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The Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict:  

Regional implications 
and the peace process

The article explains the importance of the one of the 
“knots”	in	the	region,	the	Nagorno-Karabakh	conflict,	
and	lays	out	the	implications	of	the	conflict	for	the	do-
mestic and foreign policies of Azerbaijan and Armenia 

as well as regional powers (i.e. Russia, Turkey, and Iran). The author pro-
vides	a	brief	history	of	the	conflict	resolution	process	to	date,	and	argues	that	
Azerbaijan’s	domestic	stability	was	badly	affected	by	the	conflict,	which	de-
layed the establishment of a stable state structure. Additionally, Armenian do-
mestic	politics	have	become	hostage	to	the	Nagorno-Karabakh	conflict	due	to	
the closure of its borders with Turkey and its increased dependency on Russia. 
The author concludes that prolonging the status quo blocks any kind of in-
tegration and keeps alive the possibility of another destructive war in the 
Caucasus.
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The collapse of the Soviet 
Union and the end of the Cold 
War ignited numerous region-

al conflicts.  Some of these disputes 
broke out immediately following the 
conclusion of Soviet rule, while oth-
ers were longer-standing. The Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict was underway 
before 1991 as a domestic dispute 
within the USSR; with the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union, it became 
a clash between two newly indepen-
dent states, Azerbaijan and Armenia, 
and as such it was a regional issue. 
The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was 
one of the bloodiest ethnic conflicts 
of the post-Soviet era, claiming more 
than 25,000 lives. As a direct conse-
quence of the conflict, there are ap-
proximately 1 million people inter-
nally displaced, persons and 20% of 
the territory of Azerbaijan is occu-
pied. A ceasefire has been maintained 
since 1994, though, violations have 
occasionally occurred, a reminder 
that the conflict could erupt again.

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has 
implications for the domestic and 
foreign policies of both Azerbaijan 
and Armenia. The conflict has influ-
enced and also been affected by the 
policies of other regional powers, 
namely Russia, Turkey, and Iran. In 
its capacity as a non-regional actor 
and a superpower, the U.S. has also 
been influential, particularly after the 
ceasefire was reached. Azerbaijan’s 
domestic stability was badly affected 

during the conflict and the establish-
ment of stable state structure was de-
layed as a result of the conflict. Azer-
baijan was unable to develop – and 
profit from - its natural resources as 
quickly as it otherwise would have. 
The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and 
consequent instability of the Cauca-
sus hindered the implementation of 
the energy projects that would carry 
the wealth of the Caspian to world 
markets. 

Armenia was unable to develop 
healthy relations with its neighbors. 
The closure of Armenia’s borders 
with Turkey and Azerbaijan increased 
Armenia’s dependency on Russia. In 
addition, Armenian domestic politics 
have become hostage of the Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict. Both Azer-
baijan and Armenia spend substantial 
portions of their national budgets on 
arms. Azerbaijan is losing hope that 
the resolution of the conflict and the 
restoration of territorial integrity will 
be achieved through negotiation pro-
cess.  Modernizing the Azerbaijani 
army would give Azerbaijan the hope 
and confidence needed to end the oc-
cupation of its territories. As long 
as Azerbaijani territory is under the 
Armenian occupation, Armenia is 

The closure of Armenia’s bor-
ders with Turkey and Azerbai-
jan increased Armenia’s depen-
dency on Russia.
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anxious about possible military inter-
vention by Azerbaijan. This creates 
insecurity in Armenia, and increases 
the demand for military spending. 
Its increasing budget from oil and 
gas revenues gives Azerbaijan the 
upper hand in terms of military ex-
penditure. Armenia continues to rely 
on Russia to purchase weapons and 
provide security. Russia, by trying 
to prevent Azerbaijan’s integration 
with the West and by maintaining its 
military presence in Armenia without 
much objection there, has benefited 
from the conflict. Turkey is endeav-
oring to prevent the occupation of 
the Azerbaijani territories and the le-
galization of the occupation, through 
diplomatic mechanisms. The Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict put Turkey in 
a very difficult position, since Turkey 
considers Azerbaijan its most impor-
tant ally in the region, and the crucial 
gateway to Central Asia. 

Iran also wanted to play a role in the 
negotiation and conflict resolution 
process, but its isolation prevents it 
from doing so. The role of the US dur-
ing the conflict period and the peace 
process has been restricted due to the 
powerful influence of the Armenian 
diaspora in the US. The Congress 
decision to stop the US administra-
tion from providing aid to Azerbaijan 
(Freedom Support Act Section 907) 
contradicted US national interests in 
the Caucasus, and indeed the realities 
of the situation in the region.

Negotiations since the ceasefire have 
been largely unproductive, which 
means there remains a risk that mili-
tary conflict will be resumed. The 
Russian-Georgian conflict of August 
2008 provides a stark reminder of the 
threat to the regional stability posed 
by so-called “frozen conflicts”.

This article will evaluate the Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict and the subse-
quent peace process in terms of their 
regional implications. The factors 
influencing the conflict will be ana-
lyzed and the reasons for the failure 
of the peace process will be exam-
ined. 

Brief History of the Conflict

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict start-
ed as a domestic dispute within the 
USSR before the collapse of the So-
viet Union. After the end of the So-
viet Union, the conflict became first a 
regional and then an international is-
sue. However, the roots of the conflict 
lie in the historical claims. Armenia 
claims that the region was a part of 
the Armenian kingdom as early as the 
fourth century BC. However, Kara-
bakh was aligned to kingdoms in the 
east, where Azerbaijani Turks lived. 
Throughout history Karabakh, has 
been ruled by Caucasian Albanians, 
Arabs, Mongols, Turks, and Persians. 
The Caucasian Albanian state existed 
until the ninth century AD, and from 
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the seventh century, with the arrival 
of Arabs, the state converted to Is-
lam. There are arguments that the 
inhabitants of Karabakh are the de-
scendants of Albanians.  There were 
Khanates in the Caucasus until the 
Russian invasion of the region. Rus-
sia gained control of Karabakh after 
the Russian-Persian war of 1812-
1813 with the Treaty of Gulistan, and 
Russian rule was consolidated after 
the second Russian-Persian war with 
the Treaty of Turkmencay in 1828.1 

Russia encouraged Armenians to set-
tle in Nagorno-Karabakh. This poli-
cy, along with population exchanges 
and the deportation of the Muslim 
population of the Caucasus, the  Ar-
menian population increased sharp-
ly. This process was secured by the 
Turkish-Russian war of 1877-1878. 
Russia’s perception of Armenia as a 
natural ally in the Caucasus shaped 
Russian strategy. After 1828, 57,000 
Armenians emigrated to Karabakh 
and Yerevan.  In 1823, the Armenian 
population was 8.4% of the total pop-
ulation of Karabakh, with the Mus-
lim population making up 91%. By 
1832, Muslims represented 64.8 % of 
Karabakhs’ total population, Arme-
nians 34.8%.  At the end of the nine-
teenth century, the Armenian popula-
1  See Suzanne Goldenberg, Pride of Small Nations, the 
Caucasus and Post-Soviet Disorder, London and New Jersey: 
Zed Books, 1994, p. 157. Michael P. Croissant, the Armenia-
Azerbaijan	 Conflict,	 Causes	 and	 Implications,	 Westport,	
Connecticut, London: Praeger, 1998, p. 11. Svante E. Cornell, 
the	 Nagorno-Karabakh	 Conflict,	 http://www.silkroadstudies.
org/new/inside/publications/1999_NK_Book.pdf, Uppsala 
University Report No. 46, 1999, p. 5.

tion had reached 53.3%, and Muslim 
population stood at 45.3%.2  

A violent clash between Armenians 
and Azerbaijani Turks broke out in 
1905, and 10,000 Azerbaijani Turks 
were killed and high officials of the 
provincial government were assassi-
nated by an armed Armenian group, 
Dashnaksutyun, or “the Armenian 
Revolutionary Federation”. After the 
short-lived Transcaucasus Repub-
lic that followed the 1917 Russian 
revolution, Azerbaijan, Georgia and 
Armenia were declared independent. 
However, all of them lost their inde-
pendence with the advances of the 
Red Army.3 Nagorno-Karabakh was 
placed under the jurisdiction of Azer-
baijan by the July 5th 1921 ruling of 
the Caucasian Section of the Russian 
Communist Party Central Commit-
tee. Nagorno-Karabakh was made 
autonomous, and in 1923 its capital 
was moved from Shusha to Khank-
endi (Stepanakert). Armenia was not 
happy that Karabakh had remained 
within the Azerbaijan SSR, and de-
manded its incorporation within Ar-
menian SSR. A petition signed by 
2,500 Armenians was presented to 
Moscow in 1964, demanding Kara-
bakh’s inclusion within the Armenian 
SSR. There were also violent clashes 
2 Suzanne Goldenberg, Pride of Small Nations, the Caucasus 
and Post-Soviet Disorder, London and New Jersey: Zed Books, 
1994, p. 158. In 1820 Armenians consisted of only 20 % of the 
total population of Yerevan (Goldenberg, p. 158).

3	 Svante	 E.	 Cornell,	 the	 Nagorno-Karabakh	 Conflict,	 http://
www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/ publications/1999_NK_
Book.pdf, Uppsala University Report No. 46, 1999, p. 6-8.
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in Nagorno-Karabakh during which 
18 people were killed.4  

During Gorbachev’s presidency, Ar-
menian demands were expressed with 
organized demonstrations, and in 
1987 a petition was signed by 75,000 
Armenian demanding that Nagorno-
Karabakh be made part of the Arme-
nia SSR. In 1988, the Armenians ma-
jority in Nagorno-Karabakh’s Soviet 
(“Assembly”) passed a resolution 
demanding to be put under Armenian 
jurisdiction. The USSR Supreme So-
viet rejected the demand. In January 
1989 Moscow imposed direct rule 
over Nagorno-Karabakh. In Novem-
ber 1989 this direct rule was lifted 
and Nagorno-Karabakh returned to 
the direct control of Azerbaijan.5 

Violence against Azerbaijani Turks 
in Nagorno-Karabakh increased to-
wards the end of 1989. The failure 
of the authorities to stop the attacks 
sparked demonstrations in Baku. 
4	 Michael	 P.	 Croissant,	 the	 Armenia-Azerbaijan	 Conflict,	
Causes and Implications, Westport, Connecticut, London: 
Praeger, 1998, p. 20. Suzanne Goldenberg, Pride of Small 
Nations, the Caucasus and Post-Soviet Disorder, London and 
New Jersey: Zed Books, 1994, p. 161.

5	 	 Kamer	 Kasım,	 “The	 Nagorno-Karabakh	 Conflict	 from	 Its	
Inception to the Peace Process”, Armenian Studies, Issue 2, 
June-July-August 2001, pp. 170-185. 

Soviet troops entered Baku on Janu-
ary 20th 1990 and a state of emer-
gency was declared. This day is now 
known as Black January: as a result 
of Moscow’s intervention, hundreds 
of people died and many were ar-
rested. The Nagorno-Karabakh con-
flict and forced deportation of Azer-
baijani Turks from Karabakh began 
before the end of the Soviet Union, 
and when it finally disintegrated, the 
situation was already out of control.6

After the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, Azerbaijan and Armenia be-
came independent. Nagorno-Kara-
bakh also declared its independence, 
as a “republic”. The conflict became 
a regional issue and in 1992, it in-
tensified.  During their advance into 
Azerbaijani territory, Armenian forc-
es massacred Azerbaijani Turks and 
committed serious human rights vio-
lations. The most serious massacre 
happened in Khojali, which drew the 
attention of the international media to 
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.  On 
the evening of February 25th 1992, 
Armenian forces attacked Khojali, 
killing 613 people in an act of eth-
nic cleansing. It is widely believed 
that the Khojali massacre was com-
mitted by Armenian forces with the 
help of the Russian 366 Motor rifle 
regiment. The fall of Khojali was the 
first key strategic loss for Azerbaijan. 
Later on, the Armenian forces occu-
6	 	 Michael	 P.	 Croissant,	 the	 Armenia-Azerbaijan	 Conflict,	
Causes and Implications, Westport, Connecticut, London: 
Praeger, 1998, pp. 36-37.

The most serious massacre hap-
pened in Khojali, which drew 
the attention of the internation-
al media to the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh conflict.
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pied Lachin and Shusha and pushed 
the Azerbaijani forces out of Nago-
rno-Karabakh. On May 19th 1992, 
the Armenian attack on the autono-
mous exclave of Nakhichevan led to 
a dispute between the two regional 
powers; Turkey and Russia. In Tur-
key, the possibility of military inter-
vention to protect Nakhichevan was 
discussed, in accordance with the 
1921 Kars Treaty. In response, Rus-
sia’s Commander of the CIS Joint 
Armed Forces, Shaposhnikov, stated 
that Third Party intervention (i.e. by 
Turkey) could trigger a Third World 
War. In the end, the Armenian forces 
ceased their attack on Nakhichevan 
and the crisis ended. However, the 
incident indicated that the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict had implications 
beyond Azerbaijan and Armenia.7 

The occupation by Armenian troops 
extended beyond Nagorno-Karabakh, 
which created domestic instability in 
Azerbaijan. In addition to Nagorno-
Karabakh, seven districts were occu-
pied: Kelbajar, Lachin, Kubatli, Ce-
brail, Zangelan, Agdam and Fuzuli. 
The United Nations Security Council 
passed several resolutions calling for 
an immediate cease-fire, the with-
drawal of the occupying forces and 
the reaffirmation of Azerbaijan’s sov-
7	 	 Kamer	Kasım,	 “The	Nagorno-Karabakh	Conflict	 From	 Its	
Inception to the Peace Process”, Armenian Studies, Issue 2, 
June-July-August 2001, pp. 170-185. Michael P. Croissant, 
the	 Armenia-Azerbaijan	 Conflict,	 Causes	 and	 Implications,	
Westport, Connecticut, London: Praeger, 1998, pp. 78-81. 
Kamer	 Kasım,	 “Azerbaycan	 ile	 İlişkiler”,	 USAK	 Stratejik	
Gündem, http://www.usakgundem.com/yazar/1990/azerbaycan-
ile-İlişkiler.html,	1	March	2011

ereignty and territorial integrity. The 
UN resolutions did not change the 
situation on the ground. On May 12th 
1994, the a ceasefire was reached 
with the Russian mediation, and the 
conflict reached a stage of ‘Frozen 
Conflict’. Since then, the occupation 
of Azerbaijani territories, including 
Nagorno-Karabakh and seven adja-
cent districts, has continued.

Regional implications of the con-
flict

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has 
at least delayed, if not prevented, 
the construction of state structures in 
Azerbaijan and Armenia; the conflict 
has also prevented Azerbaijan and 
Armenia from strengthening their 
sovereignty. As for the Caucasus, the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict contrib-
uted to regional instability and nega-
tively affected the implementation of 
energy projects. The policies of re-
gional powers, particularly, those of 
Russia, have determined the direction 
of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. 
Russia had difficulty accepting the 
new states of the Caucasus as inde-
pendent, sovereign entities, and tried 
to influence and even control their 
foreign policies. One mechanism by 
which Russia was able to exert influ-
ence on the Caucasus republics was 
the Commonwealth of Independent 
States (CIS); another key tool was 
the Russian military presence in the 
region. Azerbaijan’s initial rejection 
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of CIS membership and the Russian 
military presence in its territories that 
this membership entailed were sig-
nificant factors in Moscow’s support 
for Armenia in the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh conflict.  However, it is likely 
that Russia would have cooperated 
closely with Armenia regardless, due 
to their historical connection. 

After Azerbaijan’s entry into the CIS, 
with the help of other CIS members, 
Russian mediation led to the cease-
fire. As the article will discuss below, 
the peace process has been conducted 
under the auspices of the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe Minsk Group (known as 
OSCE since 1994; previously it was 
called Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, or CSCE). 
Although Russia is one of the Co-
chairs of the Minsk Group, it initiat-
ed its own peace proposals, and even 
undermined the role of OSCE. Russia 
pursued a more assertive strategy to-
wards the Caucasus and Central Asia 
after introducing its ‘Near Abroad’ 
policy, which enabled it to regain 
its status in the region, as well as in-
creasing its control over the region’s 
energy resources. It is debatable to 
what degree the ‘Near Abroad’ poli-
cy truly served Russian interests. On 
one hand, Russia was able to some 
extent maintain its military presence, 
and delayed Azerbaijan’s and Geor-
gia’s integration with the West. On 
the other hand, Russia alienated it-

self from the West and other former 
Soviet Republics. And in the end, 
Azerbaijan chose the Baku-Tbilisi-
Ceyhan oil pipeline as a major export 
route for its oil, and the Baku-Tbilisi-
Erzurum pipeline for its natural gas. 
Russian support for Armenia in the 
Karabakh conflict provoked anxiety 
over national security in Azerbaijan,  
and prompted Azerbaijan to try to de-
velop cooperation with the West. As 
Brzezinski stated, ‘the near abroad 
option offered Russia not a geopo-
litical solution but a geopolitical 
illusion’.8

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict also 
affected Turkey’s regional strategy.  
Turkey considers Azerbaijan its most 
important ally in the Caucasus, and 
Azerbaijan’s stability and territorial 
integrity are crucial for the imple-
mentation of the energy projects. 
In comparison with Russia, Turkey 
lacks of experience in dealing with 
regional conflicts. However, Tur-
key used all the available diplomatic 
channels to bring the conflict to the 
UN and OSCE agendas. Turkey also 
closed its border with Armenia after 
the Armenian occupation of Kelbajar. 
8  Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard American 
Primacy and its Geostrategic Imperatives, New York: Basic 
Books, 1997, p. 115.

As Brzezinski stated, ‘the near 
abroad option offered Russia 
not a geopolitical solution but a 
geopolitical illusion’
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Turkey followed this policy despite 
pressure from its Western allies to 
re-open the border. Armenia’s objec-
tion to Turkey’s potential mediation 
role in the Karabakh conflict - on the 
grounds that Turkey supports Azer-
baijan -  limited Turkey’s influence 
over the peace process. Unresolved 
conflict has also prevented the nor-
malization of Turkish-Armenian re-
lations, despite the conducive atmo-
sphere to reconciliation that followed 
the August 2008 Russian-Georgian 
conflict.9 The Armenian-Georgian 
border was closed during the conflict, 
which badly impacted on the Arme-
nian economy; 2/3 of its foreign im-
ports come to Armenian via Geor-
gia.10 This factor forced the Armenian 
administration to rethink its relations 
with Turkey. Protocols were signed 
between Turkey and Armenia on Oc-
tober 10th 2009. One of the central is-
sues in the protocols was a bilateral 
agreement to open the border within 
two months after the protocol entered 
into force.11Azerbaijan objected to 
the protocols even as they were be-
ing negotiated, on the grounds that 
that there was no condition for the 
solution of the Karabakh conflict. 
On the other hand, Prime Minister 
9		For	the	impact	of	the	August	2008	conflict	see	Kamer	Kasım,	
Soğuk	Savaş	Sonrası	Kafkasya,	Ankara:	USAK	Yayınları,	2011,	
chapter IV.

10  Naira Melkumian, “Armenia: Economy Hit by Georgian 
War”, IWPR, 16 October 2008.

11 For the text of the protocols, see  http://www.mfa.gov.
tr/protocol-on-the-establishment-of-diplomatic-relations-
between-the-republic-of-turkey-and-the-republic-of-armenia.
en.mfa 

Erdogan assured Azerbaijan that Tur-
key would not open the border with 
Armenia without the resolution of 
the Karabakh conflict.12 Ultimately, 
this normalization process between 
Turkey and Armenia was not going 
smoothly, and finally the Armenian 
government suspended the process. 
This process indicated that the solu-
tion of the Nagorno-Karabakh con-
flict is the most important issue in 
the opening of the Turkish-Armenian 
border.  For the Armenian side, the 
Karabakh issue has nothing to do 
with its relations with Turkey. Thus 
Turkey’s demand that the solution of 
the Karabakh problem be incorpo-
rated in the normalization process for  
Turkish-Armenian relations, and in 
the opening of the Turkish-Armenian 
border, is unacceptable.  Armenia 
wants Turkey to draw a distinction 
between its relations with Armenia 
and the Karabakh issue. However, it 
is difficult as well as contradictory 
for Turkey to open its border with Ar-
menia without any kind of agreement 
being reached between Azerbaijan 
and Armenia over Karabakh, given 
that Turkey closed its border with Ar-
menia not because of  Armenia’s alle-
gations of genocide or its ambiguity 
over Turkey’s territorial integrity, but 
because of the continuing Armenian 
occupation of Azerbaijani territories. 
12	 	 “Erdoğan’dan	 Şehitlik	 Camiine	 Mesaj	 Gibi	 Ziyaret”,	
Zaman, 13 May 2009; Mina Muradova, “Azerbaijan: Turkish 
Prime Minister Offers Strong Support For Baku’s Position 
on Karabakh”, Eurasia Insight, http://www.eurasianet.org/
departments/insightb/articles/eav051309a.shtml, 13 May 2009. 
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It is impossible to talk about peace 
and stability in the Caucasus without 
first addressing the Karabakh con-
flict.13

Iran has played a limited role in the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, before 
and after the ceasefire. However, it 
did act as a critical supply line for 
Armenia during the conflict. If Iran 
had behaved differently, and closed 
its border, Armenia would have faced 
a very tricky situation, one that could 
have pushed the government to be 
less intransigent, and be more open 
to compromise during the conflict. 
Despite the rhetoric of the Iranian 
government, Iran did not support 
Azerbaijan during the Karabakh con-
flict; on the contrary Iran maintained 
its cooperation with Armenia, in ar-
eas ranging from the energy sector to 
weapons technologies. 14

13		See	Kamer	Kasım,	Soğuk	Savaş	Sonrası	Kafkasya,	Ankara:	
USAK	Yayınları,	2011,	pp.	91-111.

14  For Iran’s relations with Armenia and Azerbaijan, see 
Geoffrey Gresh, “Coddling the Caucasus: Iran’s Strategic 
Relationship with Azerbaijan and Armenia”, Caucasian Review 
of International Affairs, Vol: 1, No: 1, Winter 2006, pp. 1-13. 
Mitat	 Çelikpala,	 “İran-Ermenistan	 İlişkileri	 ve	 Kafkaslar’a	
Yansımaları”,	 Stratejik	 Araştırmalar	 Dergisi,	 No:	 13,	 May	
2009, pp. 123-129; Gökçen Ekici ve Nazmi Gül, “Ortak 
Tehdit	Algılamaları	ve	Stratejik	 İttifaka	Doğru	 İlerleyen	 İran-
Ermenistan	 İlişkileri”,	 Stratejik	Analiz,	 Vol:	 2,	No:	 22,	 2002,	
pp. 37-43. Vladimir Socor, “Iran-Armenia Gas Pipeline: Far 
More Than Meets the Eye”, Eurasian Daily Monitor, Vol: 4, No: 
56,	 http://www.jamestown.org/single/?nocache=1&txttnews%5
Bttnews%5D=32607	 	 	 21	March	 2007.	Emil	Danielyan,	 “US	
Concerned by Armenia’s Energy Ties with Iran”, EurasiaNet, 
http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insight/articles/eav06., 
Brenda Shaffer, “Iran’s Role in the South Caucasus and Caspian 
Region: Diverging Views of the US and Europe”,  Eugenia 
Whitlock (Ed.), Iran and Its Neighbours: Diverging Views on 
a Strategic Region, Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik 
(German Institute for International and Security Affairs), 
2003,	pp.	17-22.	Kamer	Kasım,	Soğuk	Savaş	Sonrası	Kafkasya,	
Ankara:	USAK	Yayınları,	2011,	pp.	143-155.

Iran perceives Armenia as a kind of 
buffer zone between Iran and Azer-
baijan, of which it is suspicious, har-
boring particular concern about the 
significant number of Azerbaijani 
Turks living in Iran (over 20 million). 
Azerbaijan’s close cooperation with 
the West and its energy policy is an 
additional source of unease.

As a non-regional superpower, U.S. 
policy was also affected by the Na-
gorno-Karabakh conflict. The U.S. 
policy towards the Caucasus was 
basically energy oriented, especially 
prior to the September 11th terrorist 
attacks in 2001. However, the U.S. 
policy towards the Karabakh conflict 
contradicted its energy strategy. De-
spite the fact that Azerbaijan is the 
most important country in the region  
in terms of the U.S. energy policy, 
the U.S. administration was unable to 
give sufficient support to Azerbaijan 
due to the influence of the Armenian 
lobby. The U.S. Congress passed the 
Freedom Support Act Section 907, 
which prevented the U.S. govern-
ment from sending humanitarian as-
sistance to Azerbaijan. The Freedom 
Support Act Section 907 has dam-
aged U.S.-Azerbaijan relations in the 
long term. The U.S. provides human-
itarian assistance internationally, but 
Section 907 prevented the provision 
of desperately needed humanitarian 
aid for the one million Internally Dis-
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placed Persons of Azerbaijan.15  The 
Congress decision was against the 
U.S. national interests, on the basis 
that the Armenian occupation created 
instability in Azerbaijan and enabled 
Russia to exert greater influence on 
Armenia and Azerbaijan. After 9/11, 
the U.S. policy toward the Caucasus 
has become more security conscious, 
and it is keen to maintain military in-
fluence in the region in order to pur-
sue an effective anti-terrorism policy. 
Another change in U.S. strategy came 
with the Russia-Georgia conflict of 
August 2008. Some policy mak-
ers in the U.S. thought that Armenia 
should be tied to the West and “res-
cued” from the Russian domination 
as soon as possible. The key country 
in this strategy was Turkey. For this 
reason, Turkey was under pressure to 
open its land border with Armenia. 
The U.S. played an important role 
in launching the Turkish-Armenian 
negotiation process.16 One reason for 
15	 	 Kamer	 Kasım,	 “The	 US	 Policy	 on	 Caspian	 Oil	 and	 Its	
Implications	for	Turkish-American	Relations”,	Mustafa	Aydın,	
Çağrı	Erhan	(Eds),	Turkish-American	Relations,	Past,	Present	
and Future, London: Routledge, 2004, pp. 129-151. Kamer 
Kasım,	 “ABD’nin	 Kafkasya	 Politikası:	 Enerji, Güvenlik ve 
Demokrasi	Denklemi”,	Turgut	Demirtepe,	 (Ed.),	Orta	Asya	&	
Kafkasya	Güç	 Politikası,	 Ankara:	 USAK	 Yayınları,	 2008,	 pp.	
119-146.

16	 	 Kamer	 Kasım,	 “Turkey-Azerbaijan-Armenia	 Triangle”,	
Journal of Turkish Weekly, http://www.turkishweekly.net/
columnist/3153/turkey-azerbaijan-armenia-triangle.html, 27 

the U.S. administration’s insistence 
on the normalization of Turkey-Ar-
menia relations is the Armenian di-
aspora’s campaign to get a Congress 
resolution supporting the genocide 
allegations. The U.S. administration 
calculated that if Turkey-Armenia 
relations were normalized, then the 
President would have a stronger hand 
against the local Armenian lobby.17 
However, the U.S. administration 
underestimated the importance of the 
Nagorno-Karabakh problem and the 
unresolved conflict has become the 
main obstacle in the U.S’ South Cau-
casus strategy.

The impact that the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh conflict has on the parties di-
rectly involved, Azerbaijan and Ar-
menia, has been powerful and long 
lasting.  Azerbaijan has faced domes-
tic turmoil since regaining its inde-
pendence in 1991 largely as a con-
sequence of the Nagorno-Karabakh 
conflict. IDPs from the occupied 
territories flooded the cities, which 
would have been difficult to deal 
with for any government. The opera-
tions of the oil and gas pipelines were 
delayed due to the conflict. After the 
ceasefire, Azerbaijan made progress 
regarding its natural resources, most 
May	2009.	Conference	paper	Kamer	Kasım	“Turkey,	Russia	and	
the US’s Policy Towards the Karabakh Problem”, International 
Conference	 on	 Nagorno-Karabakh	 Conflict	 and	 Its	 Solution	
Ways, Azerbaijan/Baku, Qafqaz University International 
Conflict	Research	Center,	28-30	May	2010.

17		Kamer	Kasım,	“Türkiye-Ermenistan	İlişkileri:	Protokollere	
Giden	Süreç	 ve	Sonrası”,	Ermeni	Araştırmaları	Dergisi,	May	
2011.

The impact that the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict has on the 
parties directly involved, Azer-
baijan and Armenia, has been 
powerful and long lasting
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importantly with the operation of the 
Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline. 
Despite the implications of Freedom 
Support Act section 907, Azerbaijan 
turned to the West and chose the east-
west pipeline as its main oil export 
line. Although Azerbaijan managed 
to obtain important UN decisions 
emphasizing the territorial integrity 
of Azerbaijan and the illegality of the 
occupation, the international com-
munity did not act to change the situ-
ation on the ground. In this climate, 
Azerbaijan is keeping the military 
intervention option on the table, and 
has raised its military expenditure. 
Azerbaijan’s military budget reached 
3.1 billion U.S. dollars in 2011, 6.2 
% of the GDP.18 Azerbaijan wants its 
territorial integrity to be protected, 
and any negotiation process should 
take this into account. 

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict also 
affected Armenia’s domestic and for-
eign policy. The conflict made Arme-
nia vulnerable to outside influences, 
for example Russia, and the Arme-
nian diaspora. Armenia’s first Presi-
dent following independence, Levon 
18 “Azerbaijan has second highest military expanditure in the 
CIS”, http://www.trdefence.com/2011/02/22/azerbaijan-has-
second-highest-military-expenditure-in-cis/

Ter-Petrosian, was aware of the fact 
that as a landlocked country, Arme-
nia needed to establish good rela-
tions with its neighbors for economic 
recovery and political stability. To 
achieve this, Armenia needed to es-
tablish normal diplomatic relations 
with Turkey, and also had to reach 
some kind of understanding with 
Azerbaijan. One of the important is-
sues in the normalization of its rela-
tions with Turkey was the Nagorno-
Karabakh problem. However, Ter-
Petrosian was unable to make prog-
ress in the resolution of the conflict, 
and he was criticized by the diaspora 
and diaspora based political parties. 
Pressure from hardliners led to Ter-
Petrosian’s resignation.19 The subse-
quent Armenian presidents, Robert 
Kocharian and Serzh Sarkissian, had 
Karabakh connections and during 
their presidencies Armenia did not 
move any closer to the resolution of 
the conflict. Armenia refrained from 
recognizing Nagorno-Karabakh as an 
independent state, in order to avoid 
further international criticism. How-
ever, Armenia’s economic, political 
and military support was obvious 
before and after the ceasefire of the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Arme-
nia has a military presence inside the 
territory of Azerbaijan. In a report 
on Armenia’s 1998 presidential elec-
tions, the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe’s Office 
19	 	 Kamer	 Kasım,	 “Armenia’s	 Foreign	 Policy:	 Basic	
Parameters of the Ter-Petrosyan and Kocharyan Era”, The 
Review of Armenian Studies, Vol. 1, Issue 1, 2002, pp. 90-104. 

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict 
made Armenia vulnerable to 
outside influences, for example 
Russia, and the Armenian dias-
pora
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for Democratic Institutions and Hu-
man Rights stated that “Moreover, it 
is of extreme concern that one of the 
mobile boxes has crossed the nation-
al borders of the Republic of Armenia 
to collect votes of Armenian soldiers 
posted in the region of Kelbajar.”20

Peace Process for the Nagorno-
Karabakh Conflict

The peace process for the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict was conducted 
mainly under the auspices of the 
OSCE.  The OSCE Minsk Group 
was established before the ceasefire 
in 1994, at the OSCE was known as 
the CSCE). Following the ceasefire, 
the first important decision was made 
at the OSCE Lisbon Summit in 1996, 
where three principles were recom-
mended by the Co-Chairmen of the 
Minsk Group as a part of the settle-
ment of the Nagorno-Karabakh con-
flict. These three principles are: the 
territorial integrity of the Republic of 
Armenia and the Azerbaijan Repub-
lic; the legal status of Nagorno-Kara-
bakh defined in an agreement based 
on self-determination which confers 
on Nagorno-Karabakh the highest 
degree of self-rule within Azerbaijan; 
guaranteed security for Nagorno-
Karabakh and its whole population, 
20	 OSCE,	 Office	 for	 Democratic	 Institutions	 and	 Human	
Rights, Republic of Armenia, presidential elections March 16 
and 30, 1998, Final Report, http://www.osce.org/documents/
odihr/1998/04/1215_en.pdf, p. 2, footnote, 2. See also Kamer 
Kasım,	“Causes	and	Consequences	of	the	Karabakh	Conflict”,	
Basic	 Principles	 for	 the	 Settlement	 of	 the	 Conflicts	 on	 the	
Territories of the GUAM States, 15-16 April 2008, Baku/
Azerbaijan.

including mutual obligations to en-
sure compliance by all the parties 
with the provisions of the settlement.  
These principles were accepted by all 
the participating states with the ex-
ception of Armenia. 21

The Minsk Group Co-Chairs pro-
posed a plan at the end of May 1997. 
As a package solution, it proposed 
the withdrawal of Armenian forces’ 
from Azerbaijani territories outside 
of Karabakh and Shusha within Kara-
bakh. According to the plan, OSCE 
forces would be stationed in these 
territories, and would be responsible 
for security of returning IDPs.22 One 
of the features of the proposal was the 
separation of the two key issues, the 
cessation of hostilities and the status 
of Karabakh. The OSCE Co-Chairs 
indicated that an agreement on one 
of the issues could be implemented 
without having reached agreement on 
the other.23 The Armenian President 
Ter-Petrosian deemed the proposal 
realistic, and Azerbaijan supported 
it on the condition of further discus-
sion; however the Karabakh adminis-
tration rejected it completely. 
21  OSCE 1996 Lisbon Summit Document, www.osce.org/
mc/39539, p. 15.

22	 Carol	 Migdalovitz,	 “Armenia-Azerbaijan	 Conflict”,	 CRS	
Issue Brief for Congress, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/
crs/ib92109.pdf, 8 August 2003, p. 8.

23  David Laitin and Ronald Grigor Suny, “Armenia and 
Azerbaijan: Thinking a way out of Karabakh”, Middle East 
Policy, Vol. 7, No. 1, October 1999, p. 164.  For the details 
of the proposal See Ali Abasov and Haroutiun Khachatrian, 
The	Karabakh	Conflict,	 Variants	 of	 Settlement:	Concepts	 and	
Reality, Baku/Yerevan 2006, http://www.ca-c.org/dataeng/
books/book-1/Abaso_Khachatrian.pdf., Appendix 17.  
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The OSCE Minsk Group made a 
second proposal in December 1997, 
which it called a ‘step by step’ ap-
proach. Under the terms of the plan, 
any Armenian forces located outside 
the frontiers of the Republic of Ar-
menia would withdraw behind those 
frontiers. The forces of the Nagorno-
Karabakh would withdraw behind 
the 1988 boundaries of the Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast, with 
the exception of the Lachin Dis-
trict.  It was proposed that after the 
withdrawal, a buffer zone would be 
drawn around the boundaries of the 
1988 borders of the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh and OSCE peacekeepers would 
be deployed. The status of Nagorno-
Karabakh, and the issues surrounding 
the Shusha, Lachin and Shaumyan 
districts, would be negotiated later 
on. Both Armenia and Azerbaijan ac-
cepted the proposal as the basis for 
further negotiations, but again, the 
Nagorno-Karabakh administration 
rejected it.24  

One of the basic problems during the 
process was the difference of opinion 
between Armenian President Ter-
Petrosian and Armenian hardliners. 
Nagorno-Karabakh’s unrealistic de-
mand for independence and disagree-
ments within Armenia exacerbated 
the problem. Ter-Petrosian resigned 
due to the pressure from diaspora and 
24  For the details of the proposal See Ali Abasov and Haroutiun 
Khachatrian,	 The	 Karabakh	 Conflict,	 Variants	 of	 Settlement:	
Concepts and Reality, Baku/Yerevan 2006, http://www.ca-c.org/
dataeng/books/book-1/Abaso_Khachatrian.pdf.,  Appendix 18.

diaspora supported groups in Arme-
nia in February 1998. Ter-Petrosian 
said that “It is not possible to main-
tain the status quo for a long period 
of time because neither the interna-
tional community nor Armenia’s eco-
nomic capabilities will permit it. To 
solve the question of Karabagh we 
have only one option, a compromise 
solution, which does not mean that 
one side is the victor and the other the 
loser;	it	does	mean	finding	an	agree-
ment based on what is possible when 
the	conflict	has	reached	maturity.”25 
Prime Minister Robert Kocharian be-
came president, and he rejected the 
proposal.

In November 1998, the OSCE Minsk 
Group made a ‘common state’ pro-
posal, which would give Nagorno-
Karabakh de-facto independence, 
and its own constitution, flag, seal 
and anthem. Nagorno-Karabakh 
would form its own legislative, ex-
ecutive and judicial authorities. The 
proposal even accorded it the right to 
establish direct external contacts with 
foreign states. This proposal was re-
jected by Azerbaijan on the grounds 
that it would violate its territorial in-
tegrity.26

25 Levon-Ter-Petrossian, “War or Peace? Time for 
Thoughtfulness”,http://khosq.com/hy/article/2009/08/06/
war_or_peace_time_for_thoughtfulness_by_levon_ter_
petrossian_1998.  

26   For the details of the proposal See Ali Abasov and Haroutiun 
Khachatrian,	 The	 Karabakh	 Conflict,	 Variants	 of	 Settlement:	
Concepts and Reality, Baku/Yerevan 2006, http://www.ca-c.org/
dataeng/books/book-1/Abaso_Khachatrian.pdf.,  Appendix 19.
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After the three unsuccessful propos-
als from the OSCE Minsk Group, the 
peace process shifted to direct ne-
gotiations between the Presidents of 
Azerbaijan and Armenia. Presidents 
Aliyev and Kocharian met in Paris in 
March 2001 and in Key-West, Flori-
da in April 2001. Press reports specu-
lated that the negotiations were based 
on territorial swap, whereby Arme-
nia would be connected to Kara-
bakh through the Lachin corridor, 
and Azerbaijan would be connected 
to Nakhichevan through the Megri 
corridor.  Nagorno-Karabakh would 
be within Azerbaijan, but with very 
broad autonomy.27 These talks did not 
produce results.  In 2004, the Prague 
process was started with the direct 
talks between the foreign ministers 
of Azerbaijan and Armenia. In 2005 
OSCE made another suggestion, 
based on the withdrawal of Arme-
nian forces from five out of the seven 
districts surrounding Karabakh, and 
a a referendum 10-15 years later to 
determine the status of Karabakh. 
In this proposal, five of the districts 
27  Ömer Engin Lütem, “The Karabakh Problem”, Ömer 
Engin Lütem (Ed.), The Armenian Question Basic Knowledge 
and Documentation, http://www.avim.org.tr/bilgibankasi/en/
index5_1_2.htm 

around Karabakh would be given to 
Azerbaijan. However, the resolution 
of the conflict would ultimately be 
postponed for 10-15 years.28 This at-
tempt also failed to yield results. 

One of the important steps in the 
peace process of the Nagorno-Kara-
bakh conflict was the implementa-
tion of the Madrid Principles, which 
were introduced at the OSCE Sum-
mit in Madrid in November 2007. 
After the G8 Summit in L’Aquila on 
July 10th 2009, US President Obama, 
Russian President Medvedev and 
French President Sarkozy made a 
joint statement about the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, and announced 
the basic principles: the return of 
the territories surrounding Nagorno-
Karabakh to Azerbaijani control; an 
interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh 
providing guarantees of security and 
self-governance; a corridor linking 
Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh; fu-
ture determination of the final legal 
status of Nagorno-Karabakh through 
a legally binding expression of will; 
the right of all internally displaced 
persons and refugees to return to 
their former places of residence; and 
international security guarantees that 
would include a peacekeeping op-
eration. The statement also indicated 
that the endorsement of these Basic 
Principles by Armenia and Azerbai-
jan would pave the way for the draft-
28  Ömer Engin Lütem, “The Karabakh Problem”, Ömer 
Engin Lütem (Ed.), The Armenian Question Basic Knowledge 
and Documentation, http://www.avim.org.tr/bilgibankasi/en/
index5_1_2.htm 

One of the important steps in 
the peace process of the Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict was the 
implementation of the Madrid 
Principles, which were intro-
duced at the OSCE Summit in 
Madrid in November 2007.
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ing of a comprehensive settlement to 
ensure a future of peace, stability, and 
prosperity for Armenia and Azerbai-
jan and the wider region.29

The Russian-Georgian war in Au-
gust 2008 also affected the Nagorno-
Karabakh peace process. The Rus-
sian intervention in the Georgian ter-
ritories brought harsh criticism from 
the West and damaged relations be-
tween Russia and the West. However, 
the conflict also demonstrated that 
the West was unwilling to get mili-
tarily involved to support its ally in 
a regional conflict. This might have 
an impact on Azerbaijan and Arme-
nia view Russia’s role in the region. 
At the same time, as discussed pre-
viously, the U.S. and the West, and 
even some members of the Armenian 
government, realized that it would 
be prudent to reduce Armenia’s de-
pendency on Russia, and to better 
integrate Armenia with the West. For 
this reason, the U.S. and the West en-
couraged the normalization of Turk-
ish-Armenian relations. However, in 
their approach they undermined the 
importance of the Nagorno-Karabakh 
problem and its central position in 
Azerbaijan’s foreign policy and Tur-
key-Armenia-Azerbaijan relations. 
Following the Russian-Georgian 
conflict, Russia wanted to recover its 
peacemaker role, inviting the Azer-
29  For Joint Statement of Minsk Co-Chairs see http://www.
osce.org/item/51152 ,  http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/joint-statement-nagorno-karabakh-conflict	

baijani and Armenian Presidents to 
discuss the Karabakh problem on 
November 2nd 2008. These talks 
produced the Moscow Declaration, 
which also referred to the Madrid 
Principles.30 Under the Moscow Dec-
laration, parties will try to solve the 
conflict on the basis of the norms and 
principles of international law, and of 
the decisions and documents adopted 
within that framework. This might be 
interpreted as confirmation that the 
conflict should be resolved based on 
the territorial integrity of Azerbaijan, 
since all the documents adopted by 
the UN, OSCE, Council of Europe 
and other organizations stressed a so-
lution based on the territorial integ-
rity of Azerbaijan. In Moscow talks 
there were also no representatives 
from the so-called “Nagorno-Kara-
bakh Republic”, which demonstrated 
that “Nagorno-Karabakh Republic” 
is not a party to the conflict.31 These 
are the positive elements of the Mos-
cow Declaration, along with its ref-
erence to the Madrid Principles. On 
the other hand, the Declaration’s 
commitment to the political solu-
tion disregards Azerbaijan’s warning 
that it will use military force to bring 
Nagorno-Karabakh under the control 
of the central government if negotia-
30	 	 Kamer	 Kasım,	 Soğuk	 Savaş	 Sonrası	 Kafkasya,	 Ankara:	
USAK	Yayınları,	2011,	pp.	40-41.

31 Fariz Ismailzade, “Moscow Declaration on Nagorno-
Karabakh: A View From Baku”, Turkish Policy Quarterly, 
Vol. 3, No. 3, 2008,  http://www.turkishpolicy.com/images/
stories/2008-03-tpq/fariz_ismailzade.pdf. 
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tions fail.32 The Moscow Declaration 
did not achieve any breakthrough in 
the peace process, but it was impor-
tant as a declaration agreed by the 
parties involved in the conflict.

Meetings between the two sides have 
continued since the Moscow Decla-
ration. In advance of the OSCE Sum-
mit in Astana (December 1-2 2010), a 
meeting was held in Astrakhan on Oc-
tober 27th 2010. The two sides agreed 
to maintain mutual trust in the mili-
tary sphere, to reinforce the cease-
fire, to bolster confidence-building 
measures for the exchange of prison-
ers of war, and to return the bodies 
of those killed. Despite the outcome 
of Astrakhan meeting, there was no 
breakthrough in the peace process at 
the OSCE Summit in Astana.33

An important meeting between presi-
dents of Azerbaijan, Armenia and 
Russia was held in Kazan on June 
24th 2011. After this meeting, Russia 
indicated that it might stop organiz-
ing talks between Azerbaijan and Ar-
menia; the failure of the meeting had 
disappointed President Medvedev. 
At the Kazan meeting, Azerbaijan 
and Armenia failed to agree on the 
32  Liz Fuller, “Moscow Declaration A Victiry for Armenia”, 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, http://www.rferl.org/content/
Moscow_Declaration_A_Victory_For_Armenia/1337592.html, 
3 November 2008. Liz Fuller, “Azerbaijan Floats Principles 
for Karabakh Peace Settlement”, Radio Free Europe/Radio 
Liberty, http://www.rferl.org/content/Azerbaijan_Floats_
Principles_For_Karabakh_Peace_Settlement_/1357686.html, 
9 December 2008.

33 See Gulshan Pashayeva and Nigar Göksel, The Interplay of 
the Approaches of Turkey, Russia and the United States to the 
conflict	 over	Nagorno-Karabakh,	 SAM	Review,	Baku	2011,	 p.	
21.

basic principles for ending the Kara-
bakh conflict as put forward by the 
OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs. The 
Kazan meeting was the ninth sum-
mit between Azerbaijan and Arme-
nia hosted by Russia in the past three 
years. Medvedev said that he would 
only organize another summit if both 
parties firmly expressed their readi-
ness to sign up to the principles of the 
settlement.34

Why has the peace process failed so 
far?

There have been difficulties in 
achieving results in the peace process 
for the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. 
The conflict began before Azerbaijan 
and Armenia gained their indepen-
dence. After their independence, the 
conflict became a regional issue, and 
a ceasefire was signed in 1994. At the 
time of the ceasefire not only Nago-
rno-Karabakh but also the surround-
ing seven districts of Azerbaijan were 
under occupation. The protection of 
Azerbaijan’s territorial integrity is 
the heart of the Nagorno-Karabakh 
problem. Another important issue for 
Azerbaijan is the return of the IDPs 
to the territories currently under oc-
cupation. The Azerbaijani position 
is that Nagorno-Karabakh is a part 
of Azerbaijan. Thus if a referendum 
conducted on the status of the Nago-
rno-Karabakh, it will be held to de-
34 “Russia’s Medvedev Frustrated with Karabakh Impass”, 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, http://www.rferl.org/content/
russia_medvedev_frustrated_karabakh_impasse/24248417.
html, 27 June 2011.
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cide the degree of autonomy within 
Azerbaijan. On the other hand, Arme-
nia has asked for Nagorno-Karabakh 
to be accepted as a sovereign entity, 
separate from Azerbaijan, and has 
demanded a referendum, offering the 
option of separation from Azerbai-
jan. The Armenian side also intends 
to keep the occupied territories sur-
rounding Karabakh, as a bargaining 
chip with Azerbaijan on the status of 
the Nagorno-Karabakh.35 

Since there are so many disagree-
ments and so many issues to be re-
solved, it is difficult to reach a break-
through in the peace process. This re-
quires extremely skillful diplomacy 
and mediation efforts and also some 
degree of pressure on the parties to 
the conflict. In the case of the Nago-
rno-Karabakh conflict, more pressure 
should be put on Armenia, since Na-
gorno-Karabakh and seven districts 
are under the Armenian occupation. 
However, one of the problems and 
contributing factors to the failure of 
mediation in the Karabakh conflict is 
the behavior of the mediators. There 
are suspicions about their motives and 
incentives. The competing agendas 
of the mediators were also problem-
atic. Mediators’ attempts to limit the 
roles of other mediators contributed 
to the failure of the mediation.36 Rus-
35  Gulshan Pashayeva and Nigar Göksel, The Interplay of 
the Approaches of Turkey, Russia and the United States to the 
conflict	over	Nagorno-Karabakh,	SAM	Review,	Baku,	2011,	pp.	
22-23.

36   Michael J. Baranick and Samuel Schwabe, “In Pursuit 
of Peace in Nagorno-Karabakh”, The Cornwallis Group XI: 
Analysis for Civil-Military Transitions, pp. 321-322.

sia’s alleged impartiality was particu-
larly suspicious. On many occasions, 
Russia supported the Armenian side. 
This created suspicion about Russian 
intentions when Russia tried to take 
an active role in the Azerbaijani side. 
This also reduced the effectiveness of 
the OSCE Minsk Group, since Russia 
is one of the co-chairs.37 The OSCE 
Minsk Group Co-Chairs’ position on 
the resolution adopted in the 62nd ses-
sion of the UN General Assembly on 
March 14th 2008 also disappointed 
Azerbaijan. The resolution supports 
the territorial integrity of Azerbaijan 
within its internationally recognized 
borders and demands the withdrawal 
of all Armenian forces from the oc-
cupied territories of Azerbaijan. The 
resolution confirms the right of the 
population expelled from the occu-
pied territories of Azerbaijan to re-
turn to their homes.38 

Conclusion

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is 
one of the world’s “frozen conflicts”, 
and it has the potential to turn into re-
gional war. The stalemate and failure 
of the mediation has been perceived 
by Azerbaijan as a consequence of 
37  For the Third Party Mediation in the Nagorno-Karabakh 
conflict	see	Bahar	Başer,	“Third	Party	Mediation	in	Nagorno-
Karabakh: Part of the Cure or Part of the Disease”, Journal 
of Central Asia and Caucasus Research, Vol. 3, No. 5, 2008, 
pp. 86-114.

38  OSCE Co-Chairs did not support the resolution. Look for 
details of the issue, http://www.azerbaijan.az/_News/_news_e.
html?lang=en&did=2008-03-15.	 Fuad	 Axundov,	 Co-Chairs	
Against Azerbaijan, the UN General Assembly Against Co-
Chairs, Region Plus, No. 7, (51), 1 April 2008, pp.8-12.
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an Armenian strategy to make the 
occupation permanent. In the case 
diplomatic means being exhausted, 
Azerbaijan is retaining the option of 
military force to regain the occupied 
territories. The Russian-Georgian 
conflict of August 2008 indicated the 
danger of frozen conflicts for region-
al as well as international stability. 

The current stalemate is disadvanta-
geous for both Azerbaijan and Ar-
menia. Azerbaijan has the problem 
of IDPs, and the Nagorno-Karabakh 
problem is consuming the time and 
energy of foreign policy makers, 
which could be used in other ar-
eas. Moreover, the continuing oc-
cupation, despite the decisions of 
international organizations, creates 
frustration among the population of 
Azerbaijan.  For the Armenian side, 
it might be argued that military vic-
tory has not provided economic and 
political stability, and has not lead to 
the international recognition of the 
occupation. Armenia has become to-
tally dependent on Russia as a conse-
quence of the frozen conflict, which 
is damaging to its sovereignty. As an 
enclave inside Azerbaijan, Nagorno-
Karabakh has no borders with any 
state, and for this reason, it is impos-
sible for Nagorno-Karabakh to be 
granted independent status. 

The arguments about Armenian ‘mil-
itary success’ and ‘the results of war’ 
might be perceived by the Azerbai-

jani side as an indication that mili-
tary force is the only way to solve the 
problem.39 For this reason, if diplo-
matic means has still a chance to be 
successful in solving the Karabakh 
conflict, it is not helpful to repeat ex-
pressions like ‘military success’ and 
‘reality of war’. It is possible to cre-
ate regional integration in the Cau-
casus. The “frozen conflicts” are the 
major obstacles to efforts to construct 
regional peace and stability. The res-
olution of the Nagorno-Karabakh 
conflict will open the way for the ma-
jor integration between Europe and 
Central Asia, and the Caucasus will 
benefit from this through increased 
economic and political stability.  On 
the other hand, prolonging the status 
quo blocks any kind of integration 
and sustains the potential for another 
destructive war in the Caucasus.

39  Ali Abasov and Haroutiun Khachatrian, The Karabakh 
Conflict,	 Variants	 of	 Settlement:	 Concepts	 and	 Reality,	 Baku/
Yerevan 2006, http://www.ca-c.org/dataeng/books/book-1/
Abaso_Khachatrian.pdf., p. 42

The current stalemate is disad-
vantageous for both Azerbaijan 
and Armenia. 


