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ussian peacekeepers and contractors are active in many conflict areas, from the South
Caucasus to the Middle East through North Africa and increasingly Sub-Saharan Africa,
with far-reaching implications for international security. How does Russia conceive and
implement peacekeeping activities? Is there a “Russian way” to peacekeeping? And, if so,
does it align or clash with European and US ones?
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on Conflict Zones
Eleonora Tafuro Ambrosetti
ISPI

Eleonora Tafuro Ambrosetti is a Research Fellow at the
Russia, Caucasus and Central Asia Centre at ISPI.

ATO and Russia: Partners in
Peacekeeping” – reads the title of a
NATO brochure dating back to the
aftermath of the Kosovo Force (KFOR) mission
deployment in June 1999. Going through the
document today feels like reading a fantasy
tale: Russian and NATO peacekeepers are
described as working together to restore
stability and peace to the Western Balkans,
“forging increasingly durable relationships
in the process”, as “relations and mutual
understanding between Russian and NATO
troops on the ground have continued to
improve”.
From this part of the world, today’s Russia is
not perceived as a “partner in peacekeeping”–
and, certainly, not NATO’s. When talking Russia,
the image of an assertive and hard-core realist
country probably comes to mind first. More
recently, international attention has focused on
the Russian Private Military Company (PMC)
Wagner, which is active in Ukraine, Syria, Libya,
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and, increasingly, in Sub-Saharan Africa. Data
on the number of Wagner contractors and
their actual tasks are patchy, but the company
reportedly engages in fighting, training of local
forces, personal security for Russian enterprises
operating in volatile contexts, and authoritystrengthening services for several local leaders,
especially in Africa. Despite Wagner being a
private company with which the Kremlin denies
any links, this PMC has become the infamous
face of Russian “peacekeeping” abroad.
At a closer look, the topic of Russia’s
peacekeeping activities is more complex and
diverse. Russian peacekeepers continue to
be active both in Moscow’s neighbourhood
and beyond – either within the UN and
Collective Security Treaty Organisation
(CSTO) or independently as a result of
international agreements, like in the case of
the peacekeeping operation in Transnistria.
Russia’s participates actively in UN activities.
According to the latest data (September
2021), there are 72 Russian peacekeepers in
UN missions globally – a number similar to
Brazil’s and more than double the US’. Russia is
among the ten-top countries in the world with
the highest number of military observers at
the UN.
This dossier provides a multi-faceted view
on Russia’s peacekeeping activities, with
contributions featuring a number of case
studies. Most of them focus on the post-Soviet
space (PSS). It is not surprising given that
the region represents the primary arena

PEACEKEEPING: THE RUSSIAN WAY

for Moscow’s peacekeeping activities due
geographical proximity – hence, Moscow’s
heightened sense of risk for conflicts’
possible spillovers – and Russia’s historical
primacy and current role as peacemaker.
Which peacekeeping activities does Russia
carry out? Is there a “Russian way” to
peacekeeping? If so, does it align or clash
with European and US ones? Understandably,
answers to these questions largely depend on
whether one looks at the issue from NagornoKarabakh or the Central Asian Republic (CAR).
Starting with the PSS, Adriana Cuppuleri argues
that, while Russia has always claimed to be a
mere mediator in peace processes there, its
military presence reflects broader geopolitical
goals rather than the simple desire to curb
violence. In her article, she gives an overview
of international and domestic factors behind
Russia’s choice to militarily intervene in the
region, calling for a broader analysis that
embraces complexity and considers the
different variables on the table.
Last September marked one year since the
start of the latest conflict between Armenia and
Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh (Artsakh in
Armenian). The war was ended in November
by a Moscow-brokered truce, which
established the presence of roughly 2,000
Russian peacekeepers in the area. Olesya
Vartanyan dives into the Russian peacekeeping
mission, listing several delicate and positive
talks performed by the peacekeepers
whilst also pointing to one major problem:
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the mission lacks a detailed mandate. This
uncertainty, together with Azerbaijan’s and
Armenia’s refusal to return to the negotiating
table, may create problems for Moscow in
the future. Carlo Frappi looks at the same
topic through Baku’s lens. He argues that
Russia’s peacekeeping mission and, more
broadly, its strengthened role in the Karabakh
issue constitutes the main compensation for the
Kremlin’s neutral stance during the 2020 war
and the biggest diplomatic price Baku had to
pay for its military victory.
The conflict in Ukraine is often considered
a watershed moment for European security
and Russia-EU relations in particular. Its
transformation into a low intensity – to
some, frozen – conflict contributes to
making the prospects of its resolution even
dimer. Tetyana A. Malyarenko deals with the
UN peacekeeping mission that was proposed
in 2018 and that many, including in Ukraine,
consider the most preferable way to resolve
the conflict. However, Malyarenko claims that
proposals over that and other peacekeeping
missions have never been a subject of serious
negotiations, either between Kyiv and Russiabacked rebels or between Kyiv and Moscow in
the Normandy format.
The Taliban’s return after the US’ withdrawal
from Afghanistan poses risks of instability and
uncertainty, especially for Central Asian (CA)
states, most of which border the country and
face — or have faced —terrorist threats. Elena
Zhirukhina looks at Russia’s role in mitigating

such hazards through an enhanced role as a
security provider for the CA region and beyond.
She argues that the Afghan crisis provides
Russia-led international regional organizations
such as the Collective Security Treaty
Organization (CSTO) and the Russia- and Chinaled Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
with the opportunity to prove their practical
relevance to CA.
While the Syrian war seems to have
disappeared from international radars,
the conflict is still ongoing, with serious
humanitarian consequences. It is a well-known
fact that Russia’s 2015 military intervention
changed the fate of the conflict; it is less known,
however, how Moscow operates on the ground.
Emmanuel Dreyfus describes how the Russian
Military Police (MP), a structure developed
in the context of the Russian defence
reform initiated in 2008, became the Kremlin’s
major tool to protect Russian military assets
and checkpoints across the Syrian territory,
but also — after 2016 — to carry out the bulk
of humanitarian and peacekeeping operations
set up by the Russian military command.
If Syria has been receiving less media attention
over the last month, the same does not go for
Africa and, especially, Russia’s involvement
in the continent in the security field. Sergey
Sukhankin’s piece tackles Russia’s “security
export” model in Sub-Saharan Africa. Russia’s
strategy involves the use of military-technical
cooperation as a tool of building ties and
proliferating its influence on the continent,
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similar to what the USSR did during the Cold
War. However, Sukhankin claims that contrary
to the USSR, todays’ Russia has neither “soft
power” nor enough economic resources
and innovative potential to pose a serious
challenge to other powerful bidders for
African markets and resources. Hence, Russia’s
competitive advantages in Africa are limited
and could hardly compete with other powerful
players that are active in Africa, such as EU
members, China, Japan, India, and the US.

PEACEKEEPING: THE RUSSIAN WAY
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Russia’s Military
Interventions
Adriana Cuppuleri
Independent Researcher

Adriana Cuppuleri is an independent researcher based in
Berlin working on the post-Soviet space. She has received
a Ph.D. from the University of Trento, Italy.

ince the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia
has adopted various instruments in
order to maintain its regional primacy
in the post-Soviet space (PSS). In particular,
during the 1990s, a favourable political
climate contributed to Russia negotiating
all the ceasefire agreements that followed
the violent ethno-conflicts that erupted in
several states of the post-Soviet Union era.
Besides Moscow’s intervention in the civil war
in Tajikistan, Russia had a leading role in the
precarious ceasefire with South Ossetia and
Abkhazia in 1992 that later contributed to
the Russo-Georgian war of August 2008. The
terms of the ceasefire effectively legitimised
the Russian troops’ presence there, since their
peacekeeping force was permitted to remain
— and even take additional measures — to
maintain the peace. In Transnistria, where the
ceasefire was brokered in July 1992, Russia’s
ability to maintain control over military issues
was facilitated by its close relationship with the
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separatist region’s peacekeeping contingent.
While no peacekeeping mission could be
established in Nagorno-Karabakh after the
ceasefire in May 1992, in November 2020, a
Russian peacekeeping force was deployed
as part of a deal negotiated by Moscow
to stop the fighting between Azerbaijani
and Armenian forces in the region. Finally,
despite its exceptionality, Russia’s meddling
in Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea have
been described as an attempt to set the scene
for another protracted ‘frozen conflict’ scenario.
Overall, by 1993, Russia had over 36,000
troops deployed on peacekeeping duties
in post-Soviet conflicts across Tajikistan,
Transnistria, Abkhazia, and Nagorno-Karabakh.
While Russia has always claimed to be a
mere mediator in peace processes, its military
presence and political involvement persuade
observers to consider Russia a party to these
conflicts. Russia’s peacekeeping deployments
certainly aimed to stem the violence in these
post-Soviet wars, but they also reflected
Russian geopolitical goals rather than
standard peacekeeping missions. Therefore,
it has commonly been referred to as a ‘new
Cold War’ between Russia and the US and
the EU, with Eurasia emerging as its major
battlefield when describing Russia’s assertive
foreign policy in the PSS. Others consider Russia
as a balancing and multilateral state that is
determined to make the world a multipolar
system and carve out more room for its own
contribution. Stemming from this debate, under
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what conditions has Russia used military force
in the PSS?
In addressing Russia’s regional assertiveness,
academic and public discussions have
mostly focused on individual explanations,
from Vladimir Putin’s perceptions and beliefs
through Russia’s authoritarian regime to
geopolitical interests. These approaches
have enormously contributed to the debate;
however, taken individually, none of them
provide a sufficient explanation for the diverse
outcomes of Russia’s foreign policy across
space and time. As Andrey Tsygankov (2018, xv)
observes: ‘A large and complex country, Russia
must be understood in terms of the complexity
of theoretical approaches, tools and actors,
geographic directions, and membership in
global/regional organizations’.[1]
EXTERNAL PRESSURE, HIERARCHICAL POWER
STRUCTURE, AND REGIME SECURITY
In recognition of this complexity, the pattern
of Russia’s use of force is expected to
result from a complex interplay between
international and domestic variables, where
some are more prevalent than others. Those
approaches that account a country’s foreign
policy as mainly driven by the international
system argue that Russia’s use of military force
is mainly influenced by its interaction with
other major powers in its neighbourhood.
Within this framework, the political situation
following the disintegration of the Soviet Union
left Russia with a profound security dilemma
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concerning the kind of arrangements needed
to prevent the new countries along its borders
from joining another military bloc – NATO –
which Russia traditionally sees as a security
threat. Viewed from this perspective, Russia’s
moves in Ukraine are driven by “geopolitical
considerations,” aiming at keeping “Ukraine
out of NATO.” However, systemic factors alone
cannot explain why Russia has not opposed
China’s access to the economic spheres of the
PSS or Turkey’s interference in the most recent
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.
Next to the external pressure exerted by
other regional powers, it is necessary to pay
more attention to what is within the state:
the Russian quest for status in a hierarchical
power structure in the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS), with Russian views
on state order strongly influencing Moscow’s
decisions over military interventions. Despite
acknowledging the new countries’ sovereignty,
the close functional interdependence
between Russia and the CIS region reinforced
a hierarchical relationship that is historically
and strategic legitimate according to the
Kremlin. In an attempt to obtain great power
status recognition, Russia granted rights and
responsibilities to neighbouring CIS states,
including how to determine the appropriate
use of military force. This has been the case
for the de facto states of Transnistria, South
Ossetia and Abkhazia where Russia has
been struggling to legitimise its interventions
internationally under the guise of responsibility

THE RATIONALE BEHIND RUSSIA’S MILITARY INTERVENTIONS

toward ethnic minorities in the PSS. This
narrative contributes to the construction of a
geopolitical space with an iconic significance
that, on the one hand, reinforces Russia’s great
power status while, on the other, is constituted
by mutual recognition — and sometimes even
amplified — by the smaller neighbouring entity.
Finally, Moscow has legitimised the use of
military forces to settle conflicts in the PSS as a
tool to resist regime changes that would have
threatened ‘the constitutional order’ in the
CIS region and the political survival of Russian
leadership. According to this interpretation,
Russian support appears to have been crucial
for fuelling, legitimizing, and bolstering
separatist forces in an attempt to hamper
democratic development of parents states.
As a consequence, Russian support for the
authoritarian tendencies of the secessionist
regions has been functional in allowing
‘pockets of autocracy’ to persist within the
region.

[1] Andrey Tsygankov, Routledge Handbook of
Russian Foreign Policy, London, New York: Taylor
& Francis Ltd, 2018.
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A Risky Role for Russian
Peacekeepers in
Nagorno-Karabakh
Olesya Vartanyan
International Crisis Group (ICG)

hen Russian peacekeepers arrived
in Nagorno-Karabakh as part of a
ceasefire deal between Azerbaijan
and Armenian, they found it empty, blanketed
in a thick November fog. After 44 days of brutal
war, most had fled, not believing the fighting
was over. A year later, the region’s main city
of Stepanakert is no longer a ghost town.
Most of its residents have returned, followed
by thousands of Armenians displaced from
territories won over by Azerbaijani forces in the
conflict. The scars of war are everywhere —
damaged buildings, craters caused by missiles,
and photos of the dead and missing hung for
passers-by — but elders gossip on city stoops
while children are playing in the streets once
again. That renewed sense of security is
largely thanks to the Russian presence there.
Nevertheless, the Russian peacekeeper
contingent lacks a detailed mandate. As
set out by the November 9th ceasefire deal,
its presence is relatively modest, limited to

Olesya Vartanyan has worked on conflicts in the South
Caucasus for almost 15 years. She has been with
International Crisis Group since 2016.
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1,960 personnel with small arms, 90 armoured
personnel carriers, and 380 other motor
vehicles.[1] They man 27 checkpoints, most
far from the front, along the key transport
arteries in the Armenian-populated areas of
Nagorno-Karabakh and the Lachin corridor – a
narrow, mountainous road of eight kilometers
that connects the region with Armenia. Since
August, they’ve begun daily patrols in different
parts of the region but deploy to the front
only when alerted to a problem by residents,
the general staffs of Azerbaijan or Armenia, or
reports from aerial drones. The contingent’s
monitoring drones are manned from a joint
Russian and Turkish command center about 20
km from the front, next to the Azerbaijani village
of Qiyamedinli. Russian peacekeepers also lead
on the demining process in the Armenianpopulated areas of Nagorno-Karabakh and
support a number of humanitarian initiatives,
including regular search operations for remains
of soldiers and civilians killed in the conflict.
On top of these operational tasks, residents
close to the front lines often appeal to the
peacekeepers to escort them safely to their
farmlands, guard them while they fix irrigation
channels and roads next to the trenches or
even to retrieve cattle who have gone missing.
“The peacekeepers told us to dial their hotline if
we lost a cow again”, one Mkhitarishen villager
said after Azerbaijani soldiers slaughtered and
ate one of his herds.[2]
Moscow’s decision to send peacekeepers
to such a volatile region was a risky one. The

2020 war was the most brutal in the South
Caucasus in decades, with over 7,000 killed
in only six weeks of fighting. It followed over
25 years of deadlocked talks led by Russia as
well as France and the United States, its two
fellow co-chairs in the OSCE Minsk Group,
which has been with managing the peace
process since the region’s 1992-1994 war. With
this deployment of its forces, Russia extended
its involvement beyond diplomacy, and
shouldered responsibility for keeping the peace
in the conflict zone.
So far, it has managed this role well. Most
incidents between the parties are resolved
quietly via direct contacts with the Azerbaijani
and Armenian joint staffs. But the longer it
lasts, the more difficult the mission will
become. Both sides have dug trenches and
built new military positions mere meters away
from each other in places quite close to civilian
settlements that risk being caught in the
crossfire of any renewed violence. Exchanges
of fire have become more frequent in recent
months, forcing Russian peacekeepers to
investigate incidents and prompting them to
begin daily patrols.
The situation on the front line will remain
particularly fraught as long as Azerbaijan and
Armenia refuse to return to the negotiating
table to deal with urgent issues, ranging
from enabling access to aid to war-torn areas
to demarcating their borders – which shifted
with Azerbaijan’s seizure during the war for a
territory that the Armenian troops have held

A RISKY ROLE FOR RUSSIAN PEACEKEEPERS IN NAGORNO-KARABAKH
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onto since the 1990s – to allowing goods and
people to pass freely through key transport
routes through each other’s territory. The
OSCE Minsk Group has struggled to introduce
an agenda that could bring the two sides
together for negotiations.[3] Baku declares the
conflict over and sees no reason to return
to the talks with the same format.[4] It took a
full year from the onset of the conflict for the
co-chairs to be able to convene a meeting
between the Armenian and Azerbaijani foreign
ministers on the sidelines of the UN General
Assembly on September 24th. It remains to
be seen whether the meeting will revive the
negotiating process. But when — and if — the
sides return to talks, maintaining the ceasefire
along the front lines should be their priority.
In the absence of high-level talks, Azerbaijani
and Armenian have an even greater need for
contacts at the local level to resolve issues
on opposing sides of the front line. Since
their deployment, the Russian peacekeepers
have facilitated such meetings, for example,
to discuss access to water and electricity. In
other post-conflict areas of the former Soviet
Union, such as neighbouring Georgia with
its two breakaway regions of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia; Ukraine and Donbas; along with
Moldova and Transnistria, regular troubleshooting meetings on day-to-day issues like
safe passage to farmlands and grazing areas
have improved the lives of residents on either
side of the front. That kind of mechanism would
be well worth replicating.
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There is also an urgent need to revitalize
discussions on a clear mandate for the Russian
peacekeepers, whose terms of deployment
are currently governed by just three sentences
in the hastily agreed ceasefire statement.
Moscow had begun talks with Baku and
Yerevan on a document that would set out
rules of engagement, but it hit a wall.[5] It was
able to reach a consensus with the sides on
most issues apart from who ought to sign the
agreement: whether Baku alone or Yerevan,
too. So far, no party to the conflict has pushed
back on the broad range of activities taken on
by Russian peacekeepers. However, experience
from other conflict zones suggests this could
quickly become an issue in the event of an
escalation in tensions: in that scenario any
disparity between the two sides’ visions of
Russia’s role will come sharply into view. Some
in Moscow advocate for clarifying the mandate
now and avoiding such a scenario. Warns one
analyst close to the Kremlin: “You will see, the
moment something goes wrong in (Nagorno-)
Karabakh, Russia will be blamed.”[6] Given
the important role Russia is now playing in
sustaining stability in the conflict zone, it is
essential that it be given all the needed tools to
succeed.
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[1] “Statement by President of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Prime Minister of the Republic of Armenia and
President of the Russian Federation”, official website
of the President of Russia, 10 November 2020.
[2] Crisis Group’s report N°264, “Post-War Prospects
for Nagorno-Karabakh”, 9 June 2021, p.11.
[3] Crisis Group’s report N°264, “Post-War Prospects
for Nagorno-Karabakh”, 9 June 2021, p.5.
[4] “Speech of President of Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev in
video format was presented at the annual General
Debate of the 76th session of the UN General Assembly”, official website of president of Azerbaijan,
24 September 2021.
[5] Crisis Group’s report N°264, “Post-War Prospects
for Nagorno-Karabakh”, 9 June 2021, p.13.
[6] Crisis Group’s report N°264, “Post-War Prospects
for Nagorno-Karabakh”, 9 June 2021, p.14.
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Engaging and Constraining
the Bear: Azerbaijan and
the Russian Peacekeeping
Mission in
Nagorno-Karabakh
Carlo Frappi
ISPI and Ca' Foscari University

Carlo Frappi is a Researcher at the Department of Asian and
North African Studies of Venice Ca' Foscari University, He is
also an Associate Research Fellow for the Russia, Caucasus
and Central Asia Centre at ISPI.

he strengthening of the Russian hold
over the Karabakh issue – and more
generally over Southern Caucasus
politics – was arguably the biggest diplomatic
price Baku had to pay for the military victory
in the “44 Days War” and for reconquering the
territories surrounding the Nagorno-Karabakh
enclave previously under Armenian occupation.
As a matter of fact, allowing Russian boots
to come back on national Azerbaijani soil
about thirty years after leaving it and under a
peacekeeping guise – a long-standing aim of
Moscow’s regional policy – can be seen as the
main compensation for the neutral stance kept
by the Kremlin during the 2020 war. Moscow’s
reinforced regional primacy and Russian
peacekeeping mission do not come free of a
complex mix of opportunities and threats to
the Azerbaijani national interest, confronting
Baku with the difficult task of simultaneously
engaging and constraining the Russian bear.
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Engaging Russia offers Baku significant
opportunities with a view to crystallize the
2020 military victory, which entails countering
the revanchist tendencies running through
Armenian politics and society, on the one
hand, and facilitating the rehabilitation,
development, and full reintegration of the
reconquered territories, on the other hand.
Here, Azerbaijani and Russian interests and
priorities seem to converge, as a noteworthy
degree of entente can be detected along the
two key short- and mid-term goals intended to
stabilize the area – namely the delimitation and
demarcation of the border between Armenia
and Azerbaijan and the unblocking of regional
economic and transport connections.
At the same time, constraining Russia emerges
as an overall necessity to Azerbaijan in order
to ward off the former's temptation to freeze
the current situation on the ground, turning
what Baku intends — and steadily portrays
as — a temporary peacekeeping deployment
– consistently with the provisions of the
November 2020 cease-fire declaration – into
a permanent military presence. A permanent
presence would replicate already-known
Russian schemes for intervention in its
neighborhood, turning self-proclaimed
Republics into military protectorates. In this
context, such scenario would prevent Baku
from achieving the key goal of a gradual yet full
reintegration of the Nagorno-Karabakh enclave.
Over the ten months since the deployment
of the peacekeepers – still acting in a loose

normative framework, in the absence of a
legal mandate – there was no lack of warning
signs to Baku. The peacekeeping mission
came in the way of the Azerbaijani strategy
for reintegration more than once, causing
rising tensions between Moscow and Baku.
Complaints over apparently marginal —
yet symbolically significant — gestures of
recognition of the self-proclaimed institutions
repeatedly emerged in both the national press
and government rhetoric, along with protests
of non-compliance with the terms and the
spirit of the cease-fire declaration around the
withdrawal and disarmament of Armenian
forces, the widening prerogatives for action
of what should be a mere observing mission,
and the lack of control over illegal shipments
to the enclave through the Lachin corridor.
At a wider look, increasing frictions between
Russia and Azerbaijan over the mandate
and the wider scope of the peacekeeping
mission help clarify the obstacles and threats
the latter currently poses to the goal of
simultaneously de-legitimizing and isolating
the self-proclaimed Republic of Artsakh, prerequisites for reintegrating what Baku conceives
— and portrays merely as — an area of the
country inhabited by an Armenian minority, not
deserving a special status.
For Baku, engaging and simultaneously
constraining Russia means keeping walking
along the ‘strategic hedging’ path effectively
followed up to today, although in a context
made all the more complicated by Moscow’s

AZERBAIJAN AND THE RUSSIAN PEACEKEEPING MISSION IN NAGORNO-KARABAKH
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increased bargaining and blackmail
power. Deepening the strategic partnership
with Ankara in both economic and military
terms seems to be the main strategy currently
pursued by Baku in order to ward off Russian
pressures. Yet, the efficacy of Turkey’s balancing
role in the Southern Caucasus is highly
disputable: on a military level, Turkey does not
pose a credible challenge to Russia, while on
a diplomatic level Ankara does not seem fit
to play a regional power broker role, at least
until the day – hopefully close, but realistically
further away – when its relations with Armenia
will be normalized and the short-circuit of
regional diplomatic dossiers will be defused.
Moreover, aligning with Turkey has its own –
and not necessarily low – diplomatic price and
its own potentially destabilizing effects at a
regional level, as Azerbaijan’s shifting position
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on Cyprus and tensions with Iran following
the tripartite military drills involving Pakistan
recently suggest.
In such a circumstance, an effective hedging
strategy cannot but entail the need for Baku
to re-engage Western interlocutors and bring
international mediation back into the
Karabakh picture. Difficult as it may be –
considering the international community’s
persisting ‘distraction’ around the area,
the OSCE Minsk Group format’s apparent
obsolescence, and Azerbaijani maximalist
negotiating positions on the Karabakh dossier –
this may prove to be the only way to constrain
Moscow and find a diplomatic way out of
the conflict, especially today when Russian
peacekeepers’ presence places the military
solution out of reach.
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Why a UN Peacekeeping
Mission in Ukraine
Is Doomed to Fail

he majority of Ukrainians consider the UN
peacekeeping mission to be the most
preferable way to resolve the conflict in
eastern Ukraine. However, proposals for said
UN peacekeeping intervention, like any other
peacekeeping mission, have never been a
subject of serious negotiations, either between
Kyiv and Russia-backed rebels or between Kyiv
and Moscow in the Normandy format.
A LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT

Tetyana Malyarenko
National University Odessa Law Academy

Tetyana Malyarenko is a Jean Monnet Professor of
European Security at the National University Odessa Law
Academy.

Ukraine has become the top topic of world
media due to the mass protests in Kyiv between
November 2013 and February 2014 (the
Euromaidan revolution) and Russia’s annexation
of Crimea. This attention came despite several,
more violent conflicts around the world which
also required the UN’s involvement.
According to the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program, the death toll in the conflict in Ukraine
was 4,441 in 2014 and 1,315 in 2015 (making 2014
and2015 the high-intensity stage of the conflict).

| 18

COMMENTARY

Meanwhile, the 2014 civil wars in Syria, Iraq, and
South Sudan caused at least 50,000 casualties,
respectively.
From 2016 to nowadays, the Ukrainian conflict
has transitioned to a low intensity phase,
and the number of battle-related deaths
does not exceed 400-450 people annually.
Even though the Minsk agreements-2 were
not implemented, in the summer of 2015, the
intensity of hostilities dropped, and the conflict
entered a stage of low intensity. From that
time to the present, a status quo has been
maintained in the armed conflict zone in
eastern Ukraine. On the one hand, there is no
progress in resolving the conflict between Kyiv
and Russia-backed rebels. On the other, the risk
of a major war between Russia and Ukraine is
assessed as very low.
COMPETING PEACEKEEPING PROPOSALS
Between 2017 and2018, foreign state and nonstate actors proposed competing projects for
peacekeeping interventions in the eastern
Ukrainian conflict. In September 2017,
Russia issued a draft UN Security Council
Resolution proposing the deployment of
UN forces along the frontline separating the
government-controlled territories from the
territories controlled by the self-declared DPR
/ LPR. In response to this proposal in February
2018, former NATO Secretary-General Anders
Fogh Rasmussen, whose political consultancy
group runs a strategic campaign called the
Ukraine Initiative, floated a comprehensive
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proposal for a peacekeeping force in eastern
Ukraine. The proposal of the Ukraine Initiative
emphasized that the OSCE mission is also to
some extent a peacekeeping mission, but the
OSCE mission lacks a clear political goal in its
activities, while the draft of the peacekeeping
mission of the Ukrainian Initiative had one the implementation of the Minsk agreements.
The peacekeeping proposal of the Ukraine
Initiative tried to accommodate the interests
of all actors in the conflict (first, Russia, Russiabacked rebels, and Kyiv), but also major great
powers to reduce obstacles to its adoption and
implementation. However, neither Moscow’s
proposal nor the Ukrainian Initiative were
accepted or implemented.
Among the obvious reasons is mutual distrust
between Moscow and Kyiv and Moscow
and Washington. However, there are deeper
reasons as well. According to the ‘ripeness’
theory, “parties resolve their conflict only when
they are ready to do so - when alternative,
usually unilateral means of achieving a
satisfactory result are blocked and the parties
feel that they are in an uncomfortable and costly
predicament. At that ripe moment, they seek or
are amenable to proposals that offer a way out”.
Applying the ripeness theory to the Ukrainian
crisis, it is safe to say that both proposals for
the introduction of peacekeepers were raised
at the wrong time. Between 2017 and2018,
the conflict in eastern Ukraine had already
gone through the high intensity stage, that is,
when a peacekeeping mission could stop the
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aggression and save human lives. The conflict
had already entered a stage of low intensity
(the current status quo), and the parties to the
conflict found a way to benefit from the current
situation and minimize their own losses. Both
Moscow and Kyiv expected the conditions
to emerge in the future that would allow to
achieve victory without having to reach a
compromise with their opponent. As Lawrence
Freedman put it, ‘With no strategy for bringing
their war to a conclusion, Ukraine and Russia
are now seeking each other’s exhaustion’.
Both Moscow and Kyiv, supported by the
West, considered the possible peacekeeping
intervention as a factor that would allow
improving their position in the conflict vis-avis their opponent, that is, not to settle the
conflict through a possible compromise,
but to win it. The most illustrative example
is the disagreement between Ukraine and
Russia around where peacekeepers should
be deployed. Moscow offered to deploy
peacekeepers at the place of demarcation
between the self-proclaimed DPR / LPR
and Ukraine-controlled territories, which, of
course, would freeze the status quo, make
Kyiv’s military revenge impossible, and allow
Moscow to support the separatists in Donetsk
and Luhansk. On the contrary, Kyiv’s position
on the peacekeepers contained clear “red
lines”: peacekeepers should be deployed on
the state border between Ukraine and Russia,
which, of course, would cut off the separatists
from Moscow’s support and create conditions

for the success of Kyiv’s military operation to
return the DPR / LPR under Ukrainian control
(the so-called “Croatian scenario” similar to
the military operation implemented in Serbian
Krajina). According to expert estimates, in the
absence of military support from Russia, the
armies of the self-proclaimed DPR / LPR would
have held out no more than 3-5 days against
the Ukrainian army. Ukraine’s Foreign Minister
Dmytro Kuleba claimed the conflict could
be resolved in a week if Russia stopped its
engagement. Undoubtedly, if peacekeepers
were deployed on the border between
Ukraine and Russia, it would mean the defeat
of Russia in the proxy war in the Donbas
part of Ukraine, and, therefore, it would be
unacceptable for the Kremlin.
A THORNY ISSUE FOR
UKRAINE’S CIVIL SOCIETY
Kyiv’s tough diplomatic position, which implies
the de facto need for military victory over the
self-declared Republics and the restoration
of Ukrainian statehood there without any
conditions, is a cover for other motives. The
Minsk agreements themselves, including
autonomy for the DPR / LPR within Ukraine
and an amnesty for Russia-backed fighters,
are unpopular among Ukrainian political
elites and civil society. The Secretary of
Ukraine’s National Security and Defense
Council openly declared that the Minsk
agreements are unfavorable for Ukraine and the
Deputy Minister of the Temporarily Occupied
Territories considers Donbas as a cancerous
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tumor that can infect all of Ukraine. There
are reasonable risks from the reintegration
of Donetsk and Luhansk: the Ukrainian
state’s weak institutions would not be able
to accommodate the separatists territories;
while reintegration would slow down or even
render Ukraine’s course towards European
and Euro-Atlantic integration impossible.
Moreover, right-wing radical sentiments would
likely grow in Ukraine, potentially leading to
clashes between right-wing radicals against
the DPR/LPR’s residents and significant
expenses for the restoration of destroyed
infrastructure in Donbas; while there would be
a likely drop in the confidence of residents (and
the electorate) of Western Ukraine towards
President Zelenskiy. More importantly, Kyiv
fears that with the reintegration Russia would
acquire powerful leverages of influence on
Ukrainian foreign and domestic policy. In a
recent interview with the Ukrainian TV channel
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Dom, which broadcasts on the DPR / LPR,
Volodymyr Zelenskiy outlined the priorities of
Ukraine’s policy towards Donetsk and Luhansk:
reintegration will not come soon (comparison
with the Berlin Wall); Donbas will be a
depressing territory; and the pro-Russian
population needs to leave for Russia.
As such, the failure of the proposals for
peacekeeping missions in Ukraine is caused,
firstly, by the mutual distrust of the parties
and the wrong timing of the proposals for
the introduction of peacekeepers. Secondly,
it is due to Kyiv’s reluctance to implement
the Minsk agreements (the declared result
of the peacekeeping mission). Ultimately,
a peacekeeping mission is doomed to fail
when its outcome is less attractive than the
status quo.
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ussia and the CA states enjoy a “natural”
long-standing cooperation in fighting
irregular threats, considering shared
concerns related to terrorism, extremism,
separatism, and transnational organized
crime, but also shared approaches to
counter them. The collapse of the Afghan
government and the return of the Taliban
– designated as a terrorist organization by
Russia – poses exceptional challenges of
instability and uncertainty. Though CA is
relatively stable, each country has its history
in dealing with terrorist threats, and the risks
of domestic and international terrorism long
present in the region are particularly acute.
With Afghanistan entering a new stage of
instability, CA governments expect a potential
spill-over of violence, penetration of borders
by terrorist groups and intensification of
transnational criminal activities. Mitigating such
hazards requires regional cooperation and
opens up a window of opportunity for Russia
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to strengthen its role as a security provider
for the CA region and beyond. International
regional organizations such as the Russialed Collective Security Treaty Organization
(CSTO) and the Russia- and China-led Shanghai
Cooperation Organization (SCO) can now
demonstrate their practical relevance to CA.
RUSSIA’S BILATERAL SECURITY
COOPERATION WITH CA PARTNERS
Russia has developed an extensive
counterterrorist expertise by confronting
domestic terrorist threats, including in the
North Caucasus. Hence, Russia claimed its
capacity to export this expertise in the years
following 9/11, it indicated security provision
as an important foreign policy objective, and
it promoted its expertise in counterterrorist
interventions abroad, most recently in Russia’
military campaign in Syria. Such interventions,
especially in Syria, allowed to train personnel
in counterterrorist operations and test new
military equipment and weaponry, which will
prove useful when training Russia’s CA partners
in facing a potential spill-over from Afghanistan.
Russia visibly intensified its bilateral and
multilateral military cooperation with the CA
states preparing for the consequences of the
U.S. troops’ withdrawal from Afghanistan. For
instance, in August 2021, Russia conducted joint
military training with Uzbekistan along the
Uzbek border with Afghanistan, involving over
1,500 personnel, and with both Uzbekistan
and Tajikistan at the Tajik part of the Afghan
border, engaging over 2,500 personnel and
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military aviation. Joint exercises aimed at
protecting the state border and targeting
adversaries from the air, and they heavily relied
on Russia’s experience in Syria. Moreover,
the crisis unfolding in Afghanistan served as a
legitimate and welcome pretext to strengthen
and better equip Russian military bases in
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. In August 2021,
the large 201st military base in Tajikistan,
‘a guarantor of stability on the southern
borders of the CSTO’, received new antitank
missile systems to target armoured vehicles,
helicopters, and drones as well as firearms
and portable anti-aircraft missile systems.
In 2020, the military base in Kyrgyzstan
was equipped with military drones of small and
medium coverage employed for intelligence
gathering and armed combat. The Afghan
factor can also increase the value of Russia’s
military presence for its local hosts and
reinforce Russia’s positions as a security
guarantor and loyal partner. Russia’s proactive
standing in CA serves to reach several key
objectives, including improving Russia’s
positions in CA, ensuring security of the regional
borders from diffusion of political violence,
as well as implementing counter-narcotics
measures and dealing with Al-Qaeda and ISIS
remotely. Progress on these objectives can also
be made through regional organizations, like
the CSTO and the SCO.
COOPERATION IN THE CSTO FRAMEWORK
The CSTO is based on the principle
of collective self-defence and promotes the
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agenda of regional security and stability,
territorial integrity and sovereignty, as well
as of countering terrorism, extremism, and
illicit drug and weapon trafficking. Three out
five CA states – Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and
Tajikistan – are CSTO members. Reacting
to the Afghan crisis, the CSTO declared the
organization plans to use its full capabilities
to protect its member-states from diffusion
of violence from Afghanistan to CA, as well
as from penetration of terrorist groups and
criminal networks. However, no interventions
are envisaged beyond the borders of the
CSTO member-states. With 20,000 personnel
in its Collective Rapid Reaction Forces, 5,000
in the Collective Rapid Deployment Forces,
and a peacekeeping force of 3,000 military
and 600 law enforcement personnel, the
CSTO seems to have accumulated the means
to mitigate regional challenges. Indeed, the
CSTO enhanced its collective preparedness by
organizing collective training at the political and
operational levels. The CSTO conducted several
rounds of the Afghanistan-themed
business game aimed at developing
collective political and military response
to normalise the situation. In September
2021, the organization implemented the
final stage of the joint counterterrorist
training ‘Rubezh-2021’ in Kyrgyzstan aimed
at eliminating illegal armed groups that
invaded a CSTO country. Another joint
training called ‘Thunder-2021’ occurred later
that month in Armenia focusing on antidrug operations in mountainous terrains.

More joint military exercises have
been planned in Tajikistan throughout October
2021 to practice border control measures.
COOPERATION IN THE SCO FRAMEWORK
The SCO aims at ensuring peace, stability, and
security, as well as good-neighbourliness and
multi-dimensional cooperation. All CA states
except Turkmenistan are members and,
after launching the membership process
of Iran, all of Afghanistan’s neighbours,
expect Ashgabat, will be in the SCO. Created
on the principles of mutual trust, mutual
benefit, equality, respect of sovereignty and
independence, non-interference in internal
affairs, as well as non-aggression and nonuse of force, the SCO was envisioned to be
primarily a political platform allowing to
negotiate joint approaches and coordinate
actions. Countering terrorism, separatism,
and extremism stands out among the SCO’s
areas of interest as evidenced in both the SCO
Charter and Convention on combating
terrorism, separatism, and extremism and
implemented through the SCO Regional AntiTerrorism Structure (RATS). Fighting these
‘three evils’ occurs by means of informationsharing, development, and implementation
of measures to prevent, identify, and
suppress these ‘evils’, but also by means of
capacity-building measures for competent
authorities of member states. The crisis in
Afghanistan, which has an observer status yet
failed to become a member, poses risks of
exporting instability, terrorism, and drugs, and
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is thus a natural agenda for this organization.
The SCO’s approach to mitigating the crisis
is aligned with its mandate and cannot go
beyond political efforts, including via the
SCO-Afghanistan contact group, as well as
preventive and capacity-building measures. As
discussed at the September 2021 SCO Summit,
the SCO sees its role in developing coordinated
policies towards Afghanistan, supporting
inclusive peace process, and preventing
terrorism, drugs, and violence from crossing
the borders. Russia plans to be very active in
that regard. To that aim, in September 2021,
the SCO organized an antiterrorist training
session called ‘Peaceful Mission 2021’ aimed
at containing spill-over of terrorism from
Afghanistan. It was held in Russia’s Orenburg
region with the military personnel from Russia,
China, India, Pakistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Belarus.
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THE AFGHAN CRISIS AS AN OPPORTUNITY
Russia’s increasing involvement in capacitybuilding measures to counter irregular
adversaries is evident in CA. Russia
faces competition from US security assistance
and EU-led projects that provide technical
assistance to competent agencies in border
management and counterterrorism. Still,
Moscow has capitalised on the Afghan crisis
as an opportunity to strengthen security
cooperation with the CA governments and
reclaim its leadership role in the region.
Containing the diffusion of the crisis in
Afghanistan beyond its borders will test not
only its operational capacity but also CA
states’ ability to negotiate a joint response
among themselves and with Russia and to
act as united political front through regional
organizations like the CSTO and the SCO.
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When Mali’s interim government is said to
be in talks with Moscow about deepening
security ties via the deployment of Russian
paramilitary forces – among other measures –
the specter of Russia’s growing presence in Sub
Saharan Africa does not appear to be utterly
unrealistic.
During the Cold War, the Soviet Union was
one of the key players on the continent,
having a say in virtually all major geopolitical
developments on the continent. In fact, one
could say that the Soviet involvement in
the continent’s affairs, especially after the
outbreak of the de-colonization process, did in
many ways play a key role in forming Africa’s
contemporary geopolitical map. Later, after
the collapse of the USSR, Russia’s presence
in Africa degraded to a virtual non-existence
status. Yet, this trend was reversed in the
second half of the 2000s, coinciding with the
West’s gradual withdrawal from the continent
and Russia’s own economic and political
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exuberance accompanied by multiplying
frictions with its Western partners.
The number of actors aspiring to take greater
part in African affairs has been growing. In
addition to the West and Russia, other ambitious
players – including China, India, Japan, and
Turkey –have clearly articulated their ambitions
while developments on the continent have
been going from bad to worse. Following
decades of decolonization and civil wars, many
countries of the macro-region encountered a
peril of utmost danger and severity – Islamic
radicalism which has become, in addition to a
range of other problems, yet another scourge
plaguing the continent. Perhaps, the direst
situation with Islamic radicalism is faced by
the G5 Sahel, which consists of Burkina Faso,
Chad, Mali, Mauritania, and Niger. In these
countries, where radicalism is fueled by utmost
poverty and youth unemployment, players
such as al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb
(AQIM), the Movement for Unity and Jihad in
West Africa (MUJWA), al-Mourabitoun, and
Boko Haram have become a serious factor
of destabilization. In response to this situation,
Western countries– particularly France –have
made several attempts to assist the GS Sahel
countries in dealing with Islamic radicals,
providing both economic and military-technical
support. Yet, these attempts have by and large
failed to solve the issue – neither Sahel G5
countries nor Sub Saharan Africa overall have
achieved viable progress in fighting Islamic
radicalism. Flames of instability and (covert)
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civil war are also spreading to the Central
African Republic (CAR), Mozambique, Sudan,
Nigeria, and other places.
In parallel, other countries – notably, Russia –
have attempted to capitalize on the West’s
unsuccess in strategically important parts
of Africa and project their own influence. For
the first time, Moscow clearly articulated
its determination to pursue this course in
2019, during the first-ever Russia-Africa
Summit held in Sochi in October 2019.
Aside from (geo)economic objectives,
Russia clearly articulated its willingness to
use military-technical cooperation (wojennotekhnicheskoje sotrudnichestvo) – one of the
two key instruments used by the USSR in
Africa before 1991 – as a tool of building ties
and proliferating its influence on the continent.
Since 2014, marked by a de-facto collapse in
political dialogue between Moscow and its
Western partners, Russia has signed dozens of
agreements on military-technical cooperation
with African countries; alarming the West. It
is vital to note that unlike Western countries,
Russia’s military-technical cooperation has two
sides: officiallyl, Russia’s actions and tools are
legitimate and de facto complicit with norms
and standards of international law; though
unofficially (on the “shady” side), the situation
is much more complex and barely compatible
with international law. Specifically, in the
pursuit of its geo-economic and geo-political
objectives in Sub Saharan Africa, Russia is
actively using (quasi)-Private Military Companies
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(PMCs) – Russia’s illegal paramilitary
entities that have taken part, with a varying
degree of success, in various regional conflicts
ranging from Ukraine and Syria to Libya and
Mozambique. This mixture of legal and illegal
means has now become a major source of
concern for the Western alliance.
At this juncture, two main questions arise:
to what extent should the West fear
Russia’s reported growing involvement in
Africa? Moreover, will Russia’s model of
“security export” work for African countries?
Undoubtedly, these questions are complex
and contingent on a number of interdependent
factors and circumstances. However, two
aspects should be noted. First, objectively
speaking, Russia has neither “soft power” nor
enough economic resources and innovative
potential to pose a serious challenge to other
powerful bidders for African markets and
resources. Russia’s competitive advantages
in Africa are very limited and could hardly
compete with alternatives offered by players
such as EU members, China, Japan, India, the
US (in case it does not drastically diminish its
role) and, perhaps, even Turkey and South
Korea. Moreover – and both African leaders and
policymakers in Moscow are perfectly aware
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of this – Russia will never be able to allocate
even remotely resembling West volumes
of economic assistance to the nations of
Sub-Saharan Africa – times when the USSR
was wasting resources in Africa pursuing
phantasmal, ideology-driven geopolitical goals
are over and will not come back. On the other
hand, African leaders should manage their
expectation about the image of Russia as a
power capable to solve their security-related
issues. The root of Islamic radicalism lies much
deeper than it may appear on the surface:
to effectively combat this scourge, the sole
reliance on either arms/weaponry supplies
or foreign quasi-PMCs (or combination
of the two) will not be enough. Structural
social-economic reforms and the fight against
corruption are two areas where Russia would
be of very little assistance to African nations,
given Russia’s own imperfections in these
realms. This said, the effectiveness of Russian
(para)military assistance is also dubious: the
example of Mozambique – where the Wagner
group fell short of its goals and its members
were withdrawn from the country – clearly
demonstrated the problems Russian (para)
military groups may face in the region.
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he Russian Military Police (MP) ranks
among the various structures developed
in the context of the Russian defence
reform, initiated in 2008. Discussions about
the opportunity to create a MP arose in the
mid-1980s, in a context marked by both
the disaster of the Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan and growing problems around
discipline within the armed forces, such as the
infamous phenomenon of conscripts’ hazing,
called dedovshina, large-scale theft, and
corruption, which skyrocketed throughout the
1990s. Despite several attempts, it was only in
late 2011 that the MP was officially created,
as announced by Anatoly Serdyukov, then
Russian Defence Minister. At its early stage,
the MP, staffed with 6000 to 7000 servicemen,
was in charge of three main sets of tasks:
ensuring and maintaining discipline within
the Russian armed forces, safeguarding
military installations, and securing military
convoys. Imposed, like most defence reforms,
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by the civilian leadership over a recalcitrant
military establishment, it was seen by the latter
as an excessive intrusion of the former — the
MP — during its very first years of existence
that lacked both legitimacy and capacities to
function properly and was considered by most
military authorities useless at best and adverse
at worst.
Moscow’s 2015 military intervention in Syria
marks a turning point for the newly-created
MP. Despite the fact that according to its official
status the MP was not meant to operate beyond
the borders of the Russian Federation, it has
become one of the core elements of the
Russian military build-up in Syria, together
with the Aerospace forces and the Special
Operation Forces. From the beginning of the
intervention to 2016, MP units sent to Syria were
merely carrying out tasks they were originally
designed for, protecting Russian military assets
and checkpoints across the Syrian territory, for
instance.
However, after the Syrian regime’s December
2016 recapture of Aleppo, Syria’s second
largest city, MP began to play another role by
being the de facto main tool of humanitarian
and peacekeeping operations set up by the
Russian military command. On the one hand,
units from MP became the main implementer
of the humanitarian aid (delivery of food
and basic services) given to the population
in areas under the control of the Syrian
regime. In those areas, MP were also tasked
with securing the return of Syrian refugees
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and ensuring public safety (street patrols,
crime preventions, handling crime perpetrators
to Syrian authorities), thus acting as a de
facto law enforcement agency police body.
On the other hand, the MP was also tasked
with the on the ground implementation of the
hundreds of local ceasefires concluded between
the regime and rebel forces and brokered by
the Coordination Center for the Reconciliation
Center of Opposing Sides. Moreover, another
notable dimension of the MP involvement
in Syria ought to be mentioned: at least at
the beginning of this « peacekeeping shift»,
most of the MP servicemen sent to Syria were
North Caucasian ethnics coming primarily
from Chechnya, Ingushetia, and Daghestan,
and were members of the GRU, the Russian
military intelligence service. Sending soldiers
from the North Caucasus rather than ethnically
Russian soldiers is partly motivated by concerns
over Russian public opinion’s relatively low
support for the military intervention in Syria:
the less soldiers Moscow has on the ground,
the more the intervention remains politically
acceptable. Besides, it turns out that deploying
Muslim soldiers sharing the same religion
as the vast majority of the local population
aims at maximizing the effectiveness of
the population-centric approach promoted
by Moscow in Syria, along with kinetic ways
of warfare (mostly consisting in air strikes)
conducted during the first phase of Moscow’s
military intervention in Syria. It is noteworthy to
remind that such ethnic deployments are not a
total novelty for Moscow’s military interventions:
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“Muslim battalions” also belonging to the GRU
and composed of soldiers from Central Asian
republics had already been sent to Afghanistan
in the context of the Soviet intervention.
However, the integration of these "ethnic
deployments" into the broader populationcentric approach promoted by Moscow in Syria
is unprecedented.
Finally, it turns out that drawing from both
the lessons learned in Syria and international
practices, the Russian military command
has come to terms with the importance of
population-centric approach in the battlefield
and in post-conflict situations, and is currently
developing a related strategy, wherein the MP is
poised to play a chief role.
This population-centric approach is an
integrated component of the “strategy of
limited actions” unveiled by the Russian
General Chief of Staff Valery Gerasimov in a
speech delivered in March 2019 to the Russian
Academy of Military Sciences and published
by the Russian military newspaper Krsnaa
Zvezda. In this landmark article titled “Vectors of
development of the military strategy”, echoing
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to many extents another famous 2013 article by
the same author , Gerasimov indicates that "The
Syrian experience is crucial in the development
of military strategy. […] The military strategy’s role
was to plan and coordinate joint military and
non-military actions of the Russian troops […]
in the conflict. In Syria, for the first time, a new
form of use of the Armed Forces formations
was developed and tested in practice in a
humanitarian operation".
Over the past recent years, MP competences
have broadened – it now has many more
possibilities to conduct investigations and
initiate prosecution while new units have been
created, both within the territory of the Russian
Federation and beyond, for instance in Russian
military bases in Armenia and Tajikistan.
Furthermore, the deployment of MP units as
part of the Russian contingent deployed in
the Nagorno Karabakh region following the
November 2020 ceasefire agreement between
Yerevan and Baku confirms that through the
Syrian experience, the MP has become a
valuable asset in Russian peacekeeping and
humanitarian operations.
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