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Formulation of the problem. This article examines the multifaceted dimensions of protecting
Azerbaijan’s national interests through participation in regional and bilateral trade agreements. It explores
the mechanisms by which economic, political, and security-related concerns are addressed and balanced in
trade policy. Drawing on a qualitative methodology combining document analysis, expert interviews, and
case-study comparisons, this research critically analyzes how Azerbaijan engages with institutions such as
the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)-region, and
bilateral partners such as Turkey, Georgia, and the european union. the purpose of the study is to
characterize the ways of forming the protection of Azerbaijan's national interests within the framework of
regional and bilateral trade agreements. The object of the study is the Azerbaijan's national interests within
the framework of regional and bilateral trade agreements. Research methods - modern methods and
technologies of scientific knowledge, methods and techniques for conducting scientific research, tools for
systemic, comprehensive, economic analysis, principles of managing enterprises and their labor resources.
They allow us to consider existing approaches to managing innovations in the activities of enterprises in
modern economic conditions. The hypothesis of the study. The ways of forming the protection of
Azerbaijan's national interests depend on the terms of regional and bilateral trade agreements. Presentation
of the main materials. The literature review highlights theoretical frameworks of economic statecraft, trade
diplomacy, and strategic autonomy, and situates Azerbaijan’s experience within broader debates on small-
to-medium states’ leverage in global trade governance. Key findings reveal that Azerbaijan successfully
leverages energy export agreements, customs regulations, and tariff preferences to achieve macroeconomic
stability, diversification goals, and geopolitical balancing. However, tension remains between openness and
safeguards for strategic industries. The originality and practical significance of the study are confirmed by
the proposed philosophy of innovation management at enterprises in modern conditions. Conclusions and
prospects for further research. The research contributes empirical evidence to understand how resource-
rich, transit-oriented economies negotiate national interest within trade liberalization frameworks. The
article concludes with policy recommendations that include enhanced domestic institution-building,
transparent investor-state dispute resolution, and strategic use of trade alliances to safeguard national
sovereignty without impeding integration ambitions.
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3AXHACT HAIIIOHAJIBHUX THTEPECIB ABEPBAMI)KAHY B PAMKAX
PET'TOHAJIBHUX TA IBOCTOPOHHIX TOPT'IBEJIBHUX YTI'OJ

Ilocmanoexa npobaemu. Y 1CTATTI pO3IIAJAIOTHCS OaraTorpaHHi BUMIpH 3aXHMCTy HalllOHAJBHUX 1H-
TepeciB AzepOaiiKaHy LUISIXOM YYacTi B PETiOHANIBHUX Ta JABOCTOPOHHIX TOPrOBENBHHMX yrojaax. Bona
JOCTIIDKY€E MEeXaHi3MH, 3a JOITOMOI'O0 SIKHX €KOHOMIYHI, MOJIITHYHI Ta 0€311eKOBI MPOOJIEMH BUPIIIYIOTHCS
Ta 30aJIaHCOBYIOTHCSI B TOProBeJbHIN moiTulli. Cuparounch Ha SIKICHY METOJIOJIOTII0, 10 MOEAHYE aHAIi3
JIOKYMEHTIB, €KCIIEPTHI 1HTEPB'I0 Ta MOPIBHIHHA TEMAaTUYHHUX JOCIIJKEHb, 1€ JOCHIHDKCHHS KPUTUIHO
aHami3ye, sk AsepOaiipkaH B3a€MOJIIE€ 3 TAKUMH 1HCTUTYIISIMH, SIK €Bpa3idChbKUi EKOHOMIYHHH COI03
(EAECQ), perion Crisapysxuocti Hesanexunux depxas (CH/L), Ta 1BOCTOPOHHIME MapTHEpaAMH, TAKUMHU SIK
Typeuuuna, ['py3ist Ta €sponeiicbkuii Coro3. Memorw 0ocniodicents € XapaKTepUCTHKa IUIAXiB (OopMyBaH-
Hsl 3aXMCTY HaIllOHATLHUX iHTEepeciB A3epOaiipkaHy B paMKax perioHaJbHHX Ta JIBOCTOPOHHIX TOPTOBEIb-
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HUX yron. O6'exmom Oocniddcenns € HAIIOHANBHI iHTEpecH AzepOaiipkaHy B paMKaX PETiOHAIBHHX Ta
JIBOCTOPOHHIX TOPTOBEIBHUX YTOH. Memoou 0ocniodcenus - CydacHI METOOU Ta TEXHOJIOTII HAyKOBOTO
Mi3HAHHSA, METOAX Ta METOJUKH MPOBEJCHHS HAYKOBHX JOCIIIKEHb, IHCTPYMEHTH CHCTEMHOTO, KOMILIIEKC-
HOTO €KOHOMIYHOTO aHaji3y, NPUHIMIIK YIPaBIiHHA MiANPHEMCTBAMHU Ta IXHIMU TPYIOBHMH PECypPCaMHU.
BoHu 103BONSIIOTE pO3TIISHYTH ICHYIOUI i IXOAH 10 YIPABIiHHS iIHHOBAILISMHA B JisTTBHOCTI HMiAPHEMCTB Y
CydJacHHX €KOHOMIYHUX yMoBax. [ inomesa Oocnioxcenns. Crnocobu (popMyBaHHS 3aXHCTy HaIlOHATBHHAX
iHTepeciB AzepOaiikaHy 3alie)XaTh BiJl yMOB PETIOHAIBHUX Ta ABOCTOPOHHIX TOPTOBENBHUX YroA. Buxnao
ocHogHux mamepianig. OTISA JNITEPaTypyd BUCBITIIOE TEOPETHYHI OCHOBH E€KOHOMIYHOTO AEp)KaBHOTO
YIIPaBIiHHS, TOPTOBENBHOT JUILIOMATIi Ta CTpaTeTidYHOl aBTOHOMIi, a TaKOX PO3TIIIIaEe AocBin AsepOaii-
JDKaHy B paMKax MIHUPIIUX AWCKYCIH II0J0 BIUTUBY MaJlMX Ta CEpPEeIHIX JepKaB Ha Tio0aibHE YIpaBIiHHS
Toprisiero. KiitouoBi BUCHOBKH MOKa3yl0Th, M0 A3epOaiiikaH YCHIITHO BUKOPUCTOBYE YTOAM MPO €KCIIOPT
eHeprii, MUTHE peryiroBaHHs Ta TapubHi npedepeHIii 1 JOCATHEHHS MaKpOSKOHOMIYHOI CTabiIbHOCTI,
el nuBepcudikamii Ta reomomiThyHOro OanaHcyBaHHS. OJHAK 3aNMIIAETHCS HAMPYKEHICTh MiX
BIJKPHUTICTIO Ta TapaHTisIMH JJIsl CTPATEriyHUX Talny3edl mpoMUCIOBOCTI. OpucinanvHicmy ma npakmuine
3HaueHHs 00CNiOXMCceHHs TIATBEPIKYIOThCS 3alpPOIIOHOBAHOIO (imocodi€clo yIpaBiiHHSA IHHOBAIlSIMH Ha
MIIPUEMCTBAX y CYYaCHUX YMOBaX. BUCHOBKU ma NepCcnekmusu nooaibuux 00ciioxcens. J1ocmimKeHHs
Ha/Ia€ eMITIpUYHI AaHi U1 pO3YMiHHS TOTO, SIK 0arari Ha pecypcH, TPaH3UTHO-OPIEHTOBaHI EKOHOMIKH JI0-
MOBJISTFOTBCSI TIPO HAIIOHANIBHI 1HTEpeCcH B paMKax JiOepamizarii TopriBmi. CTaTTs 3aBepIIyETHCS MOMITHI-
HUMH PEKOMEHAAMISIMH, SIKi BKITFOYAIOTh MOCHICHHS BHYTPIIIHBOTO 1HCTUTYLIHHOTO OyMiBHHUIITBA, IPO30pE
BUPIIIEHHS CIIOPiB M)XK iIHBECTOPAaMH Ta JAEpKaBaMH Ta CTpaTeTiYHe BUKOPUCTAHHS TOPTOBEIBHUX ANIbSHCIB

JUISL 3aXUCTY HAIllOHAILHOTO CYBEPEHITETY 0€3 MepeIlKOopKaHHs IHTerpalliiHuM aMOiIisamM.

Kuarouosi cioBa:

HaIllOHAJIbHI 1HTEPECH, TOPTOBENbHI YrOAM, perioHanbHa iHTErpais, ABOCTOPOHHS TOPTiBIS, €KO-

HOMIYHE JICP)KaBHE YIIPaBJIiHH.
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Formulation of the problem. In the con-
text of increasing globalization and the prolifera-
tion of regional and bilateral trade agreements,
the protection of national interests has become a
critical priority for states navigating complex
economic and geopolitical landscapes. For Azer-
baijan, a country strategically located at the
crossroads of Europe and Asia, the stakes are
particularly high. Its geopolitical positioning,
coupled with its resource-driven economy,
makes it both vulnerable and empowered within
international trade frameworks. Understanding
how Azerbaijan negotiates, formulates, and im-
plements trade agreements is essential to evalu-
ate its capacity to safeguard its national interests
while pursuing economic development and re-
gional integration.

Following its independence in 1991,
Azerbaijan has progressively repositioned itself
in the global trade system, becoming a signifi-
cant player in the energy sector while also striv-
ing for diversification through non-oil sectors
such as agriculture, transportation, and ICT
(Bayramov & Abbasov, 2019). These goals have
required Azerbaijan to engage actively in both
regional trade organizations and bilateral trade
agreements. The challenge lies in striking a bal-
ance between accessing international markets
and protecting domestic industries, maintaining
fiscal sovereignty, and preserving socio-
economic stability [13].

Regional trade agreements (RTASs) and bi-
lateral trade agreements (BTAs) are powerful
tools for enhancing market access, attracting for-
eign direct investment (FDI), and fostering eco-
nomic cooperation. However, they also pose
risks, including potential dependency on larger
economies, trade diversion effects, and exposure
to external economic shocks [16]. For Azerbai-
jan, these agreements have been critical in ex-
panding trade relations with neighboring coun-
tries, including Turkey and Georgia, and large
economic blocs such as the European Union
(EU). At the same time, Azerbaijan remains out-
side certain major regional organizations like the
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), which re-
flects a deliberate strategic choice aimed at pre-
serving trade autonomy and political sovereignty
[1].

Another dimension is Azerbaijan's role in
regional transport and energy corridors, such as
the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline and the Middle
Corridor (Trans-Caspian International Transport
Route). These projects illustrate how Azerbaijan
employs its geographical advantages to reinforce
its bargaining position in trade negotiations [2].
Nevertheless, the ongoing diversification agenda
highlighted in national policy documents like the
Strategic Road Maps for the National Economy
(2016) also underscores the need for more com-
prehensive trade frameworks that can safeguard
domestic production sectors while integrating



into global value chains. One significant area of
analysis is the harmonization of trade policies
with World Trade Organization (WTO) princi-
ples. Although Azerbaijan remains in accession
negotiations with the WTO, its trade agreements
increasingly reflect WTO-consistent disciplines,
including tariff liberalization, intellectual proper-
ty rights, and dispute settlement mechanisms
[15]. The challenge here is to manage trade-offs
between liberalization and national regulatory
autonomy.

Furthermore, Azerbaijan's national securi-
ty considerations, particularly in light of regional
conflicts and border sensitivities, influence its
trade policy decisions. For example, trade routes
and customs cooperation with Georgia and Tur-
key are not only economic priorities but also el-
ements of Azerbaijan’s regional security strategy
[10].

Analysis of the research results. Primary
data were collected through semi-structured in-
terviews with fifteen key stakeholders directly
involved in trade policy formulation, negotia-
tion, and implementation in Azerbaijan. These
stakeholders included senior officials from the
Ministry of Economy, representatives from the
Azerbaijan Export and Investment Promotion
Agency (AZPROMO), members of the Azerbai-
jan Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and
trade policy researchers from leading academic
institutions such as Baku State University and
the Azerbaijan State University of Economics.

The interviews were conducted between
November 2024 and March 2025 using both
online platforms such as Zoom and Microsoft
Teams, and in-person sessions in Baku, where
feasible. The semi-structured interview format
allowed for the flexibility to explore emerging
themes while maintaining consistency in ad-
dressing the core research questions. Each inter-
view lasted approximately 45-60 minutes and
was audio-recorded with the consent of the par-
ticipants. Ethical protocols, including informed
consent, anonymity assurances, and the right to
withdraw, were strictly observed throughout the
data collection process (Creswell, 2014).

Secondary data comprised a wide array of
sources that were essential for triangulating find-
ings and reinforcing the reliability of the analy-
sis. These sources included official government
documents such as Azerbaijan’s "Strategic Road
Maps for the National Economy" (2016), annual
trade reports published by the State Customs
Committee, WTO accession documentation, and
bilateral trade agreement texts with Turkey and

Georgia.

Moreover, statistical trade data were ob-
tained from globally recognized databases, in-
cluding the World Bank’s World Integrated
Trade Solution (WITS), the United Nations Con-
ference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD),
and the WTQO Trade Profiles database. Academic
literature, including journal articles, working
papers, and policy briefs, was extensively re-
viewed to situate Azerbaijan’s trade strategies
within the broader theoretical and regional con-
text [1; 2; 13].

The protection of national interests in the
context of regional and bilateral trade agree-
ments has been extensively analyzed in the glob-
al trade policy literature. Scholars such as Bald-
win [2] and Bhagwati [3] have underlined that
small and resource-dependent economies, like
Azerbaijan, must balance between liberalizing
trade and safeguarding sensitive domestic indus-
tries. According to Baldwin [2], bilateral trade
agreements (BTASs) often serve as strategic tools
for smaller nations to mitigate risks stemming
from multilateral trade liberalization while main-
taining control over domestic economic priori-
ties. This analytical framework is particularly
relevant for Azerbaijan, given its evolving eco-
nomic diversification strategy.

In the post-Soviet space, regional trade
dynamics have been shaped by overlapping insti-
tutional frameworks, including the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS), the Eurasian
Economic Union (EAEU), and newly emerging
bilateral agreements [9]. Azerbaijan's approach
has been distinct in that it has avoided full mem-
bership in deeper regional blocs like the EAEU,
opting instead for more flexible and bilateral ar-
rangements that allow greater room for national
policy discretion [4]. Research by Rustamov [13]
emphasizes that Azerbaijan’s preference for bi-
lateral trade agreements is driven not only by
economic factors but also by geopolitical con-
siderations, especially its strategic partnerships
with Turkey and its complex relations with
neighboring states.

Another key theme in the literature in-
volves the role of trade policy in national eco-
nomic diversification. Aliyev [1] notes that
Azerbaijan’s over-reliance on oil exports creates
macroeconomic vulnerabilities that can be par-
tially mitigated through carefully designed trade
agreements that open new markets for non-oil
sectors. According to Krugman and Obstfeld [8],
trade agreements, when properly negotiated, can
support structural economic changes by provid-
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ing stable export channels and foreign direct in-
vestment (FDI) incentives. In Azerbaijan’s case,
studies by Mammadova [10] and Hajiyev [5]
have analyzed how the Azerbaijan-Turkey Pref-
erential Trade Agreement has helped increase
non-oil exports, especially in agricultural and
light manufacturing sectors.

Risk management in trade agreements is
another widely discussed topic. Hillman [6] ar-
gues that small economies need to include provi-
sions for dispute resolution, investment protec-
tion, and non-tariff barrier management to min-
imize external economic shocks. Azerbaijan’s
experience aligns with this argument, as the CIS
FTA provides institutional dispute settlement
mechanisms, while the Turkey PTA relies on
more informal dispute resolution pathways [15].
Comparative studies, such as those by Isayev [7],
show that while Azerbaijan’s agreements offer
short-term market access benefits, their long-
term national interest protection depends on con-
tinued legal, institutional, and infrastructural re-
forms.

Finally, geopolitical factors remain central
to Azerbaijan’s trade policy decisions. Accord-
ing to Sadigov [14], Azerbaijan’s geographic
location at the intersection of Europe and Asia
has led to a trade strategy that blends economic
liberalization with geopolitical risk hedging. The
regional instability in the South Caucasus, com-
bined with global shifts in trade alliances, neces-
sitates that Azerbaijan approach each bilateral
trade agreement with a calculated risk-benefit
analysis that prioritizes national security and
economic sovereignty. The existing literature
provides a multi-dimensional analytical frame-
work-combining economic, institutional, and
geopolitical perspectives that helps explain
Azerbaijan’s strategic behavior in regional and
bilateral trade agreements.

The purpose of the study is to explore
how Azerbaijan manages these competing objec-
tives within the framework of regional and bilat-
eral trade agreements. It critically examines the
following key questions: What are the main
trade agreements shaping Azerbaijan's external
economic relations? How does Azerbaijan inte-
grate national interest considerations into the
negotiation and implementation phases of these
agreements? What institutional, economic, and
geopolitical factors influence Azerbaijan's trade
policy choices? How does Azerbaijan address
challenges such as trade dependency, market
access limitations, and regulatory alignment?

By focusing on Azerbaijan as a case study,

this research seeks to contribute to broader de-
bates on how small and medium-sized econo-
mies with strategic geographical locations man-
age national interest protection in an era of com-
plex trade interdependencies.

Presentation of the main material. A
thematic content analysis was conducted to ex-
amine the language, priorities, and policy goals
articulated in Azerbaijan’s trade agreements and
national trade policy documents. The analysis
was performed using NVivo software, which
facilitated systematic coding and categorization
of data. Major thematic categories emerged, in-
cluding tariff liberalization strategies, non-tariff
barriers, investment protection, dispute settle-
ment mechanisms, trade-related capacity build-
ing, and geopolitical considerations.

The coding process involved multiple
stages: initial open coding to identify key
phrases and concepts, followed by axial coding
to establish relationships between themes, and
finally selective coding to integrate findings into
overarching analytical narratives. This process
allowed for the identification of recurring pat-
terns in how Azerbaijan articulates its national
interests in trade negotiations and agreements.
Notably, environmental provisions were found to
be underrepresented, echoing broader concerns
that the global trade regime still lacks strong en-
vironmental enforcement mechanisms [12].

To deepen the empirical insights, a com-
parative analysis was conducted between two of
Azerbaijan’s most significant bilateral trade
agreements: the Azerbaijan-Turkey Preferential
Trade Agreement (PTA) signed in 2021 and the
Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with Georgia, op-
erational under the CIS framework since the
1990s. This comparative analysis aimed to high-
light variations in tariff structures, rules of origin,
dispute resolution procedures, and investment
protection clauses.

Table 1 below presents a multi-
dimensional comparative framework integrating
both economic and institutional analysis criteria.
Scoring Scale: 1 = Very Low Alignment/Weak
Provision; 2 = Low; 3 = Moderate; 4 = High; 5 =
Very High/Comprehensive.

This new Weighted Scoring Model (WSM)
table format is widely accepted in international
trade policy evaluation, foreign economic policy
studies, and risk assessment models [2; 6]. It al-
lows for: Multi-criteria evaluation, Quantifica-
tion of qualitative policy features, Policy priori-
tization reflection (through weights), Cross-
agreement comparability.



Table 1 — Weighted Scoring Model (WSM) for Evaluating Azerbaijan’s Bilateral Trade Agreements

Evaluation Weig Azerbaijan- Score Weighte | Azerbaijan-Georgia | Score | Weighte
Criteria ht Turkey PTA (1-5) d Score FTA (CIS Frame- | (1-5) | d Score
(%) (2021) work)
Tariff 20% Moderate sectoral 3 0.6 Broad liberalization | 4 0.8
Liberalization cuts across sectors
Depth
Market Access 15% High for processed | 4 0.6 Medium, mostly raw | 3 0.45
Expansion food & light indus- materials and transit
Potential try
Rules of Origin 10% High flexibility 4 0.4 Moderate flexibility | 3 0.3
Flexibility
Non-Tariff 15% | Moderate (customs | 3 0.45 Low (limited 2 0.3
Measures (NTMs) simplification) regulatory
Cooperation alignment)
Investment 10% Moderate (selected | 3 0.3 Low (general trade- | 2 0.2
Protection sectors) only focus)
Provisions
Dispute 10% | Ad hoc, 2 0.2 Institutionalized via | 3 0.3
Settlement negotiation-based CIS dispute mecha-
Mechanism nisms
Strategic Political | 10% | Very High (strate- | 5 0.5 Medium (good 3 0.3
Alignment Factor gic partnership neighbor but less
with Turkey) strategic depth)
Technical Stand- 10% Moderate (sector- 3 0.3 Low (limited 2 0.2
ards and SPS focused institutional efforts)
Harmonization harmonization)
Total Weighted 100% 3.35 2.85
Score

Source: Author’s assessment based on [1; 13; 15]

Table 1 provides a quantitative assessment
of Azerbaijan’s two key bilateral trade agree-
ments-namely, the Azerbaijan-Turkey Preferen-
tial Trade Agreement (PTA) and the Azerbaijan-
Georgia Free Trade Agreement (FTA) within the
CIS framework-using a Weighted Scoring Mod-
el (WSM). This method allows for a multi-
criteria evaluation by assigning relative weights
to eight key indicators: Tariff Liberalization
Depth, Market Access Expansion Potential,
Rules of Origin Flexibility, Non-Tariff Measures
(NTMs) Cooperation, Investment Protection
Provisions, Dispute Settlement Mechanism, Stra-
tegic Political Alignment, and Technical Stand-
ards and SPS Harmonization. Each criterion re-
flects a critical policy dimension linked to Azer-
baijan’s national interest protection priorities in
foreign trade agreements. The assigned weights
are based on literature benchmarks (Baldwin,
2016; Hillman, 2013) and expert consultations
conducted with Azerbaijani trade policymakers.

The comparative results reveal that the
Azerbaijan-Turkey PTA achieves a higher total
weighted score (3.35 out of 5) compared to the
Azerbaijan-Georgia FTA (2.85), signifying
stronger alignment with Azerbaijan’s trade and

economic security goals. The Turkey PTA
scores particularly well in areas such as Market
Access Expansion, Rules of Origin Flexibility,
and Strategic Political Alignment, underlining
the strategic depth of economic ties between the
two countries. In contrast, the Georgia FTA per-
forms better in terms of Dispute Settlement
Mechanism due to its institutionalized dispute
resolution processes under the CIS framework.
However, it lags in other dimensions such as
NTMs Cooperation and Investment Protection
Provisions, reflecting its older and less compre-
hensive policy framework. Overall, Table 1
highlights the necessity for Azerbaijan to priori-
tize trade agreements that offer both economic
gains and institutional protections for long-term
national interest safeguarding.

A second level of analysis was undertaken
to evaluate Azerbaijan’s vulnerability and risk
exposure under each agreement based on five
distinct dimensions: trade dependency risk, mar-
ket access volatility, dispute resolution enforcea-
bility, regulatory adaptation cost, and external
political influence sensitivity. This table enhanc-
es the methodological depth by integrating a risk
management perspective, which aligns with na-
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tional interest protection strategies and reflects
Azerbaijan’s vulnerability profiles in specific
trade agreements.

Table 2 presents a structured vulnerability
and risk exposure assessment for Azerbaijan’s
two key bilateral trade agreements: the Azerbai-
jan-Turkey Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA)
and the Azerbaijan-Georgia Free Trade Agree-

ment (FTA) operating within the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS) framework.
The matrix evaluates each agreement across five
distinct risk dimensions: Trade Dependency Risk,
Market Access Volatility, Dispute Resolution
Enforceability, Regulatory Adaptation Cost, and
External Political Influence Sensitivity.

Table 2 — Vulnerability and Risk Exposure Matrix for Azerbaijan’s Bilateral Trade Agreements

Risk Dimension

Azerbaijan-Turkey PTA

Azerbaijan-Georgia FTA

Trade Dependency Risk

Medium (increased reliance on Turkish
market for non-oil goods)

Low (relatively balanced trade flows)

Market Access
Volatility

Low (stable political-economic relations
with Turkey)

Medium (subject to transit corridor fluc-
tuations)

Dispute Resolution
Enforceability

Low (lack of formal arbitration mecha-
nisms)

Medium (CIS legal instruments availa-
ble)

Regulatory Adaptation Cost

High (requirement for technical standard
alignment in key sectors)

Low (minimal regulatory convergence
needed)

External Political Influence
Sensitivity

High (Turkey’s growing political-
economic leverage in the region)

Low (Georgia maintains independent
trade policy stance)

Source: author’s assessment based on interview data and trade statistics

The first criterion, Trade Dependency Risk,
refers to the extent to which Azerbaijan’s export
and import patterns become excessively concen-
trated in a single partner country following the
implementation of the trade agreement. The
Azerbaijan-Turkey PTA scores "Medium™ on
this parameter due to the rapid growth in non-oil
exports to Turkey, which, while beneficial in the
short term, poses potential long-term dependen-
cy concerns. In contrast, the Azerbaijan-Georgia
FTA registers a "Low" level of dependency risk
because Azerbaijan’s trade with Georgia is more
diversified and modest in absolute terms.

The second dimension, Market Access
Volatility, measures the potential unpredictabil-
ity in accessing partner country markets due to
political, regulatory, or logistical factors. Azer-
baijan’s trade with Turkey is assessed as "Low"
risk given the historically stable economic and
political ties, complemented by infrastructural
investments like the Baku-Thilisi-Kars railway.
However, market access to Georgia is marked as
"Medium" risk, reflecting vulnerabilities linked
to the country's role as a transit hub, which ex-
poses Azerbaijani exports to external regional
disruptions.

Dispute Resolution Enforceability evalu-
ates the strength and operational effectiveness of
the legal mechanisms available to resolve trade
disputes. The Azerbaijan-Turkey PTA relies
primarily on informal, negotiation-based solu-
tions with no dedicated arbitration body, result-
ing in a "Low" enforceability score. Conversely,

the CIS framework offers institutionalized dis-
pute resolution mechanisms that Azerbaijan can
invoke in its trade dealings with Georgia, earn-
ing it a "Medium" rating.

The fourth category, Regulatory Adapta-
tion Cost, assesses the administrative and finan-
cial burden Azerbaijan faces in aligning its do-
mestic trade regulations with the technical stand-
ards, sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) require-
ments, and customs procedures stipulated in
each agreement. The Turkey PTA presents a
"High" adaptation cost due to sector-specific
standard harmonization demands, especially in
industrial and agricultural products. The Georgia
FTA, with its more generalized and less tech-
nical approach, poses a "Low" adaptation burden.

Finally, External Political Influence Sensi-
tivity captures Azerbaijan’s exposure to the part-
ner country’s political leverage that could be ex-
ercised via trade policy tools. The Azerbaijan-
Turkey PTA receives a "High" rating because of
Turkey's growing strategic influence in the re-
gion, which could manifest in trade negotiations,
dispute management, or economic pressure tac-
tics. The Georgia FTA reflects "Low" sensitivity
due to Georgia’s relatively limited political lev-
erage and its historically neutral trade policy
stance toward Azerbaijan. Table 2 offers a mul-
tidimensional risk-based lens that complements
the earlier economic and institutional compari-
sons, enabling policymakers and researchers to
assess how bilateral trade agreements might ex-



pose Azerbaijan to varying degrees of vulnera-

bility across critical trade policy dimensions.
Quantitative trade data were analyzed to
evaluate the real economic impact of Azerbai-
jan’s trade agreements on its export and import
flows, trade balance, and sectoral diversification
between 2015 and 2024. Using data from the
State Statistics Committee of Azerbaijan and
100
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20

international trade databases, trends in trade vol-
ume, commodity composition, and partner-
country trade shares were identified.

Figure 1 presents Azerbaijan’s export
composition by sector from 2015 to 2024, high-
lighting the dominant role of hydrocarbons and
the gradual rise of non-oil sectors such as agri-
culture and ICT services.

Oil & Gas
Agriculture
ICT Services
Other Sectors

2016 2018

2020 2022 2024

Year

Figure 1 — Azerbaijan’s export composition by sector (2025-2024)

Author’s development chart depicting
sector-wise export shares for selected years,
based on State Statistics Committee data, 2025

These visual aids were instrumental in
identifying both opportunities and vulnerabili-
ties arising from Azerbaijan’s regional and bi-
lateral trade engagements.

The first figure illustrates the structural
transformation of Azerbaijan’s export compo-
sition over the ten-year period from 2015 to
2024. Historically dominated by the oil and
gas sector, Azerbaijan’s economy has long ex-
hibited a high level of export concentration
risk. The data shows a gradual decline in the
relative share of oil and gas exports, from 85%
in 2015 to approximately 65% in 2024. This
shift indicates early but significant progress
toward economic diversification, a core com-
ponent of Azerbaijan’s national economic
strategy (Aliyev, 2021). The government's ac-
tive pursuit of sectoral diversification policies,
especially under the "Strategic Roadmap on

Source: [17]

National Economy," is reflected in this evolv-
ing export structure.

Meanwhile, non-oil sectors, especially
agriculture and ICT services, show consistent
upward trends. The share of agricultural ex-
ports grew from 5% to 14% over the period,
driven by increased market access to regional
partners like Turkey and Georgia, facilitated
through bilateral trade agreements. Similarly,
the ICT sector-though still relatively small-has
shown a near fivefold increase in its export
share, emphasizing Azerbaijan's emerging role
in digital trade. The "Other Sectors™ category,
representing textiles, chemicals, and light
manufacturing, also grows steadily, highlight-
ing Azerbaijan's increasing integration into
regional supply chains. This diversification is
crucial for enhancing Azerbaijan’s economic
resilience within the framework of regional
and bilateral trade agreements.

Figure 2 illustrates the trade balance be-
tween Azerbaijan and its key bilateral partners,
Turkey and Georgia, over the same period.
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Figure 2 — Azerbaijan’s trade balance with Turkey and Georgia (2025-2024)

Figure 2 compares Azerbaijan’s trade bal-
ance with Turkey and Georgia over the 2015-
2024 period. The trade balance with Turkey has
shown a consistently positive and widening sur-
plus, reflecting the growing effectiveness of bi-
lateral trade facilitation measures under the
Azerbaijan-Turkey Preferential Trade Agree-
ment (PTA) signed in 2021. Between 2015 and
2024, Azerbaijan’s trade surplus with Turkey
increased from approximately USD 200 million
to USD 450 million. This improvement is largely
attributed to rising non-oil exports such as agri-
cultural products, petrochemicals, and alumi-
num-based goods [13]. The positive trend also
signals Azerbaijan’s enhanced market access and
tariff advantages gained through negotiated bi-
lateral agreements.

In contrast, Azerbaijan’s trade balance
with Georgia, while also positive, exhibits a flat-
ter and less dynamic growth pattern. The surplus
remained within the USD 100-200 million range
over the decade. This reflects Georgia’s relative-
ly smaller market size and limited absorption
capacity for Azerbaijani exports beyond energy
and transit services. However, the stability of the
trade surplus with Georgia underscores the im-
portance of Azerbaijan-Georgia trade relations in
maintaining consistent regional economic inte-
gration. The CIS Free Trade Agreement (CIS
FTA) framework continues to play a facilitating
role, although without the deeper tariff prefer-
ences seen in the Turkey PTA. The comparative
trends depicted in Figure 2 highlight the strategic

Source: [17]

importance of differentiated trade policy ap-
proaches toward various regional partners.

To enhance internal validity, data triangu-
lation was conducted by cross-verifying findings
from interviews, document analysis, and trade
data. This ensured that the conclusions drawn
were not biased by a single data source. External
validity was strengthened by situating Azerbai-
jan’s experience within established theoretical
frameworks of trade diplomacy and economic
statecraft [2; 8].

Reliability was maintained through careful
documentation of the research process, transpar-
ent coding protocols, and systematic data collec-
tion procedures. Nevertheless, certain limitations
must be acknowledged. First, access to confiden-
tial negotiation documents was restricted, limit-
ing a full examination of Azerbaijan’s negotia-
tion strategies. Second, the relatively small num-
ber of expert interviews may affect the generali-
zability of some findings. Lastly, the rapidly
evolving geopolitical environment in the South
Caucasus implies that some data points, particu-
larly recent trade flows, may change in the near
future.

The methodology adopted for this research
offers a comprehensive and systematic approach
to analyzing Azerbaijan’s protection of its na-
tional interests within regional and bilateral trade
agreements. By combining qualitative content
analysis, comparative policy evaluation, expert
interviews, quantitative trade data analysis, and
risk assessment frameworks, this study seeks to



provide a nuanced understanding of Azerbaijan’s
trade diplomacy and its broader implications for
national economic strategy.

The empirical analysis conducted in this
study provides several insights into how Azer-
baijan protects its national interests within the
framework of regional and bilateral trade agree-
ments. The results are based on quantitative as-
sessments (including the Weighted Scoring
Model and Vulnerability Risk Matrix) and quali-
tative evaluations derived from official trade sta-
tistics, policy documents, and stakeholder inter-
views.

The Weighted Scoring Model (WSM) re-
sults indicate that the Azerbaijan-Turkey Prefer-
ential Trade Agreement (PTA) provides more
comprehensive support for Azerbaijan’s national
economic interests compared to the Azerbaijan-
Georgia Free Trade Agreement (FTA) under the
CIS framework. The Turkey PTA achieved a
total weighted score of 3.35, outperforming the
Georgia FTA's 2.85 score. This superiority is
particularly noticeable in three strategic dimen-
sions: Market Access Expansion, Rules of
Origin Flexibility, and Strategic Political Align-
ment.

The high score for Market Access Expan-
sion reflects the PTA's successful reduction of
tariff barriers across key non-oil export sectors,
including agriculture, petrochemicals, and pro-
cessed food products. Azerbaijan's improved
access to Turkey’s market has led to a 35% in-
crease in non-oil exports between 2021 and 2024,
according to Ministry of Economy reports [11].
Moreover, Rules of Origin Flexibility under the
PTA allows Azerbaijani exporters to benefit
from cumulative origin rules, making it easier
for domestic producers to integrate into regional
supply chains.

Analysis of official trade statistics (Figure
2) shows a widening trade surplus with Turkey,
which grew from USD 200 million in 2015 to
USD 450 million in 2024. This surplus reflects
both increased exports and relatively stable im-
port levels. In contrast, the trade surplus with
Georgia remains modest and relatively stagnant,
fluctuating between USD 100 and 200 million
over the same period. This discrepancy illus-
trates that Azerbaijan’s national interest objec-
tives especially in enhancing foreign currency
inflows and boosting non-oil sector exports are
better served under the Turkey PTA framework.

Figure 1, which highlights Azerbaijan’s
export composition, shows that the share of non-
oil sectors in total exports increased from 15% in

2015 to nearly 35% in 2024. This structural
change correlates with the implementation and
deepening of the Turkey PTA, confirming that
bilateral trade agreements are playing a signifi-
cant role in facilitating Azerbaijan’s export di-
versification objectives.

The Vulnerability and Risk Exposure Ma-
trix (Table 2) provides a multidimensional risk
evaluation. Results show that while the Turkey
PTA offers more substantial economic gains, it
also exposes Azerbaijan to higher levels of
Trade Dependency Risk and External Political
Influence Sensitivity. The “High” sensitivity rat-
ing underlines concerns that Turkey’s growing
strategic influence in the South Caucasus may
lead to asymmetric bargaining power in future
trade negotiations. In comparison, the Azerbai-
jan-Georgia FTA scores lower on most risk di-
mensions, suggesting that while its economic
benefits are limited, its political risk exposure is
minimal. For example, the “Low” level of Trade
Dependency Risk and External Political Influ-
ence Sensitivity with Georgia allows Azerbaijan
to maintain trade volumes without fear of politi-
cal leverage being used against its economic in-
terests.

In terms of institutional protection mecha-
nisms, the Georgia FTA, operating under the
CIS framework, offers more formalized dispute
resolution pathways than the Turkey PTA. The
CIS Dispute Resolution Commission has han-
dled two trade-related cases involving Azerbai-
jan over the past decade, both resolved in favor
of maintaining open trade channels [15]. By con-
trast, the Turkey PTA currently lacks a binding
arbitration mechanism, posing potential chal-
lenges in resolving future disputes. The research
also highlights Azerbaijan’s regulatory and insti-
tutional adaptation costs, which are significantly
higher for the Turkey PTA due to the necessity
of aligning with Turkey's technical standards and
SPS (Sanitary and Phytosanitary) measures.
However, interviews with Azerbaijani trade offi-
cials suggest that these adaptation costs are
viewed as long-term investments, likely to yield
greater export competitiveness [7].

Another key research finding is the Turkey
PTA’s positive spillover effect on foreign direct
investment (FDI) in Azerbaijan’s non-oil sectors.
Between 2020 and 2024, Turkish FDI inflows
into Azerbaijan increased by approximately 28%,
with significant investments in agro-processing,
light manufacturing, and logistics services [11].
This trend aligns with literature highlighting the
relationship between deep trade agreements and
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enhanced investor confidence [8]. By contrast,
the economic spillover effects of the Georgia
FTA remain limited. Investment flows from
Georgia to Azerbaijan remain negligible, and
most trade activity with Georgia remains transit-
focused, particularly concerning energy and
transport corridors.

Overall, the research results validate the
hypothesis that Azerbaijan’s national interests
are better protected and promoted under more
comprehensive and strategically aligned bilateral
trade agreements such as the Turkey PTA. How-
ever, the risk analysis also highlights the need
for Azerbaijan to implement complementary pol-
icy tools such as dispute resolution mechanisms
and diversification safeguards to mitigate expo-

sure to political and market-based vulnerabilities.

The research findings presented in this
study offer significant insights into Azerbaijan’s
strategic approach toward protecting its national
interests within the framework of regional and
bilateral trade agreements. The empirical evi-
dence demonstrates that Azerbaijan’s trade
agreements, particularly with Turkey and Geor-
gia, reflect a calculated balance between eco-
nomic gains, political alignment, and risk mitiga-
tion.

One of the central discussion points is the
superiority of the Azerbaijan-Turkey Preferential
Trade Agreement (PTA) in terms of its contribu-
tion to Azerbaijan’s national interests. The high-
er score in the Weighted Scoring Model (3.35
compared to 2.85 for the Georgia FTA) high-
lights the PTA’s stronger alignment with Azer-
baijan’s export diversification goals, market ac-
cess needs, and sectoral development priorities.
This finding aligns with previous studies by
Rustamov [13] and Aliyev [1], who have empha-
sized the importance of Turkey as both a trade
and geopolitical partner for Azerbaijan. The
quantitative trade data (Figure 2) further sup-
ports this conclusion by showing a consistent
trade surplus with Turkey and significant growth
in non-oil exports.

However, the discussion must also address
the risks and vulnerabilities associated with
deeper bilateral trade integration, particularly
with Turkey. The Vulnerability and Risk Expo-
sure Matrix (Table 2) illustrates that while Azer-
baijan has gained market access and investment
inflows, it has also become more dependent on
Turkish trade policies and external political de-
velopments. The "High" score for Trade De-
pendency Risk underlines this concern. Scholars
like Hillman [6] have cautioned that small econ-

omies engaged in asymmetric trade relations
may face future policy coercion or economic
pressure from larger partners. This implies that
Azerbaijan needs to complement trade agree-
ments with domestic institutional strengthening
and contingency trade policy tools to safeguard
its autonomy.

In contrast, the Azerbaijan-Georgia FTA
presents a different policy case. Although its
economic benefits appear limited, its low vul-
nerability profile offers strategic advantages. The
agreement’s dispute resolution mechanisms un-
der the CIS framework provide institutional
safeguards, ensuring predictable trade relations
with minimal political risk exposure. This makes
the Georgia FTA valuable from a risk diversifi-
cation perspective, allowing Azerbaijan to main-
tain trade flows with a neighboring state without
facing high dependency levels. This supports
Sadigov's [14] argument about the need for
Azerbaijan to diversify its trade partnerships
both geographically and institutionally. Another
important discussion point revolves around the
sectoral impact of these agreements, as shown in
Figure 1. The gradual reduction of Azerbaijan’s
oil and gas export share and the corresponding
rise in non-oil sectors reflect effective policy
execution in line with the "Strategic Roadmap
for the National Economy.” The role of bilateral
trade agreements in facilitating this structural
transformation cannot be overstated. However,
sustaining this trend will require continued focus
on capacity building in export-oriented indus-
tries, standards harmonization, and improving
logistics infrastructure [4].

Institutional limitations in Azerbaijan’s
current trade agreements also warrant discussion.
The absence of a robust dispute settlement
mechanism in the Turkey PTA remains a gap
that could expose Azerbaijan to trade disputes
with limited recourse. This institutional shortfall
suggests a need for future negotiations to incor-
porate more binding arbitration frameworks.
Additionally, regulatory compliance costs espe-
cially regarding technical standards and SPS
measures pose short-term challenges for Azer-
baijani exporters. However, as noted by [2],
these adjustments are likely to yield long-term
benefits by improving export quality and market
competitiveness. From a geopolitical perspective,
Azerbaijan’s bilateral trade strategy reflects a
pragmatic response to the complex regional en-
vironment of the South Caucasus. By deepening
ties with Turkey and maintaining stable relations
with Georgia, Azerbaijan diversifies both its



trade flows and its political alignments. This
aligns with Bhagwati’s (2008) theory of “spa-
ghetti bowl” regionalism, where countries en-
gage in multiple overlapping trade agreements to
maximize flexibility and reduce vulnerability. It
highlights that Azerbaijan’s bilateral trade
agreements are not just tools for market access
but also instruments for economic diversification,
geopolitical positioning, and risk management.
While the Turkey PTA offers more substantial
economic benefits, it also comes with higher
risks, necessitating proactive national policy re-
sponses. Conversely, the Georgia FTA, though
limited in economic scope, provides institutional
and political stability. Moving forward, Azerbai-
jan should adopt a dual-track strategy: expanding
the depth and scope of trade agreements while
simultaneously strengthening domestic legal,
institutional, and regulatory capacities to safe-
guard its long-term national interests.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research. This study has systematically exam-
ined how Azerbaijan protects and promotes its
national interests within the framework of re-
gional and bilateral trade agreements. The re-
search employed both guantitative and qualita-
tive methodologies, including the Weighted
Scoring Model (WSM), the Vulnerability and
Risk Exposure Matrix, and trend analysis of
trade performance statistics. By focusing on two
key case studies the Azerbaijan-Turkey Prefer-
ential Trade Agreement (PTA) and the Azerbai-
jan-Georgia Free Trade Agreement (FTA) under
the CIS framework the study offers important
policy-relevant conclusions for Azerbaijan’s on-
going trade diplomacy and economic planning
efforts.

The findings reveal that the Azerbaijan-
Turkey PTA is more effective in advancing
Azerbaijan’s economic and trade-related national
interests. The agreement has contributed signifi-
cantly to expanding Azerbaijan’s non-oil export
base, attracting foreign direct investment (FDI),
and strengthening Azerbaijan’s position within
regional value chains. The Weighted Scoring
Model results, supported by empirical trade data,
show superior performance for the Turkey PTA
in areas such as Market Access Expansion, In-
vestment Protection, and Rules of Origin Flexi-
bility. These benefits align with Azerbaijan’s
long-term strategic goal of reducing its depend-
ence on hydrocarbon exports and enhancing non-
oil sector performance.

However, the study also highlights critical
risks and institutional gaps associated with the

Turkey PTA. Azerbaijan’s increasing trade de-
pendency on Turkey, combined with the absence
of a formalized dispute resolution mechanism,
raises concerns about potential vulnerability to
future political or economic shocks. The high
risk rating for Trade Dependency and External
Political Influence Sensitivity in the Vulnerabil-
ity Matrix underscores this point. These findings
suggest that Azerbaijan’s trade policymakers
should incorporate risk mitigation instruments in
future trade negotiations, such as incorporating
more comprehensive dispute settlement mecha-
nisms and ensuring greater diversification of
trade partners. But the Azerbaijan-Georgia FTA,
while delivering more modest economic bene-
fits, demonstrates stronger institutional safe-
guards and lower exposure to political risk. Its
reliance on the CIS dispute resolution mecha-
nisms provides Azerbaijan with a degree of legal
predictability in trade disputes. Moreover, the
low levels of trade dependency with Georgia
mean that Azerbaijan’s national interest risks are
minimal in this bilateral relationship. This un-
derscores the value of maintaining a diverse
portfolio of trade agreements, balancing high-
gain but higher-risk agreements with more stable
but economically limited partnerships.

Another key conclusion relates to the
broader policy implications for Azerbaijan’s
trade strategy. The analysis confirms that trade
agreements are not solely economic instruments
but are also tools of geopolitical positioning and
national security strategy. Azerbaijan’s ability to
leverage trade agreements to build strategic alli-
ances such as with Turkey while managing risks
with smaller neighbors like Georgia reflects a
pragmatic and multi-dimensional trade policy
approach. This dual-track strategy should con-
tinue to guide Azerbaijan’s trade negotiations,
especially as new opportunities emerge in the
post-pandemic global trade environment and
with new initiatives like the Middle Corridor and
increased EU-Asia connectivity projects. The
study also recommends that Azerbaijan focus on
institutional capacity-building, including
strengthening its legal frameworks for trade dis-
pute resolution, enhancing trade negotiation ex-
pertise, and improving regulatory alignment with
major trading partners. Furthermore, diversifying
trade agreements with other regional and global
partners, including the European Union and Cen-
tral Asian countries, would reduce dependency
risks and further protect Azerbaijan’s long-term
national interests.
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In conclusion, Azerbaijan’s experience
demonstrates that carefully negotiated bilateral
and regional trade agreements when aligned with
strategic economic and geopolitical goals can
significantly contribute to national interest pro-
tection. However, this requires a balanced ap-
proach that manages risks while maximizing
economic opportunities. Azerbaijan’s future
trade policy must remain adaptable, forward-
looking, and institutionally robust to secure sus-
tainable national economic growth and resilience
in the evolving global trade environment.
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