operational experience in Iraq
and later involvement in UN peacekeeping
through UNIFIL. Turkey, by contrast, demon-
strates a broader and more diversified model
that combines military contribution with police
participation, mediation efforts, and develop-
ment-oriented engagement. Brazil illustrates
a more ambitious pattern, especially during
the MINUSTAH period, when peacekeeping
became closely linked to its search for greater
international recognition and a stronger posi-
tion in global governance. Thus, peacekeeping
serves different political functions depending
on the strategic culture, institutional capaci-
ties, and foreign policy priorities of each state.

At the same time, the study has demonstrat-
ed that peacekeeping participation is shaped
not only by international ambitions, but also
by structural constraints. Resources, institution-
al coordination, domestic political dynamics,
and the changing multidimensional charac-
ter of peace operations all influence the scale
and continuity of engagement. In this regard,
peacekeeping should be seen as a complex and
evolving practice that combines elements of se-
curity, diplomacy, institutional learning, and in-
ternational positioning. Overall, the comparison
suggests that peacekeeping has become an im-
portant but differentiated instrument of foreign
policy for emerging states, and its significance
lies not only in troop deployment, but also in
the broader political meaning attached to inter-
national participation.
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