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ln this second, revised edition structural changes are introduced and the
framework of the questions under discussion is widened as compared with the
first edition of 1999. The attention is focused on the reasons of forcibly
attachment of Karabakh to Azerbaijan, to a state, which did not exist in history as
a state until 'l 918, and which was a violation of self-determination right of
Karabakh Armenians. The author emphasized the importance of new approaches
to the resolution of Karabakh conflict taking into account new political, military and
legal realities. lt also underlines the lawful right of this ancient Armenian native
land for union with motherland Armenia or for state independence.

ln a special chapter the author reviewed and evaluated several variants of the
Karabakh conflict resolution, proposed by different international organizations,
policy makers or scholars, including the last suggestions made in the framework
of the OSCE Minsk group.
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Location
Emergence
Territory
Population
Capital
Status
Head of State
Governmental form
Legislative body
Administrative division

Official Language
Religion
Gurrency
Frontiers

NAGORNO-KARABAKH REPUBLIC
(ARTZAKH)

North-Eastern area of the Armenian Highland
September 2,1991

4,400 sq. km

. 160,000
Stepanakert (55,000)

De facto indePendent state
President

Presidential RePublic
National AssemblY

5 provinces - Askeran, Hadrut, Mardakert'
Martuni, StePanakert,

2 cities - StePanakert, Shushi
Armenian

Christianity, Armenian Apostolic Church
Armenian Dram

Armenia, lran, Azerbaijan

Map of Nagorno-Karabakh Republic (Artsakh)



INTRODUCTION

THB FIRST ETHNOPOLITICAL CONFLICT
II{ TTIE EX-SOVIET SPACE

One of the prevalent features of the contemporary world is the

phcnomenon of ethnic and ethnopolitical conflicts. These conflicts had

intcnsified with the demise of colonialism in Asia, Africa and Latin
America, with the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet
lJnion and Yugoslavia. Many nations and ethnic groups were involved in
thcse processes and numerous centers of ethnopolitical conflicts emerged

tlrroughout the world. American professor Ted Robert Gurr, summarizing
tlrc rcsults of his long-term research on "Minorities at Risk project", has

concluded that a total of 233 sizable ethnic groups, which had been

targets of discrimination and/or were organized for the purpose of
political assertiveness, have already or may become active in
cthnopolitical conflictsr. His opinion is shared by Barbara Harft'.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union Transcaucasia became one of
tlrr: dangerous zones of the ethnopolitical conflicts and they are among
"tl:ose on which global attention has been fixated in recent years"3. The

wcll known Transcaucasian ethnopolitcal conflicts are composed of
N a gorn o-Karabakh, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

Most researchers and scholars dealing with this area's conflicts
t:onccntrated their attention first of all on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

| { irrrr''l'., Peoples Against the States. Ethnopolitical Conflict and the Changing World
Systcrn. International Studies Quarterly, 1994, No 38, p. 349.
'' ( irrrr'l'., Flarff B., Ethnic Contlict in World Politics, Westview Press, Boulder, San

lrlirrrcisoo, Oxford, p. 5.
I ( itrrr'l'.. Pcoples Against the States, p. 363.

Among these researchers are M. Halperin and D. Scheffera, P. Goble5, J.

Nicholt, N. Fraser, K. Hipel, J. Jaworsky and R. Zrljan7, R. Lapidoths,
Sh. Avinerie, T. Gurr, B. Harff, C. Migdalovitzt},E.Herzigtt and many
others.

For these scholars the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was, without
question, the first ethnopolitical conflict in the former Soviet Union. J.

Nichol stated that "The first regional ethnic conflict started in 1988 in
Nagomo-Karabal<h"t2. The same idea is expressed by T. Gun who noted
that "The Cold War was not yet over in 1987, but was winding down: the
first distinctively post-Cold War ethnic conflict began the followingyear
in Nagomo-Karabakh"13. English researcher E.Herzig, on examining the
struggle for independence in Transcaucasia, noted that "The start of the
process can be dated to February 1988, when the regional council
(Soviet) of Karabakh voted to transfer from Azerbaijan to Armenia,
posing the first major nationalist challenge to Gorbachev's policies"ra.

A group of the American researchers - Fraser N., Hipel K., Jaworski

a Halperin M., Scheffer D., with Small P., Self--Determination in the New World Order,
Washington DC, 1992.
5 Goble P., Coping with the Nagomo-Karabakh Crisis, The Flethchers Forum of World
Affairs, vol. Vi, Summer, 1992.
6 CRS Issu" Brief. Transcaicasus Newly Independent States: Political Developments and

Implications for U. S. Interests. Updated August l7 , 1995. By Jim Nichol. Foreign Affairs
and National Defense Division. Congressional Research Service. The Library of
Congress, Washington, DC, 1995.
7 Fraser N, Hipel K., Jaworsky J., Zuljan R., A Conflict Analysis of Armenian-
Azerbaijani Dispute, Joumal of Conflict Resolution, vol. IV, No 4, December 1990.
8 Lapidoth R., Autonomy: Potential and Limitations, Intemationai Journal of Group
Rights, 00: l*21,1993.
e Avineri Sh., Comments on Nationalism and Democracy, Nationalism, Ethnic Conflict
and Democracy, Edited by Diamond L. and Plattner M. The John Hopkins University
Press, Baltimor and London, 1994.
r0 CRS Isue Brief. Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict, Updated August 17 , 1995 by Carol
Migdalovitz, Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research

Service, The Library of Congress, Washington, DC, 1995.
rr Herzig E., The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, London, 1999.
12 Nichol J., Transcaucasus Newly Independent States, p. 7.
r3 Gurr T., Peoples Against the States, p. 353.
ta Herzig E., The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, p. 1 1.



.1., irrrcl Zuljan R. in their work had a special chapter, headed "A Short

llistory of the Conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh". ln it, they stated that at

tlrc cnd of 1980s and beginning of 1990s, there had been dramatic

outbursts of nationalists unrest within the Soviet Union. They noted that
"Most disturbances have taken place in the non-Russian republics,

Iocated along the periphery of the USSR"r5. On continuing their analysis,

the American authors had indicated, that "Of pafticular interest are the

rnassive demonstrations and violent clashes in the Transcaucasian

republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia), where the most dramatic

contlict has centered around the-long standing territorial dispute between

the Armenians.and Azerbaijanis over the political, socioeconomic, and

oultural future of an area called Nagorno-Karabakh, an autonomous

oblast falling entirely within the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic and

populated pt"do*inuntly by ethnic Armenians" I 6.

These researchers usually underline the impact of the Karabakh

liberation movement on the ethnic processes within the Soviet Union. J.

Nichol wrote that the Karabakh conflict was followed by the conflicts in
Gcorgia: "The second started in December 1990 in South Ossetia,

Ccorlia, while the third started in August 1992 in Abl,hazia, Georgia"l7.

Ethnic clashes in the Central Asian republics and other parts of the

lbnner Soviet Union also took place. And we have to agree with E.

llerzig, that "the Karabakh issue was the cataiyst for the emergence of
mass national movement"l8. An interesting idea was expressed by the
(icrman professor of the Hamburg university Otto Luchterhandt, who
carefully examining this question, came to the conclusion that "The

Annenian ethnic group in Nagorno-Karabakh was, and that also deserves

to be noted, one of the first to make public its unsatisfied, insulted
national concefn and made its demands for political revision. Its action

was an essential contribution to the initiation of that plocess which led to

the dissolution of the Soviet Union three years latef'le.

rs liraser N. and others, Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict, p. 655.
rn lbid.
It Nichol J., Transcaucasus Newly Independent States, p. 6.
r8 Herzig E., The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, p. 11'
r') Luchterhandt O., Nagorny Karabakh's Right to State Independence According to

lrrtcrnational Law, Boston, 1993, p. 69.

TlTe Nagorno-Karabakh liberation movement had influenced
different countries, particularly in the Eastern Europe. As has mentioned
the American researcher J. Nichol, "The ongoing Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict has raised ethnic consciousness" among the peoples20. Paul
Goble goes much further, when he states that "More than any other
problem in the post-soviet space, the fighting around Nagorno-Karabakh
threatens to involve not only regional powers but more distant countries

, ,,,2 1

as well
All ethnopolitical conflicts were going under the banner of self-
determination. Although there are some basic similarities between them,
nevertheless, each conflict has to be defined by its own or unique
characteristics. American specialists on self-determination issues, authors
of a very interesting book - "Self-Determination in the New World
Order", are quite right, in stating that "Self-determination movements are

decidedly not all alike or even similar to each other"z2. They believe that
in our changing world a new, modern approach to the problems of self-
determination movement and ethnopolitical conflict is necessary: "The
international community must respond to this greater complexity not by
simply resisting self-determination claims, but by adopting a framework
for distinguishing among them and assessing their legitimacy"23. M.
Halperin and D. Scheffer considered that "as a first step toward a modem
approach, governments must adopt a broader and less alarmist view of
self-determination"2a. These scholars accept that the ethnopolitical
conflicts and self--determination movements, including that of in
Nagorno-Karabakh, have their ethnic, political or cultural background.
They are powerful lactors which are not only irnpossible to ignore, but
must be taken into account. And M. Halperin and D. Scheffer had

formulated the following principles, which constitute the basis for the

modem approach to the problem of self-determination and ethnopolitical
conflicts. According to their opinion, new approach "may be based on

to Nichol J., Transcaucasus Newly lndependent States, p. 6.
2r Goble P., Coping with the Nagorno-'Karabakh Crisis, p. 19.
22 Halperin M., Scheffer D., Sclf-Detennination in the New Wolld Order, p. 46.
2r rbid, p. 48.
2a rbid, p. 46.



ethnic, geographic, historical or economic factors"25. Territorial and
religious factors should be added to this list too.
The new approach and the above mentioned factors, naturally, open new
horizons and non-standard possibilities for the resolution of
ethnopolitical conflicts on the base of self-determination right, including
in the form of secession, as in the case of Karabakh.

" Ibid, p.49

CHAPTER ONE

GEOGRAPHIC, ETHNOCULTURAL AND HISTORICAL
FACTORS OF NAGORNO_KARABAKH
SELF_DETERMINATION MOVEMENT

The scientific explanation of the background of self*determination
movernent in Nagomo-Karabal<h requires a clear and objective
understanding of its historical, geographic, ethnic, religious, cultural,
political and territorial factors. without examination of these factors it is
impossible to adopt realistic policy for resolution of the Nagomo-
Karabakh conflict and to take a fair attitude towards it. we must bear in
mind, as states T. Gurr, that "contemporary conflicts between ethnic
groups and states are apart ofthe heritage oflarge historical processes"26.

Nume of the Areu as One of the Factors
of Ethnic Belonging

The area of Nagorno-Karabakh was known to the ancient and
medieval world by various names. In the urartian cuneiforms, this region
was called urtekhe*Urtekheni, which manifests an obvious similarity to
the traditional Armenian name for the area-Artzal<h27 .

In ancient Greek historical sources, the area was called orkhistena28,
again deriving from the Armenian "Artzal<h". The name Artzal<h and its
variations were widely known at that time.

26 Gur T., Hartf B., Ethnic Conflicts in World politic, p. 15
'' Kapantzian G.. Chctto-Armenica, Yerevan, 193 1, p. 104.
2E Strabo. Ceography. IV, Xl, XI.
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The area had also other names - Tsavdek, after the name of the

ccnter of the princedom of Tsavdek, and Khachen, after a fortress of the

same name. Khachen was a comrnon name in the X-XII cenfuries. As
rnentioned the XIII century Armenian historian Vardan, "Artzakh is now
Khachen"2e. Khachen originated from the Armenian word "Khach",
which means "Cross". It reflects the fact that the inhabitants of the region
werc Christian Armenians.

Medieval historical sources also mentioned the area as "Little
Siunik", which was one of the Armenian regions, and "Little (Minor)

Amenia"3o.
The name "Karabakh" was first recorded in two sources of XIV

century - Qartlis Tzkhoweba ("The Georgian Chronicle") and in a work
by the Persian historian Hamd-Allah Mustafwi of Qanvin3r. According
to the Persian tradition, this region was divided into two parts: "Plain, "
which was called Bagh-i Safid ("White Garden"), and "Mountainous, "
called Bagh-i Siyah ("Black Garden"). The latter was translated directly
by Turks as Karabakh ("Black Garden").

The Armenians call this parl of the region Lernayin Karabakh or
Mountainous Karabakh. The name Nagorny Karabakh is a combination
of Russian "Mountainous" (Nagomy) with the Turkish Karabakh ("Black
Garden"), or Mountainous Black Garden. The Armenians still adhere to
their ancient traditional name - Artzal<h.

Geographical Factor

Artzal<h had always been an integral part of Armenia. It is located on
the right bank of the Kura River, which was the geographical and state

border between Armenia and Caucasian Albania. All ancient historical
sources - not only Armenian, but Greek and Roman sources as well -
confirm this reality.

2e Vardan, Geography, Paris, 1960, p. i 1 (in Annenian).
30tdrEnfi Kapa6ax. l1rcrEwsecKa.rr cIpaBKa, i988, c. 8
' I atDKe.

A reliable source of the VII century, Ashkharatzuitz, ("Geography")
confirms that Artzakh according to the administrative division of
Armenia was its X province, which consisted of 12 gavars (small
regions.). Strabo called Artzak,h a "Province of Armenia". Other sources,
including Strabo, Pliny the Elder, Claudius Ptolemy, Plutarch and others,
indicated that it occupied the Eastem side of Armenia32.

Hans Schiltberger, a German voyager, who in the XV century had
been in Karabakh, stated that "Karabakh is located in Armenia"33.

Arlzakh is a mountainous land with difficult access. P. Goble
mentions that "another geographic feature compounding Nagorno-
Karabakh's ethnic troubles is the fact that the headwaters of one of the
most important tributaries of the river that flows through Baku, the
capital of Azerbaijan is located there. Consequently, the group that
controls Karabakh will have powerful leverage at the center of the
Azerbaljan"3o. This is an important remark, indicating the reasons of the
latent aspirations of the Azerbaljani powers to keep by all means the
Nagorno-Karabakh under their domination.

Population and the Demographic Factor

The natives of Artzakh have been Armenians from the immemorial
times. They are of the same ethnicity, religion-Christianity, cultural
heritage and speak the same language, as the people in all other parts of
Armenia. The dominant language in this Armenian province is Armenian,
a branch of the Indo-European linguistic family. At the beginning of IV
century, the Armenians of Artzakh, as those of other parts of Armenia,
adopted Christianity, when in 301 it, firstly in the world, was officially
declared state religion in whole Armenia.

32 Tarc<e, c. 9.
t3 l'lorau lllrr,rrr6eprep. Ilperueclnrre uo Eeporre, ABul lr Arppune c 135-1 no 1427r.,
IrepeBoA co crapolrelrer(xolo (D. Ii. Bp1'ua. l{e11nrlrrc, peAaxqurr r,r rlprrNrcrra]rrl anall.
AH Aeep6aiinliarrcnoii C(lP 3. X.{. Eyrlurroea, Bany, 198"1, c.67. []u. Ilaropusrii
Iiapa6ax, c. 17.

'o Gobl" P., Coping with the Nagomo-Karabakl Crisis, p. 19.
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The ethnic composition of this province has not changed

significantly throughout the centuries. Some changes occurred in the

XVI-XVIil centuries, when various Turkish and Kurdish tribes
penetrated the Arlzakh province. They included Turkish tribes djevanshir,

demirchi-ghasanli, djinli, shahsevans, kengerlu, Kurdish ashirats

Iginnidorl ("Twenty four"), Otuz iki ("Thirty two"), etc. Those tribes and

tribal unions, which came from Central Asia, Asia Minor and other

Eastern territories, did not impact significantly on the demographic
situation of Artzakh, which represented at that time a federation of Five
Annenian Melikutiuns (princedoms). The situation had changed,

however, by XVIII century, when those tribes had gradually strengthened

their positions, having even established their own local khans in some

parts of Artzal<h. It was, however, the maximum, they could reach. They
did not succeed in placing the province under their control and the

Armenian Meliks (feudal lords, princes) of Karabakh continued their
struggle for liberty and kept their comparative independence, successfully

struggling against the Turkish and Persian invasions.
Despite some changes in the ethnic composition and demographic

situation of Karabakh, 95yo of the population of the province at the

beginning of the XX century were Armenians, and only five percent from
Muslim tribes. Before the First World War in 1914,206,768 Armenians
were living in Karabakh. There were 224 Armenian villages, 222 acting
churches with 188 clergy members3t. And it is quite natural, because the

Annenians were and are the only native people of the province.

The Armenians were not the newcomers to Karabakh. The

newcomers were a conglomeration of Muslim nomadic tribes, who had

not common ethnonym. Only afterwards, in the XX cenfury, they were

called at first "Caucasian Tartars", and then "Azerbaijanis". o'Armenia, -
states Paul Goble, - is an ancient nation which was fully consolidated at

least 2,300 years ago. Azerbarjanis did not exist as a separate people until
this century (XX century - N. H.), before which they were simply part of
the Turco-Persian wotld"36.

35 [la.opttotr'r Fiapa6a-r. llcropnuectial clparna, c. 19.
rt' Coble P., Coping r.vith the Nagomo-Karabakh Crisis, p. 19

ln this case the ethnic dimension, essential to the theory of M.
Halperin and D" Scheffer about the new approaches to the problem of self-
determination, works against the Azerbaijanis' territorial clairns towards
Karabakh and is working in favor of the Nagomo-Karabakh Armenians for
their self-determination right in the form of secession from Azerbaijan.

Aistury or Historical Fuctor

Artzakh, as it was mentioned, had always been an integral part of
Armenia, part of various Armenian kingdoms (Yervandits, Arlashids,
Arshakids, Bagratids, etc.).

When in 387 AD Armenia was divided between iran and the
Byzantine Empire, Artzaldt had appeared in the zone of Persian
influence. After the liquidation of the Armenian Kingdom in 428,
Artzath was included by the Persian powers into the Albanian Kingdom,
which was under the Persia's domination. This political-administrative
division existed until469, when that Kingdom also was liquidated by the
Persians as the Armenian kingdom of Arshakids, and became one of
Persia's provinces under the narne "Albania". Atl;zalrh remained a part of
that province.

During the subsequent centuries, many changes took place in the
political destiny af Artzakh, as well as the whole Armenia, which was
connected with the foreign invasions, in parlicular the invasions of
various Turkish tribes since the XI century (Seljuks, Oghuzes, etc.).

During the late Middle Ages, in XVII*XVIII centuries,
Transcaucasia and the Middle East tumed into an arena of bloodshed
struggle between the Persian and Ottoman Empires. The central parts of
Armenia fell under the yoke of Persia and Turkey, while the Karabakh
meliks (princes) succeeded in preserving their comparative independent
status. Artzal<h, due to its heroic struggle throughout centuries and
determination to preserve its ethnic identity and freedom, becarne a
stronghold of the liberation movements of Armenians against the'Persian
and Turkish domination.

On 24 October, 1813, following the Russian-Persian War, 1804-
1813, Russia and Persia had concluded the Gulistan Treaty. According to

14 l5



thc clauses of that Treaty, some teritories, as Daghestan, Georgia,

Abkhazia, the provinces of Gyanja, Baku, Shaki Shirvan etc.' we-r,e

incorporated from the Persian domination into the Russian Empire37.

Some provinces of Eastern Armenia, 3s Karabakh and Shirak, also were

incorporated into the Russian Empire-r8. Other parls of Eastern Armenia,
the provinces of Yerevan and Nakhichevan, were under the Turkmenchai
'l'rcaty, united with Russia after the Russian-Persian War, 1826-18283e.

So, as a result of the two Russian-Persian wars the Eastern Armenia,

consisting of Karabakh, Yerevan and Nakhichevan provinces, together

with the other parts of Transcaucasia, had appeared within the Russian

Ilmpire.
The administrative division of Transcaucasia within the Russian

Empire had changed many times, until the mid-XIX century, when on

December 9, 186J, the Russian Government divided Transcaucasia into
five provinces (guberniya) - Kutaisi, Tiflis, Yerevan, Yelizavetopol and

Ilaku. A part of Eastem Armenia was included in the Yerevan Province,

which consisted of the Yerevan and Nakhijevan regions (uezfu), while
the other parts were incorporated into the Provinces of Yelizavetopol and

Tiflis. Most of the Nagomo-Karabakh tenitories were included in the

Yel izavetopol Province.
This administrative division remained in force until the collapse of

the Russian Empire in 1917.
So it is obvious that Artzakh from the earliest times up to 1918'

despite the different foreign dominations and aggressions, remained a

part of Armenia and this reality was never contested by any state,

organization, power or unbiased specialists. And we can conclude, that

the historical, ethnic, religious, linguistic, cultural and political factors

testify that Karabakh is an ancient Armenian territory, while the different
Muslim, among them Turkish, tribes had appeared in the Transcaucasian

and Middle Eastern tenitories much later and could not change the

dernographic composition of the Armenian Karabakh and its Armenian
territorial, ethnic, religious, linguistic and other characteristics.

t','["rtrrontr,"tr.recrurii ctroeapr, r. I, Nlocttna, l9ti0, c. 417.

l:I\t t{te.
te'l'r,r ,*". r. Ill. \locriBa, 1964, c. il80.

CHAPTER TWO

EMERGENCE OF THE KARABAKH ISSUE

The Azerbaijan's Territorial CIuims

The.breakup of the Russian Empire in l9l7 evoked radical changes
not only in the state regime, governmental system and powet, but also'in
the administrative division of Russia. It had catapulted a strong
movement among the non-Russian nations to create their independeni
states. And the Bolshevik government, headed by v. Lenin, was not
capable of preventing those processes. on the ruins of the Russian
Empire after all there were formed several independent states-ukraine,
Byelorussia, three Baltic states-L,atvia, Lithvania and Estonia, three
republ ics in Trans caucasia- Georgi a, Azerbaij an and Armenia.

Georgia had declared its independence on May 26, Azerbaijan on
May 27 (28) and Armenia on May 28, l9lg.

If deciarations of independence by Georgia and Armenia were quite
natural, which meant the restoration of the Armenian and Georgian old
statehoods, that ihey lost during the centuries as a result of foreign
invasions and aggressions, in the case of Azerbaijan the situation was
quite different.

In history never had been any state under the name of ,,Azerbaijan',.
It- appeared on the political rnap as an independent state only in May
1918. By saying that, we do not mean to reject the right of the people of
that province, consisting mainly of different Turkish and non-Turkish
nomadic tribes, to have their own state. No, we consider that they had full
right to realize their self-determination right through making their
independent state. Though it is necessary for the sake of historical truth to

a
ql
s
Oa
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statc that Turkey had played non-secondary role in the making of the

sccond Turkish state in the Transcaucasian-Middle Eastern geopolitical

rcgion. The leadership of Turkey was sure that the making of a new

'f'rirfcisn state will strengthen their position and political influence in

(laucasus and pave a way for realization of their pan-Turkic programs'

Theemerg"n."ofAzerbaijanistatehadchangedthepolitical
configuration of Trurru"aucasia and became a source of political and

tcrrit&ial disputes, quarrels and even clashes between Azerbaijan and its

n"rgnUor, - 
^Armenia, 

as well as Georgia' The main reason was in

lz]rbailanl,s territorial claims first of all to Armenia, as well as to

Georgia. Azerba1an, being a new and young state, had not. yet correctly

Jesigi"O state boiders and tried to use all means to enlarge its territory at

the Jxpense of annexation of its neighbor countries' territories.

Azerbaijan pretended to Kakhi, zaqatala,Marneuli and other regions

of Georgia, tut mainly focused on Armenian territories of Nakhijhevan,

Zangentr and Karabakh.
ihus Karabakh became an object of dispute between Armenia and

Azerbaijan, though Azetbaiian, as it had been indicated' had not any

historical, ethnic,leligious, cultural and political right for it'

The researchers paid attention to the fact that the turning of

Karabakh into disputable issue was connected mainly with the emergence

of Azerbaijani state in 1918 and its aggressive policy towards Armenia.

In August, 1995, the USA Congress Library's Congressional

Research Service and its Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division

had published a material - "Armeni a-Azerbaiian conflict", prepared by

Caroi Vtigd alovitz, where it was written that "Both Armenia and

Azerbaijanclaimed Karabakh when they became independent in 1918"40'

It means that until the emergence of Azerbaijani state no power or state in

the world challenged Karabikh's being an integral part of Armenia.

Another very important source is the work 'Nagorno-Karabakh'

WorkingPaper",preparedbytheHumanRightsAdvocates-whichhas
Consultative status wlth the iconomic and Social Council of the United

ao CRS I.sue Brief. Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict. Updated August l'7,1955. By Carol

fr4igd"louitr. Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division. Congressional Research

Seri,ice. The Library of Congress, Washington, 1955,p'2'
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Nations, was stated that "Nagorno-Karabakh (Mountainous Karabakh)
and the larger surrounding lowlands have been part of the Armenian
homeland for more than two millennia. Azerbaljan claimed the region for
the first time when it emerged as an independent state in 1918"4r. This
document as a Working Paper was submitted to the United Nations
Economic and Social Council and the Commission on Human Rights at
the beginningof 1994.

Doctor of Laws, ex-Russian Ambassador to Armenia V. Stupishin in
his book "Karabakh Conflict. 1992-1994", investigating the roots of it,
also came to the conclusion that the origin of the Karabakh issue was
directly connected with the establishment of the Azerbaijani Republic and
the pan-Turkic aspirationsa2.

There are many other scholars who also share this point of view,
among them the Arab historians Fuad Hasan Hafrz, Marwan al-
Mudawar, Samir Arbash, Salih Zahr ad-Din, etc. Particularly, the latter
published a book in Arabic under the headline "The Karabakh's Position
in the Armenian-Azerbaljani Conflict", where he stated that "The
Armenians had been in this region more than 2000 years"a3. He noted that
Karabakh as an integral part of Armenia had always played an important
role in the history, policy and culture of Armenia, indicating that the first
Armenian school, as well as the first Armenian library after the invention
of Armenian alphabet by Mesrop Mashtots in 405, was opened in
Karabakha. So, according to this Arab author, the Azerbarjani claim to
Karabakh was groundless.

But the most important was the position of the Karabakh Armenians,
whom, after all, belonged the only legitimate right to decide the future of
their region and its destiny.

4' Human Rights Advocates. In Consultative Status with the Economic and Social Council
of the United Nations. Nagomo-Karabakh. Working Paper Submitted to the United
Nations Economic and Social Council. Commission on Human Rights, Geneva, 1994,p.
2.
o'Ct;'rrr-"r, 8., Kapa6axcnlrri nontp.nurcr. 1992-1994, Mocnna, 1998, c. 20.

" Salih Zahr-ad-Din, Mawkif Karabakh fq sira' al- Armani al-Azerbaijani, Beirut, 1993,
p. 3. (Position of Karabakh in Armenian-Azerbaijani Conflict), in Arabic.
44 Ibid.
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So when the Azerbaijani govemment declared in 1918 the

incorporation of Karabakh in Azerbaijan, which was established recently,

the Armenians of Karabakh from the start unanimously and decidedly

rejected the Azerbaijani claims, permanently declaring that they never

had been under the Azerbaijani domination and never would agree with
the Azeri demands, which they called colonial.

In new circumstances the Armenians of Karabakh took necessary

steps to defend their rights. On July 22, l9l8 the First congress of the

Karabakh Armenians was convened. It was a representative body, elected

by the people of all regions of Karabakh. ln its Resolution it was

declared: "The Congress unanimously decides that Karabakh consists of a
part of the Araratian (i. e. Armenian - N. H.) Republic though it is cut off
-her, 

but will try to establish ties and reunite"45.

The Congress had elected National Council and People's

Government of Karabakh, giving them all plenipotentiaries to rule

Karabakh as an independent state until its union with Armenia.
In 1918-1920 the Armenian congress of Karabakh had been

convened several times. It and National Council had become

permanently acting governmental high bodies of Karabakh. The

congress always rejected the Azerbaijani claims to Karabakh and

always expressed the political will of the Armenian population of
Karabakh to unite with Armenia.

Interference of Turkey

Newly established Azerbaijan at first attempted to realize its

aggressive and expansionist plans with the help of Turkey. The offensive

of Turkish troops began in early 1918, after the withdrawal of the Russian

troops. From that time the Musavat govemment of Azerbaijan received

large scale political, and military support from Turkey, including the

as h21utu01ru0 b., Lbn0urlfr6 tuprupur4. 1917-1920, bpt tu0, 1999'12 174: -
(lshkhanyan Ye., Nagomo-Karabakh. 1917-1920, Yerevan, 1999'p. 17\, (in Armenian).

Ye. Ishkhanyan was one of the Karabakh leaders, heading the works of the Armenian

Congress and National Council ofKarabakh.
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claims of Azerbaijan to Armenian territories of Karabakh, zangentr and
Nakhijevan.

The commander of the Turkish troops in Trancaucasia Nuri-pasha,
in support of the Azerbai.iani claim, demanded the National council of
Karabakh, in a form of ultimatum, to satisfy the Azerbaijani claims. on
September 6, 1918 the Second congress of the Armenians of Karabakh
was convened to discuss the new situation aroused with the Turkish
ultimatum to Armenians. The second congress unanimously rejected the
Azeri-Turkish ultimatum confirming once more its determination to unite
with Armenia.

But Turkey and its "young" ally Azerbaijan did not want to retire and
give up their aggressive intention. Turkey, using of favorable
international situation in Transcaucasia for realization its politicai-
strategic plans, introduced its troops to Baku on September 15, 191g,
which turned into a tragedy for the Armenians of Baku. The Turkish
troops, with great experience in implementation of genocide of
Armenians in 1915, started massacre of Armenians in capital city of
Azerbarlan - Baku. About 30 thousands of Armenians became victims of
that massacres, hundreds of Armenian villages in Elizavetopol and Baku
provinces were turned into ruins. on carrying out the barbarous actions,
Turkish commander again laid its ultimatum to Karabakh, demanding the
National council to fulfill the following three main requests: a)
disarmament of Karabakh, b) the pass of the Turkish and Azerbaijani
troops into- shushi troops, c) recognizing the power of Azerbaijan over
Karabakha6.

The Turkish new ultimatum put the Government of Karabakh -
Armenian National council in a very complicated situation. Again was
convened the congress of Armenians of Karabakh - the Third congress,
to define the region's attitude towards the Turkish ultimatum, which
would be right to call "Turkish-Azerbarjani ultimatum,,. At last, on
September 17, rglS two days after the ruitistr troops entered Baku and
started of the Armenian pogroms> the Third congress of Armqnians of

o6History of Artzakh. Nagorno-Karabakh in l9l8-1920, http: /nkr. amleng/history/l9lg.
htm, p. 2.
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Karabakh, adopted the draft of answer to the Turkish ultimatum. It

refused to satisfy two of the three points of the ultimatum - disarmament

and subordination to the Azerbaljani power. The Turkish command was

compelled to agree with it. Informing about it the Armenian authorities,

the turkish command continued insisting on the pass of Turkish and

Azeri troops into Shushi. The People's council of Karabakh agreed on

this demand. This strange decision of the Congress was explained by its

leaders for the purpose "to win time". They motivated that the defeat of
the German block, one of members of which was Turkey, or to be more

exact the ottoman Empire, in world war I was obvious and as they said

"the question of days"a7. It was, doubtlessly a very risky step, that is why

the ieople of Karabakh criticized its leaders, and expressed its

dissatisfiction with the agreement to allow the Turkish and Azeri troops

enter Shushi.
Fortunately, the Ottoman Empire on October 30, 1918, had

recognized its defeat and on 11 November, 1918 the World War I ended.

The Turkish fioops left the Transcaucasia and returned to Turkey. So

Azeri and Turkish troops could not enter Shushi.

The British Military Mission's Interference

The liquidation of Turkish threat gave hopes that there would not be

serious obitacle on the way of union of Karabakh with motherland

Armenia. But, as it soon became clear, it was a very optimistic approach.

Soon on the political scene appeared the British troops, replacing the

Turkish troops. The British mission headed by general Thomson, became

the main actor and the real master of situation.
Azerbaijani govemment, establishing close relations with the British

mission, tried to capture Nagorno-Karabakh (NK), gaining the British

political and military support. In Baku it was very well known that

without obtaining British consent it was impossible to capture NK.

The British position was pro-Azerbaijani. London was regarding
Azerbatjan as advanced post of the Entente in Transcaucasia. The Baku
oil, of course, also played its not secondary role in pro-Azerbaijani
position of the Western countries. They attempted with the help of
Azerbaijan to prevent the establishment of Soviet power in the
Transcaucasian republics and create a barrier on the way of the Soviet
Russia's possible control over Transcaucasia.

That's why the British mission encouraged the incorporation of NK
into Azerbaijan before discussing the NK problem as a disputable
territory at the Paris Peace Conference. One of the first steps on this
direction was the appointment of Khosrovbek Sultanov, on January 15,
l9l9,by the Azerbaijani govemment with the knowledge and permission
of the British command and general Thomson as governor-general of
NK, with the ultimatum to the Karabakh National Council to recognize
the power of Azerbaijan.

So the withdrawal of Turkish troops from Transcaucasia and NK had
not brought peace to NK and had not saved NK from the establishment of
Azerbaijani domination over Karabakh.

After the appointment of Sultanov the governor-general of NK and a
new Azerbaijani ultimatum, the Armenian Congress of NK was once
again convened and held on 19 February l9l9 in Shushi. The main topic
of the Fourth Congress's agenda was "The relations between Karabakh
and Azerbaijan". The Fourth congress once more unanimously decided
"Do not recognize the Azerbaijani power because the Karabakh, being a
part of the historical Syuniq, is one of the regions of Armenia and with its
almost entirely Armenian population has to be united with Armenia as its
indivisible part"4l.

So in this case the Britain and Turkish interests had coincided. This
circumstance gave a special acuteness to Karabakh crisis. The British
pro-Azeri policy was carried out very fiercely by the head of the British
mission general Thomson, who put pressure on Karabakh national
powers to accept the Azerbaijani domination. On 2l February, l9l9
during the meeting of the Karabakh National Council, his representative
arrived and read to the members of the Council the telegram sent by the

a8 Ishkhanyan Ye., Nagomo-Karabakh, 1917 1920, p.342.
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general Thomson. The head of the Britisli mission "demanded from the

Armenians of Karabakh to recognize the Azerbaijani sovereignty and the

obedience of all its institutions to the Sultanov's power"ae obey him.
In responce to those demands of general Thomson, the chairman of

the Council asked the general's representative to pass to Thomson the

following: "The plenipotentiary representatives of the Karabakh

Armenians have unanimously decided in their Fourth Congress not to
recognize the Azerbaijani power as Karabakh with its ancient historical
monuments and population, 95Yo of which are Armenians, is the

indivisible part of Armenia as one of its regions. The National Council,
elected by the Congress, completely, and the commanders of all regions

who are present and are responsible for the Congress as the Karabakh's

supreme plenipotentiary body, are supporting its decisions and orders and

*ijl nel ei recognize the Azerbaijani sovereignty"50.

The NK National Council announced that it cannot accept such fact

as the appointment of Sultanov the govemor-general of NK, as the

Armenian people of Karabakh considers the dependence on the

govemment of Azerbaijan, in whatever form it might be, unacceptable

due to those violence and violations of rights, which the Armenian people

was systematically subjected by the Azerbaijani govemment until
recently.

But general Thomson did not retire and undertook new attempts to

compel the Armenians of Karabakh to agree with the incorporation of NK
into Azerbaijan. For this purpose he used the Fifth congress of the

Karabakh Armenians, which was convened in April, 1919. He sent to that

Congress Colonel Schatelwort, who was the commander of the British
troops in Baku. On his arrival to Shushi, he announced the delegates of
the Congress that the British command decided that Karabakh must

recognize the Azerbaijani power, must obey it until the time, when in the

future the borders between Azerbaijan and Armenia would be defined5r.

The delegates of the Congress announced that the demands

represented by Schatelwort on behalf of the general Thomson are

unlawful and unacceptable, mentioning that all previous congresses had

rejected similar demands about the establishment of Azerbaijani power

over Karabakh. As for defining of the Armenian-Azerbaijani borders in

the future, they expressed their fear that that provisional measure can tum
into a permanent one52.

On attempting to frighten the delegates and the population of NK,
Colonel Schatelwort announced "You are closed (i. e. besieged - N. H.),

your starving people will not get bread, we will^not help you, until you

iecognize the power of the Musavat Azerbaijan"53.

At the same time the Fifth congress expressed its readiness to make

compromises. It suggested the British side the following: "The English

commander appoints one of the English officers as commissar of
Karabakh. The commissar can have assistants from two nations

(Armenians and Azerbaijanis - N. H.) on the base of parity"sa. But it was

declared by the delegates of the Congress that their proposition would be

only a temporarily form of,cooperation.
General Schatelwort rejected that option of compromise and insisted

on unconditional acceptance by the Karabakh Armenians the Azerbaijani
power over Karabakh. The Armenians, naturally, could not accept similar
variant of resolution of the crisis. As the American researchers Fraser N.,
Hipel K., Jaworski J. and Zullan R. mentioned, "The population of this

area opted clearly for Armenia. ", adding that "At that time, Armenians

formed the gteat majority (over 90%) of the population"tt. There are

numerous documents, materials and sources that confirm this fact. One

source in particular should be cited: "However, the 95o/o Armenian

majority ofihe region declared their wish to be part of Armenia"56.

British mission fully ignored the political will of the Armenians of
Karabakh, and by the decision of general Thomson Karabakh was

annexed to Azerbaijan.

tt Ibid, 396.
53 Nagomo-Karabakli in 1918-1920, http: /nkr. amleng/history/ 1918. htrn. p. 3.
5a Ishkhanyan Ye, Nagorno-Karabakh. 1918-1920, p.396.
t5 Fraser N., Hipel K., Jarvorski J..Zuljan R., A Conflict Analysis of the Annenian-
Azerbaijani Dispute, p. 655- 656.
5(' FIuropHr,rii l{apa6ax. [4t'.rtt1,tt'ter'tlitrt ctt trtanria, c. 2.
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The govemment of Armenia and the Armenians of Karabakh could
not agree with that illegal action of the British mission. The government
of Armenia had charged the zangezur-Karabakh Regional council with
the task to rule the region. For that purpose the troops of general
Andranik, who was one of the famous heroes of the Armenian national-
liberation struggle, moved towards shushi - the capital city of Karabakh.
But the Armenian troops were stopped by the British commander, that
demanded from them to leave the region, arguing, that it, i. e. the
movement of the Armenian troops in the direction of Shushi, would harm
the perspectives of discussion of the Karabakh issue in the paris peace
conference. This argument was not acceptable for the Armenians and
they continued insisting on the union with Armenia. But their demand
was again rejected by Azerbaijan and the British mission. Moreover,
Azerbaijan, inspired by the British support, had launched an aggression
against Armenia in the autumn of l919 in zangezur region, which was an
Armenian neighbor region to Karabakh, but was defeated.

Sultanov with the support of the British mission continued its threats.
on February 19, 1920 he demanded from the National council of NK
"urgently to-solve the question of the final incorporation of Karabakh into
Azerbaijan"tt. The Armenians, on rejecting that iemand, started preparing
for defense. They raised armed uprising in NK on March, 1920.yery tragii
situation was created in Shushi, were the Azerbaijani-Turkish troops burnt
the city, 20 thousand Armenians were perished, tens of churches and
historical monuments were destroyed. But the military units from Armenia
succeeded in helping the Karabakh Armenians. NK was liberated and in
April, 192A, the Ninth Congress of NK ..proclaimed the joining of
Nagorno-Karabakh to Armenia as an essential part of Armenia"5l.

so in 1918*1920, since the emergence of Azerbaijan as a state, till the
establishment of Soviet power in it, despite the Turkish and British support,
Azerbaijan could not occupy and incorporate Karabakh into its borders.

Nagorno-Karabakh at that time could not realize also its national
aspirations on union with motherland Armenia.

NK at that period was an independent state.

57 Nagorno-Karabakh in lglS-lg20,http: /nkr. anleng/historyi l9l g. htm, p. 4.t8 Ibid.

The Soviet Russiu's Position and Actions

Besides Turkey and Great Britain, Soviet Russia also actively
interfered in the Karabakh conflict. Transcaucasia, including Karabakh,
represented significant strategic importance for Russia. Russia wanted to
have strong position in that region and it was not acceptable for it the

strengthening of the British influence there. Russia, from the other hand,
was more and more orienting to Kemalist Turkey, considering this
country its possible ally in spreading the socialist revolution in the
countries of East and in struggling against the Entente. The latter factor
had certain impact on the Soviet Russian's policy in Transcaucasia. And
on realization of that policy, Soviet Russia and its leaders were ready to
make some territorial concessions to Turkey, first of all at the expense of
Armenia.

The strongest support of this line was J. Stalin. In one of his
telegram's to another Bolshevik leader G. Ordjonikidze, Stalin
condemning him for maneuvering in the Karabakh issue, wrote: "My
opinion is that it is necessary to support definitely one of the sides, in this
concrete case*Azerbaij an, together with Turkey"5e.

So Stalin tried directly to involve Turkey in the process of the
resolution of the Karabakh issue, knowing very well that Turkey was the
country that not long ago, in 1915, had implemented the Armenian
genocide in the Westem Armenia, that in Karabakh too it would use the

same genocidal methods in regards of the Armenians and for the solution
of the Karabakh problem.

But among the Soviet leadership there were sorne leaders, who did
not share Stalin's position and the aggressive intentions of the

Azerbaijani government. To that group belonged G. Chicherin, People's
Commissar of the Foreign Affairs of Soviet Russia. V. Lenin, the head of
the Soviet Russia's Government, in a letter dated24 July, 1920 aqked G.

Chicherin, "Is it not possible to get on peacefully with Narimanov?"60. N.

se I-faropHr,rii Hapa6ari. llcroprr.recna;r cilpaBna, c. 23-24.
60-
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Narimanov was the new leader of the Soviet Azerbaijan, who liked to
make aggressive declarations and to threat Armenia. And V. Lenin was
worried about the announcement made by Narimanov that "nobody in the
world could prevent Azerbaijan" from attachment of Karabakh, as well as
Zangentr and Nakhijevan to Azerbaijan.In responce to V. Lenin's letter,
People's Commissar of the Foreign Affairs G. Chicherin sent him a
laconic answer: " Karabakh is native Armenian land"6l.

The territorial dispute continued and the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Russia decided to create Soviets in the disputable
regions and infoduce the Soviet troops in that territories. That action was
deolared as provisional measurement. According to that decision of the
Central Committee, G. Chicherin had informed G. Ordjonikidze that
"Karabakh, Zangentr, Shushi, Nakhijevan, Djulfa must not be united neither
with Armenia, nor with Azerbaijan, and they must be under the conffol of the
Russian occupational troops, with the creation of the local Soviets"62.

Thus Karabakh and other native Armenian lands were put under the
control of the Russian military forces. Those territories were declared
disputable territories. And it was promised by the Russian powers that the
final decision of their destiny would be defined later, in more propitious
moment.

And at last, but not least. In 1920 Azerbaijan officially addressed the
Council of the League of Nations asking to admit AzerbaijaniRepublic to
that organization. To the League of Nations, together with that address,
was represented a map of Azerbaijan, within the borders of which were
included Karabakh, Zangentr and Nakhijevan of Armenia, and Saingilo
(Zakatala and Kakhi) and Marneuli of Georgia.

At its Fourth Meeting, on December l, 1920 the Fifth Committee
elected by the Assembly of the League of Nations arrived at the
conclusion that it was impossible to admit the Republic of Azerbaijan to
the League of Nations. The Report on it was published in the "Journal" of
the League of Nations6'. The decision on rejection was based upon the
following facts:

6t -I atrI ?Ke.
62

Î aM ?Xe.
63 "Joumal", Geneva, 1920, No. 17, p. 130

(1) That it is difficult to determine precisely the extent of the
territory over which the Government of this State exercises its authority.

(2) That owing to the disputes with neighboring States concerning
its frontiers, it is not possible to determine precisely the present frontiers
of Azerbaijan"6a.

Taking into account those circumstances, "The Committee decided
that the provisions of the Covenant do not allow Azerbaijan be admitted
to the League of Nations under the present circumstances"65.

The President of the Peace Delegation of the Republic of Azerbaijan in
his Letter to M. Paul Hymass, President of the First Assembly of the
League of Nations, dated io 7ft December,l92},which the latter forwarded
to the Members of the T.eague of Nations, attempted to contest the decision
of the League of Nations. He did not deny that there were "disputes
between Azerbarlan and neighboring States of Georgia and Armenia"66.
Then he stated that "The Republic of Azerbaijan, in defending the integrity
of her territory against all aggressions is obliged to come into conflict with
Georgia over the districts of Zakatal, and with Armenia over Karabakh and
Zangenx. These territories form part of Azerbaijan"61 .

That letter of the head of Azerbaijani delegation which was a
reflection in aggressive manner of the aggressive claims of Azerbaijan to
Georgia and Armenia, did not and could not change anything in the
position of the League of Nations

The League of Nations refused Azerbaijan in its request of
membership of that international organization, which was a heavy blow
to its aggressive ambitions68. In the League of Nations decision it was
also indicated that the final status of Nagomo-Karabakh is to be solved at
the Paris Peace Conference.

6o lbid.
ut lbid.
66 Caucasian Boundaries 1802-1946. League ofNations. Letter from the President ofthe
Peace Delegation of the Republic of Azerbaijan to His Excellency M. Paul Hymass,
President of the First Assembly of the League of Nations, Geneva, p. 715.
67 Ibid. p. 7lz.
68 Oa"nr"cuu II., flpnsuaurre HoBbrx peanlrli - nyn, R perler*rroHapaSa-,rcnor?
rrpo6lenur, Crpaur,r r HapoArr B;rlrxuero u Cpe4nero Boc.rona, XXII, Epenau,2003,
r:. 91. '
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By its decision the League of Nations recognized, in fact, the
illegalness of the territorial demands of Azerbaijan to Armenia, including
Kaiabakh, Zangenn and Nakhijevan, and to Georgia6e.

6e Edmund Herzig stated that even now the Azerbaijani nationalists continue to "claim the

Azeri-populated Marneuli district in Georgia". See The New Caucasus. Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia, p. 9.

CHAPTER THREE

THE KARABAKH'S FORCIBLE ATTACHMENT
TO AZERBAIJAN

Decisions of the Caucasion Bureau on the Karabakh
Problem. A Furce of "Anti-Colonialist" Policy of Commanists

On April 28, lg)0 the Soviet power was established in Azerbaijan.
The Musavat government was overthrown with the help of the Soviet XI
Red Army and the cornmunists came to power. Azerbaijan was renamed
Azerbaijani Soviet Socialist Republic.

On November 29, 1920 in Armenia too was overthrown national
govemment again with the help of the XI Soviet Red Army. Its troops
entered Armenia from Azerbaijan. Here, as in Azerbaljan, the
communists took the power and the Republic of Armenia was turned to
Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic.

The period from April to November,1920, was very important from
point of view of the Karabakh issue. In that period when Azerbaijan was
the only Soviet republic in Transcauacsia and the satellite of Soviet
Russia, the Revolutionary Committee (Revcom) of Azerbaijan, which
was the supreme power, and its Chairman N. Narimanov, tried to use that
new situation to resolve the Karabakh, Zangezur and Nakhijevan issues
with the help of the Soviet Russia in favor of Azerbaijan. We mean the
following two aspects.

First, Azerbaijani Revcom and N. Narimanov attempted to represent
their struggle for Karabakh and other Armenian territories as struggle of
the Soviet Socialist forces against, as they called, bourgeois-nationalistic
Armenia. On stressing this circumstance, the Azerbaljani communist
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leaders, who in fact were continuing the same policy of the previous

nationalistic Musavat government towards Armenia, strived for gaining
the full and unconditional support of Soviet Russia in their territorial
claims towards Armenia. They had done everything to represent their
aggressive territorial ambitions toward the "bourgeois-nationalistic"
Armenia as part of the "struggle of the world proletariat against the world
imperialism and bourgeoisie".

We have to remind that such accusation atthat time was very serious,

taking into account that the ideas of "World socialist revolution", "The
struggle of workers of the world against the world bourgeoisie" etc., were

dominating ideas in Soviet Russia and other parts of ex-Russian Empire.

Second, Azerbaijani Revcom, N. Narimanov and some forces in
Soviet Russia iiked to announce that Armenia is an ally of the Entente.
though such accusation was groundless. But its aim was clear. At that
time the relations between Soviet Russia and countries of Entente, in
particular with the Great Britain and France, were hostile. V. Lenin and

the whole Bolshevik leaders considered those countries as their main

enemies, who, as they thought, wanted to overthrow the Bolshcvik
totalitarian regime and restore the old orders in Russia.

kr that circumstances any attempt to represent Armenia as the ally of the

Entente meant to declare Armenia as hostiie state to Soviet Russia too.

Though similar accusations were nonsense, but obviously they were

used as leverage in the hands both of Soviet Russia and Soviet Azerbaijan
to put pressure on Armenia and thus to get certain political and territorial
yields from Armenia, and subsequently, to throw its legitimate
government and to establish Soviet power.

Obviously those "arguments" or 'laccusations" were effective,
because the Red Army supporled Soviet Azerbaijan in its actions against

Armenia.
In Azerbaijan, as it was mentioned, Soviet power was established

with the help of the Soviet Russia's troops on April 28, 1920.

Unbelievable as it may sound, but the next day, on April 29, Huseinov.

the Commissar of Foreign Affairs, by its status equal to a Minister, sent

an official note to the Armenian government, stating that the Azerbaijani

"Revolutionary committee demands first of all that your armed forces
leave the territory of Karabakh andZangezur".

what that could mean? only one thing * that the Soviet Azerbaijani
govemment was continuing the aggressive policy of its predecessor -
Musavat party, overthrown a days before that, towards Armenia. By the
way, until that, Musavat party was always qualified by Bolsheviks,
including the Azerbaijani Bolsheviks, as bourgeois-nationalistic, pan-
Islamist party, as the main enemy of the workers and peasants. But now,
the Bolsheviks of Azerbaijan, after coming to power, with the help of
Moscow were trying to pursue the Musavat party's expansionist and
aggressive policy towards the Republic of Armenia.

Azerbaijan' s demand was supported by the command of Red Army,
that demanded from Drastamat Kanayan (Dro), commander of the
Armenian Armed Forces in Karabal<h-Zangez\r, to leave Karabakh,
otherwise the confrontation between Azerbaijan and Armenia would be
inevitable and Red Army would act jointly with armed forces of Soviet
Azerbaljan against Armenia and NK70.

To discuss the Russian-Azerbaijani demands and adopt a
comprehensive decision, on May 26, 1920 the Tenth Congress of the
Karabakh Armenians was convened. Taking into account the new and
very dangerous situation, the Supreme legislative body of NK saw the
only way out in proclamation of Nagomo-Karabakh as Soviet.

A Revolutionary Committee of NK was formed, according to the
accepted order at that time, and the Armenian units and its commander
Dro were forced to leave the region. Instead of it, the detachments of XI
Red Army moved towards Karabakh and Zangenx. So in mid-1920
some kind of Azerbaijani control was established over KarabakhTr.
Nevertheless Soviet Russia did not allow Azerbaijan to annex NK.
obviously Russia was cautious and could not ignore the fact that the
League of Nations or any other organization or state through lgrg-r920
never recognized the Azerbaijani jurisdiction over Nagomo-Karabakh.

70 History of Artzakh. Establishrnent of the Soviet Rule in Artzakh. Nagorno-Karabakh
During the Establishment of Soviet Rule un the Transcaucasus, http: /nkr.
am/eng/history/svlast. htm, p. 1.
7l Apmncxlu-r Borrpoc. Suqunlonelqrn, Epeean, lggl, c. 276.
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The international community regarded the Karabakh issue as disputable

territory. So Soviet Russia at that time, having many intemal and

external problems, was not capable of challenging the international

community, in particular the League of Nations.

It is necessary also to state the determination of Armenians of NK for
resistance, which at the end of 1920 grew into a large-scale national

uprising for independence. At t!^e "beginning of January, l92l Artsakh

was frei and indepen dent again"12.

Meanwhile the condition of the Republic of Armenia was becoming

worse. The Soviet Russian-Azerbaijani ring around Armenia was

tightening from one day to another more and more strongly. In addition

there was the Kemalist Turkey's aggtession against Armenia in autumn,

t920.
Armenia appeared in desperate situation. And the Armenian

democratic Republic fell under Soviet Russian and Azerbaijani pressure

and the threat from the Kemalist Turkey. on 29 November, 1920 Soviet

power was established in Armenia with the help, as it was mentioned, of
the XI Red Army, detachments of which invaded Armenia from Soviet

Azerbaijan.
So Armenia became the second Soviet republic in Transcaucasia. Both

in Azerbaijan and Armenia power belonged to the local Communist Parties

This new political situation had given birth to some hopes among the

Armenians in regards of that the territorial dispute would be solved not only

peacefully, but fairly. Their confidence was based on the numerous

declarations and slogans of the Bolshevik party about fair solution of
national question and all kind of national problems on the basis of self-

determination right. And at the beginning aroused some real reasons for the

optimism.
On December I, 1920 the Revolutionary Committee of Soviet

Azerbaijan adopted a declaration on the disputed territories, which was

first read at a formal session of the Baku soviet, then as a telegram sent

to the Revolutionary Committee of Soviet Armenia: "As of today, the

border disputes between Armenia and Azetbaijan are declared resolved.

72 Nagomo-Karabakh During the Establishment of Soviet Rule in the Transcaucasus, http:

lnkr. an/englhistory/svlast. htm, p. 3.
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Mountainous Karabakh, zangentr and Nakhijevan are considered part of
the Soviet Republic of Armenia.

- Chairman of Azerbaijanis Revcom - N. Narimanov.
Commissioner of Foreign Affairs, Huseinov,,73.
G. ordjonikidze, one of the Bolshevik leaders and the Military

commissar of the XI Red Army, who was present at that formal session
of the Baku soviet, said in his speech: "Today, in this hall, the Baku
proletariat welcomes the birth of the Soviet Armenian Republic.

comrades, the appearance of comrade Narimanov at this meeting is
very dear. He read to us the declaration. The names of zangezw,Nakirijevan
and Karabakh are alien to Russian ears. zangezx, all bear mountains, has no
bread or water. There is nothing there. As for Nakhijevan, it is all made up
malaria-ridden swamps and nothing else. And what is there in Karabakhl
Nothing. And now comrade Narimanov states: "Take these for you. Take
those infertile lands for Armenia". It was as though Azerbaijan was getting
rid of an extra burden. Yet, in those infertile lands, in the caucasus, resided
the knot of the so called Armeno-Muslim conflict,,7a.

G. ordjonikidze, recalling the bloody Armeno-Tartar/Turkish
clashes in the period of the Russian Empire, concluded: "And today the
leader of Azerbaijan Republic enters the scene and declares that, ,The

conflict belongs to the past'. This is an act of great significance, an
unprecedented are in the history of mankind"75.

The most surprising thing was the article by J. Stalin on the same
issue, which was published in the Russian communist party's central
committee's newspaper "Pravda" under the title "Long live Soviet
Armenia". He wrote: "soviet Azerbaijan is willingly turning over to
Soviet Armenia zangentr, Nakhijevan and Mountainous Karabutrr... rn"
centuries-old animosity between Armenia and the surrounding Muslims
was solved by one stroke, by the establishment of brotherly harmony
among the proletariats of Armenia, Azerbaljan and Turkey,,76.

z Telegram Sent by the Soviet Azerbaijani Govemment to the Armenian Republe
Regarding the Decision to cede Armenian Territories. December l, lg2o- documents on
the Armenian Question. Karabagh, University of La Veme, No 2, p. 6.ta lbid. p. 5.
t5 Ibid.
t6 "npau4a", Mocnea, No 273, 4 XII. 1g20.
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The declaration of the Azerbaijani Revcom was warmly received by

both the Armenian population and its officials. Sarkis Kasyan, the

chairman of the Armenian Revcom, in a telegram to Nariman Narimanov,

expressed deep thanks to Azerbaljani Revcom, appreciating very highly
its historical action and emphasizingthat it would sewe as an example of
new relations between neighboring countries.

On June 3, I92I the Caucasian Bureau of the Russian Communist
(Bolshevik) party, in its meeting, in the presence of all its 8 members - S.

Ordjonikidze, S. Kirov, A. Myasnikyan, Ph. Makharadze, N. Narimanov,

M. Orakhelashvili, H. Nazaretyan and Yu. Figatner - recommended the

Government of Soviet Armenia to adopte a declaration, indicating that

Nagomo-Karabakh belongs to ArmeniaTT.

ln compliance with that recommendation the Council of Peoples

Commissars or govemment of Armenia on June 12, 1921 made the

following announcement: 'oBased on the declaration of the Revolutionary

committee of the soviet Socialist Republic of Azerbaijan and the

agreement between the Soviet Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan, it is
hereby declared that Mountainous Karabakh is henceforth an integral part

of the Socialist Soviet Republic of Armenia.
Chairman of the Council of the People's Commissars of the

Armenian Socialist Soviet Republic A1. Myasnikyan (Al. Martuni)
Secretary of the Council of the People's Commissars of the

Armenian Socialist Soviet Republic M. Karabekyan.

June 12, 192I, Y ercvan"78.

After a week, on June 17 , l92l the govemment of Armenia decided:
,,Mountainous Karabakh is attached to Armenia. The agreement in
accordance with Azerbaij an' s declar ation"T 

e 
.

One of the leaders of Soviet Armenia, A. Mravyan, was appointed

plenipotentiary representative of Armenia in Nagorno-Karabakh.
It seemed that the Karabakh problem was resolved fairly and finally.

But, alas.

tt UIIA tr4MJI, Mocrsa, Q. 64, or..2, n.l, n.77.
78 Documents on the Armenian Question. Karabakh, p. 7'
7e Ibid.

Soon the position of Azerbaijan changed radically. N. Narimanov
announced that they could not agree with the attachment of Nagorno-
Karabakh to Armenia, arguing that "it will restore the anti-Soviet groups
in Azerbaijan". He insisted on the attachment of Karabakh to Azerbaijan.
Otherwise he threatened with resignation.

So quite a new and a very complicated situation was created, when
everything depended upon the position both of the leadership of Soviet
Russia and members of the Caucasian Bureau of the Russian Communist
ParE. Some of them, as G, Ordjonitidze, attempted to convince
Narimanov and his party comrades to change their mind and did not insist
on the attachment of Karabakh to Azerbaijan. G. Ordjonikidze even
indicated that "The Karabakh problem is the matter of honor for Soviet
republics"80. But this argument did not work. The position of the
Azerbaijan leadership was unshakeable.

The Karabakh problem became the subject of discussion in the
Caucasian Bureau of the Russian Communist party. A plenary session of
the Caucasian Bureau was held on July 4, I92l to examine this issue. The
majority-Ordjonikidze, Kirov, Myasnikyan, Figatner and Nazaretyan
voted for the attachment of Nagorno-Karabakh to Soviet Armenia. N.
Narimanov, who had at that time become Chairman of the Azerbaijani
Government, protested and demanded to transfer that case to Central
Committee of the Communist (Bolshevik) Party of Russia. The
Caucasian Bureau satisfied Narimanov' s request.

But... the Karabakh case was not represented to the consideration of
the Central Committee.

Instead, on July 5, l92l the same plenary session met with the
participation of J. Stalin, reviewed its own previous decision under
Stalin's pressure and resolved "that considering the necessity of national
harmony between the Muslims and Armenians, the economic linkage
between Upper and Lower Karabakh, and its permanent ties to
Azerbaijan, Mountainous Karabakh should be left within the boundaries
of the Azerbaijani Soviet Socialist Republic, while declaring it an

80 Haroprrlrr'r FtapaSax. llcroplruecnaa cnpaena, c. 32.
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autonomous region with Shushi as its administrative center"8r. For this
decision voted five members of the Caucasian Bureau, while four
members (S. Ordjonikidze, S. Kirov, Al. Myasnikian and Yu. Figatner)
voted against it.

So as it is mentioned in a book, prepared and published by the
Human Righs Watch/Helsinki, "the Bolsheviks awarded Nagorno-
Karabakh to Azerbaijan in a decision hotly contested by Armenians"82.

The Central Committee of the Communist Party and Government of
Armenia protested against that decision, adopted by the Caucasian
Bureau on July 5,1921. But Moscow ignored it.

Soon the Azerbaijan made the next step for finalizing the
incorporation of Karabakh into Azerbaqan. On July 7, 1923 the
Communist Party of Azerbaijan adopted the following decision:

"To form, as a part of the Azerbaijani Soviet Socialist Republic, an
autonomous Armenian region in Karabakh with Khankend as its center.

To determine the borders of the region, no later than August 15"83.
It was formally named Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast

(NKAO). Khankend was subsequently renamed Stepanakert.
It is significant that the borders of NKAO were drawn in such away

that the oblast (province) was at no point contiguous to Armenia, thereby
creating an artificial barrier between NKAO and Armenia.

Besides that we have to pay attention to the fact, that NKAO was
formed on one or Mountainous part of Karabakh. Its administrative entity
preserved also the Shahumyan district.

As for the other part or Lower Karabakh, it was directly incorporated
into Azerbaijan. After many changes, its regions became the
administrative parts of Khanlar, Getabek and Shamkhor. The same was
the destiny of Lachin and Kelbajar, which also were annexed.

8' Change in Soviet Policy Regarding the Status of Karabakh. July 3-5, 1921- Documents
on the Armenian Question. Karabagh, p. 7-8.
"' Azerbaijan. Seven Years of Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh. Human Rights
Watch/Helsinki, New York, 1994, p. XIil.
83 Committee of the Communist Part of Azerbaijan Finalizing the Incorporation of
Karabakh into Azerbaijan. July 1923- Documents on the Armenian Question. Karabakh,
p. 8.

So Karabakh, Mountainous and Lower, was entirery isolated from
Armenia.

The caucasian Bureau's decision on separation of Karabakh from
the Motherland Armenia and its attachment ti Azerbaijan is impossible to
call otherwise than colonial. And really, it typologically belongs to the
actions which by their nature are colonial-imperialistic. the Bolshevik
lcaders, who through decades declared that they are the most or even the
only sincere defenders of the self-determination right of nations,
regarding it as the only way of resolving the national quistion, now had
occupied a diametrically opposite position. They completely ignored
historical, geographic, ethnic, cultural, linguistic factors ana aia not puy
any attention to the fact that the Armenians, who consisted 95% of the
population of Karabakh, opted clearly for Armenia, for the wish to be
part of Armenia. The Armenians of Karabakh, who up to July 4, rg2r
were the citizens of their Motherland Armenia, on July 5, 1921 suddenly
found themselves in another country.

It was the final action of the Bolshevik farce.
The methods and ways of the "solution" of Karabakh problem, used

by the Bolsheviks, were unlawful and in full contradictions with the
norrns of International law. It is well known, that according to
International law the questions of territorial changes are within the
competence of the legislative powers * parliament, supreme Soviet,
congress, National Assembly of each country. onry they have power and
right to take decision to change borders, separate ina yieto arry tenitory
or part of territory from one country to another. It is their exclusive right.

ln case of Karabakh the decision was taken, at first in favor of
Armenia, then in favor of Azerbaijan, by apafty authority, and even not
by High or central Party authority, but locar, as the ca,rcasian Bureau of
the- communist Parfy of Russia, which was a region al pafi organization,
and, naturally, had no right for it, because it was beyotra itr coripetence.

The unlawful character of that decision becomls more obvious if we
remember that 95o/o of the population of Karabakh or all Armenians had
expressed many times, among them by the l0th congresses of the
Karabakh Armenians, their political will to be with Mother'iand Armenia.
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It is necessary to pay attention to a very important thing too. The

decision on Karabakh was taken, as it was said, by a regional Party
organization of a third country - Russia. Caucasian Bureau was a
regional organization of the Communist Parfy of Soviet Russia- And
we shall recall, that at that time, in l92l Russia, Armenia and

Azerbaijan were formally independent and sovereign states and not
yet were united in the USSR, which was formed later, in December,

1924.
So in this situation any decision of a third country, in the case Soviet

RusSia, on territorial issue, concerning Armenia and Azerbaijan is

unlawful and must be qualified as colonial action.
The Bolshevik model of the Karabakh problem's decision became in

some sense the prototype for the Nlunich dirty political deal, realized in
1938, when Hitler, Mussolini, Chamberlain and Daladie, the leaders of
Germany, Italy, Great Britain and France, made Chekhoslovakia yield
part of its territory, the Sudet region, to fascist Germany, against the will
of its population.

In both cases those actions were shameful, which disgraced their

authors.

The Reusons of Forcible Attachment
of Karabakh to Azerbaiian

Naturally, there arises a question: why an integral part of Armenia,

Artzakh-Nagorno-Karabakh, was separated from its Motherland

Armenia, and placed under the rule of Azerbaijan?

There is a dominating opinion that it was not an accidental action. On

the contrary, it was very carefully prepared by the communist leaders of
Azerbaijan and J. Stalin, the main goal of which was, at first to show, to

demonstrate themselves as if ready to satisfy Armenia demand, to hill their

vigilance, to deceive, disarm and weaken the Armenians, and then discover

their real intentions and plans towards Armenia. It was the part of the general

policy of the leaders of the communist Party and Soviet Russia towards

Armenia in 1918-1922, which was very closely connected and
preconditioned by the character of their policy with Kemalist Turkey.

The Soviet Russia's new leaders, whose main dream was the victory
of the socialist revolution throughout the world, who defended the idea of
exporting the socialist revolution and carry out similar policy, connected
great hopes with Kemalist Turkey. They considered to use that country as
a tool for spreading the socialist revolution and its ideas, for "Triumphal
process of the Great october Socialist Revolution in the East". But the
Turkey's leaders and first of all Mustafa Kemal, were not so naive in
order to work for Russian communists without great compensation from
the Russian side. They were strong nationalists and fanatically
anticommunists, who had drowned in 1920 in the Black sea the leaders of
the Turkish communist party. They, being yet weak, needed Russia's
military, economic and political support in their struggle against some
countries of the Entente, first of all, the Great Britain and France. So they
pretended to be the friends of Soviet Russia, which gave ground for the
"Lenin-Kemal Friendship" legend, from the one hand, and to attempt,
even in that heavy for them situation, to use Russia and gain some new
territories. In other words, the Kemalists required to pay for their quasi-
friendship with Soviet Russia.

But where to get that'hew territories" from? At that time it was possible
torcalize only in the East and Armenia became the first candidature for it.

On March 16, l92I in Moscow was signed the Soviet-Turkish
Treaty. Among the many questions, there were considered the territorial
and border issues. Russia agreed to leave under the Turkish rule not only
whole western Armenia, but in addition yielded rurkey also the Kars
province, Ardagan and Surmalu regions8o. These native Armenian
teritories had not been the part of westem Armenia. They until lglg
were the part of the Russian Empire, and in lglg_1920, when Republic
of Armenia emerged, they becarne part of independent Armenia. During
the aggressions of Turkey against Armenia in 1918 and 1920, these
territories were occupied by Turkey. And despite that fact, Russia-by the
Moscow Treaty of 1921, simply yielded them to Turkey, to a country,
which some five years ago had organized the Genocide of Armenians,

*o 
J"rr,"orratn.recnrlrl e:ronapr,, r. III, \'Iocnsa, 1g64, c. 272-274.
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which was accused by the Russian Empire, together with the Great
llritain and France yet in May, 1915, but never been accused by V. Lenin
and other his colleagues, who liked to represent themselves as "Great
llumanists".

So the Armenian territories of Kars, Ardagan, Surmalu, Igdir,
together with Mount Ararat, the symbol of Armenia and the Armenians,
were the first price, paid by the Bolshevik leaders of Russia to Turkey,
without asking the opinion of Armenian state and the Armenians.

That pro-Turkish policy of the communist leaders of Soviet Russia,
headed by V. Lenin and J. Stalin, was continued also in Transcaucasia, in
regard of the Armenian territories of Karabakh and Nakhijevan, when by
the decision of Moscow, they were put under the rule of the second
Turkish state - Azerbaijan.

So Armenia, by the direct participation and support of Soviet Russia
and its communist government, was divided in 1921 between two Turkish
states: Kemalist Turkey and Soviet Azerbaijan.

As a result of the Soviet-Turkish deal, Armenia had lost the 9/10th
of its territory and of 300 thousands sq km of the Armenian territories
under its control remained only the 1/10th or about 30 thousands sq lon.

And we always have take into account the Turkish factor and the
character of the Turkish-Soviet Russian relations, if we want to understand
and objectively evaluate the real reasons of the attachment of Karabakh to
Azerbaijan and the farce, directed by J. Stalin with the permission of V.
Lenin-

Fortunately, many scholars, who had studied this problem and the
history of that period, had no doubt that the Caucasian Bureau had altered its
decision of July 4, 192I in favor of Azerbaijan under the pressure of Stalin,
who at that time was one of the powerful leaders of Soviet Russia and thus
responsible for national policy of the Communist Parly of the Soviet Union.
And they attempted to discover the motivation of his behavior.

Some of them qualified the forcible decision of the Nagorno-
Karabakh problem and its separation from Soviet Armenia as a "grant to
Soviet Azerbar1an"85 made by Stalin. But most of them saw the main
reason in the character of the Soviet-Turkish relations in the 1920s. Carol

85 Nagomo-Karabakh. Working Paper Submitted to the United Nations, p. 2.
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Migdalovitz, did not deny that may be "stalin reversed the decision of the
Caucasian Bureau on Karabakh on July 5,1921, " for the peace purposes
too, stated that it was done "reportedly to please Turkey"86.

This issue is elucidated in detail by N. Fraser, K. Hipel, J. Jaworsky
and R. Zuljan in their analysis on the Armenian-Azerbaijani dispute. The
authors, reminding that the new revolutionary authorities of Soviet Russia
had initially decided to place Nagorno-Karabakh under the Armenian
administration, but then reversed this decision and placed both territories
- Karabakh and Nakhijevan, under the Azerbaijani administrative
control, wrote: "Although the reasons for this change in jurisdiction are
not perfectly clear, developments in Soviet-Turkish relations possibly
played a certain role, for Kemalist Turkey was one of soviet Russia's first
and closest allies. Allocating Nagomo-Karabakh and Nakhijevan to
Azerbaijan may have been a concession to the new Turkish state, which,
the Soviet leadership hoped, would play an important role in anticolonial,
revolutionary struggle in Asia"87.

This point of view entirely coincided with the opinion of the British
historian christopher walker88. In fact. the above mentioned four authors
had repeated Ch. Worker's point of view.

In the opinion of E. Herzig, discussing the reasons of the Karabakh
conflict in 1980s-1990s, "The conflict's roots go much further back-to
the 1920s Soviet demarcation of republican borders and creation of the
Mountainous Karabakh Autonomous Region (oblast), in a period when
the Bolsheviks were seeking rapprochement with rurkey and therefore
tended to support Azerbaijani rather than Armenian claims"8e.

And let us remember once more about one of the Stalin's telegrams
to G. Ordjonikidze during the discussion of the Karabakh issue,
mentioned in this book. In that telegram, Stalin criticizing ordjonikidze
for his position, based on the principle ofjustice, "explained" to him that

86 Migdalovitz C. Armenia-AzerbaijanConflict, p. 2.
"' Fraser N.. Hipel K.. Jaworski J. Zuljan R., A Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-
Azerbaijani Dispute. p. 656.
88See Walker Ch., Armenia. The Survival of a Nation, London, 1980.
8e Herzig E., The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan Georgia, p.65,66.
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"lt lr rrccrssrrry lo support definitely one of the sides, in this concrete
('nrt. Azcrlluijan, together with Turkey"e0.

At llrc sarne time, there are some researchers, who considered that
llre causcs of the policy of J. Stalin and the whole Soviet leadership were
connccted also with the internal policy of the Soviet power. This
conception was expressed clearly by P. Goble, who stated that Stalin was
pursuing a "policy of divide-and-conquer". "Stalin, wrote P. Goble,
intentionally planted in each republic one or more minorities which
would have to depend on Moscow for protection, and which would thus
serve as Moscow's agents on the scene. Moreover, by creating
asymmetrical power relationships among the republics in the region,
Stalin was able to direct ethnic antagonisms toward non-Russians and
away from the dominant Russian community at the center"el. This
principle was implemented in the Caucasian region, including Karabakh.
"Moscow, continued P. Goble, drew borders in this region so that there
would be significant Armenian and Azerbaijani minorities in each other's
states and then used these minorities as its henchmen"e2.

This is a brief history of the forcible secession of Nagorno-Karabakh
from Armenia and its incorporation into Azerbaijan.

M. Halperin and D. Scheffer in their interesting work on self-
determination right of nations and the New World Order, noted that "The
history of how a particular region came to be incorporated into a larger
state may also be relevant in deciding whether to support a self--
determination claim"e3. For decision of this problem they suggested to
take into consideration three situations: "whether a territory was forcibly
incorporated into an aggressor state, voluntarily joined the state, or never
existed as an independent state"ea.

In applying this theory to Nagorno-Karabakh, any unbiased
researcher would have to admit that Nagomo-Karabakh did not join
Azerbaljan voluntarily, on the contrary, it was forcibly incorporated into

e0 HaropHr,rfi Hapa6ax. llcropuueutaa crp:rBna, c. 2!l-24.
n' Goble P., Coping with Nagomo*Karabakh Crisis, p. 20.
e2 Ibid, p. 2l .

e3 Halperin M., Scheffer D., Self-Determination in the New World Order, p. 77
eo Ibid.

Azerbaijan against the will of the Nagorno-Karabakh Armenians, who,
consisting 95o/o of the total population, clearly opted for Armenia. M.
Halperin and D. scheffer considered that if the united States previously
accepted a forcible incorporation, now, in New World Order, they may
reevaluate their positionn'. As the Nagorno-Karabakh case typologically
belongs to the category of "forcible incorporations", then we believe that
there is a serious reason for the United States to reevaluate its attitude
toward the Nagorno-Karabakh problem. Nagorno-Karabakh deserves
this reevaluation.

n5 Ibid
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CHAPTER FOUR

NAGORNO_KARABAKH AUTONOMOUS OBLAST
(NKAO) rN 1923-1988. POLTCY OF

,.KARABAKH WITHOUT ARMENIANS'

We are not going to represent here the history of NKAO in detail. It
is not our task. We want to outline the situation in Karabakh, elucidate
main tendencies and characters of the Azerbaijani government policy in
Karabakh, as well as the attitude of the Armenians towards that policy
and to the perspectives of the reunification of Karabakh with Armenia in
l 923-l 988.

After the attachment of Karabakh to Azerbaijan and formation of the
NKAO, Karabakh, as mentioned the American researchers, became
"Mountainous 'oisland" of Armenians in an Azerbaijani "sea"e6. This
graphic phrase quite correctly reflected the essence ofunfair decision of
the Karabakh problem.

The tenitorial decisions of 1921-1923 on Karabakh continued to
remain unacceptable for Armenians. All primary sources confirm that
"The decisions on territorial jurisdiction olthe early 1920s have been a
constant source of dissatisfaction among Soviet Armenians"eT.

The Armenians did not give up their determination to change the
status of Nagorno-Karabakh, and persistently pursued their main aim to
reunite with their homeland Armenia, for which there were political,
socioeconomic, ethnic, cultural reasons.

The Azerbaijani policy in NKAO was based on discrimination
against the Armenians, regarding NKAO as a source of raw materials, on
destroying of Armenian monuments in Karabakh and de-

e6 
Fraser N, and others, Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaijani Conflict, p. 656.

e7 lbid

Armenianization of the region. It was a governmental policy, raised on
the status of state policy.

In the Report of Human Rights Advocates on Nagorno-Karabakh,
submitted to the UN Commission on Human Rights, it was recorded that
"since the annexation of Nagorno-Karabakh to Soviet Azerbaijan,
economic underdevelopment, social inequatify, political and ethnic as
well as religious discrimination" were reigning in NKAO due to the
policy of the Azerbaijani powersnt.

Analogous point of view had been expressed in a valuable analltical
work of a group of Arnerican researchers Fraser N., Hipel K., Jaworski J.
and Zuljan R. They stated that ooBy this time (in 193G-1980s - N. H.)
the autonomy of Nagorno-Karabakh had been highly restricted, and
deteriorating socioeconomic conditions, combined with Azerbaijani's
insensitive cultural policy which discriminated against Armenians
and favored Azerbaijanis in the NKAO'ee.

A Mission of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) on February 12-18, 1992 visited Moscow and Republics of
Azerbaijan and Armenia. The chairman and some members of that
Mission arrived at Nagomo-Karabakh on l7 February. The mission after
carefully investigating the situation in NKAO, confirmed: "In 1998, the
Armenian communify in the autonomous region ('oblast') of
Nagorno-Karabakh in the Republic of Azerbaijan constituted some
four fifth of the population there, the other fifth being Azeris. In the
Armenian community there was a long-standing resentment against
the Center due to serious limitations of cultural and religious
freedom. By the beginning of tr988, there were almost no churches
opentloo.

Otto Luchterhandt, a German Doctor of Law, professor of the
Hamburg University, stressed that "The analyses of Azerbaijan's policy
in regard to Nagorny Karabakh, as well as the living conditions in

e8 Nagorno-Karabakh. Working Paper Submitted to the United Nations, p. 2.
no 

Fraser N." Hipel K.. Jaworski l.,Zuljan R., A Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-
Azerbaijani Dispute, p. 656-657.
100 Interim Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission on the Situation in Nagomo-
Karabakh. Dialogues on Conflict Resolution. Bridging Theory and Practice. United States
Instihrte of Peace, Washington, 1992, p.2.
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the area show that from an administrative, national-cultural'
socioeconomic and demographic point of viewo the Armenian ethnic

groupshavebeenthesubject'o'flastingandmassivediscrimination
Itt"t it"t endured for decadesu'lol.

Tothesocioeconomic,political,culturalandreligious
discriminations in NKAO must be added the demographic problems too.

During the period of the Azerbaijani domination, the percentage of
Armenians in the NKAO was permanently decreasing, while the

Azerbaijani population was permanently increasing. The percentage of
the Armeniant *ut changing as follows: in 1923, when the NKAO was

formed, the Armenians ionsisted 94.4% of t1t^"^ total population of the

Oblast, in l93g - 84.4o6,and in lg7g -75'gyot02'
In that period the number of Azerbaijanis was doubledr03'

The group of American researchers, analyzing the reasons of
decreasing- pelcentage of the Armenians and increasing that of
Azerbaijaiis'in NKAb, quite correctly stated that "Armenians considered

this to be the result of intentional population manipulation"r0a'

The demographic policy of the Azerbaijani govemment disturbed

and alarmed the Armenians of the NKAO. "The Armenians, states C'

Migdalovitz, assume that Azerbaijan intendsto oust them from Karabakh,

the"way they believe it did from Nakhijevan irr the 1920s"105'

Wien Nakhijevan, another native Armenian land and integral part of
Armenia, was placed under the domination of Azerbaijan by the

provisions of thi Moscow Treaty, which was concluded on March 16,

igZt b"t*""n Turkey and Soviet Russia, violating the historical rights of
Armenia, the Armenians constituted of about 60% of the total population

of that piovince. But in the 1980s, there was practically no Armenian in

Nakhijevan.

r0r Luchterhandt O., Nagomy Karabakh's Right to State Independence According to

Intemational Law, Boston, 1993' p. 84.

'02 HHAO. 50 rer e Apyxnofi CossrcKorl ceme' CT enalranept' 1973' c' 33; qnc'reu-

Hocrr' rr cocraB Hacerrel{rur CCCP, NI', 1984' c' 126'

'o'Tar *e.
,oo Fraser N. and others, A Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaiiani Dispute, p.

o) /.
r05 Migdalovitz C. Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict, p. 8'
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It was one of the tragic results of the policy of ethnic cleansing,

brutally carried out by the Azerbaijani government. And the Karabakh

Armenians in the Nakhijevan "experiment" saw their future, which would
mean to lose their native territory and everything, and become homeless

refugees, spread throughout the world.
So the Armenians of Karabakh, after imposing on them the

Azerbaijani rule, had appeared in exclusively difficult situation from
political, ethnic, socioeconomic, cultural and religious aspects. Their
ethnic existence and preservation of their ethnic identity was under
question.

All these facts and analysis of the policy of the Azerbaijani powers in
Karabakh, allow us to state, that the axis of policy of Azerbaijan was the

ethnic cleansing of Armenians. The main goal of that policy was to
have a Karabakh without Armenians.

And it gives us the right to conclude that the political, ethnic,

socioeconomic, demographic, cultural and religious discriminations
against the Armenians, which by O, Luchterhandt's definition was

realized 'oin unbearable manner"l06, became the background and

stimulated the national-liberation movement of the Armenians in ArtzaLh
and their demand for annexing Artzairh to Armenia.

That struggle was started in 1920s and never stopped, taking
different forms of expression of dissatisfaction of the NK Armenians'
That struggle in 1920-1930s obviously was strong and effective,
otherwise it could not become a special topic for discussion in the Central

Committee of the Azerbaijani Communist Party. And that high Party
body decided to suppress any sign or expression ofdissatisfaction by the

Karabakh Armenians and to continue their policy of de-Armenianization
of NKAO. Many regional administrative and Party leaders of Karabakh,

writers, journalists, doctors, economists, teachers, workers and peasants

were repressed, a lot of families were forced to leave Karabakh. They
were mainly accused for nationalism and "violation of principles of
proletarian internationalism". Some of them appeared in jail. The

Azerbaijani powers evefi disbanded one at a time several comirunist

106 Luchterhandt O. Nagomy Karabakh's Right to State Independence Acording to
International Law, p. 84.
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party organizations in Karabakh, which was something extraordinary, as

th'" Co*-unist Party was the ruling party in the whole Soviet Union. But

the Azerbaijani leadership did not give any significance to that

circumstance, because its main goal was to suppress the struggle of
Armenians for self-determination and realize their policy of ethnic

cleansing and de*Armenianization of NK till the end.

But those repressions could not stop the struggle of the Karabakh

Armenians.
Since 1930, and especially in 1960s-1980s, they sent thousands of

individual and collective letters, petitions and appeals to the Central

committee of the communist Party of the Soviet union (cPStD and the

Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union to improve their socioeconomic

and political conditions in NKAO and transier it to ArmeniaroT. For,

example, in 1965, the representatives of NK were in the Secretariat of the

Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in
Moscow and handed in a petition from Karabakh, signed by 45,000

people. This time, obviously under the pressure of argUments represented

by Karabakh Armenians, the Central Committee of the Communist Party

oi the Soviet Union ordered the Central Committees of the Communist

Parties of Armenia and Azerbaijan to investigate jointly the NK problem.

But Azerbaijan was permanently arousing different obstacles on the way

of discussion of that issue, and the Central Committee of CP of the Soviet

Union was not interested in implementation of its own order. So that

"initiative" failed.
After that the policy of Azerbaijani authorities in NKAO became more

strict, cruel and unfair, especially when the Chief of KGB of that republic

was appointed Heydar Aliev. In that period ethnic clashes were provoked

between Armenians and Azerbaijanis in Karabakh, hundreds of Armenians

were repressed, sent to prison, even killed. The number of persons and

families forced to leave NK increased. In this period a new and most

dangerous phase of the policy of ethnic cleansing began the policy of
,,Kaiabakh without Armenians".Later, ex-KGB Chief Heydar Aliev, after

toppling the legitimate president of Azerbaijan Elchibey, and taking

p."iid"n.y in his hands, proudly announced that nobody had done so much

tut lbid.

for tuming Karabakh into predominantly an Azerbaijani region, as he
himself. It is one of the rare cases, when Heydar Aliev was more than
sincere.

ln 1977, when the Draft of new Soviet Constitution was being
discussed in the USSR, it seemed that a light at the end of the tunnel
would appear on the Karabakh problem. The preparatory Commission,
responsible for the block "National Relaticins", included in the Draft of
Constitution a whole paragraph on Karabakh issue, which was reviewed
in the meeting of the Presidium of the council of Ministers of the Soviet
Union, i. e. the Soviet Government on November 23, 1977. The
Presidium after reviewing the document, stated that "As a result of a
number of historic circumstances Nagorno-Karabakh was artificially
annexed to Azerbaijan several decades ago. In the course ofthis, historic
past of the oblast (region), its ethnic composition, the will of its people
and economic interests were not taken into consideration. Decades
passed, and the Karabakh problem raises concem and causes moments of
anomosity between the two peoples, who are connected with ages-old
friendship. Nagorno-Karabakh (Armenian name Artzakh) should be
made part of Armenian SSR. In this case everything will take its legal
place"l08.

This very important document, which witnesses that the top
leadership of the Soviet Union was well aware of Karabakh being a part
of its native land Armenia, was for a long period under the lock and key.
And only recently it became known.

But, unforfunately, that very important and entirely fair suggestion,
which was quite easy to implement at that time, when the Communist
Party's positions in the Soviet Union were yet very strong, was rejected
by the Central Committee of Communist Party of the Soviet Union and
its Politburo, headed by the Secretary-General L. Brezhnev.

The historical chance was missed, and the Karabakh conflict entered
its new phase.

r08 Minutes of November 23, lg77 Session of the presidium of the USSR Council of
Ministers. see Ministry of Foreign Affairs of NKR. Nagomo-Karabakh's Struggle for
Freedom. 1923*1988, http: /nkr. ant/englhistoryl borba. htm, p. 1.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NAGORNO-KARABAKH'S FORMAL DEMAND
ON TRANSFER TO ARMENIA

Decision of the Extraordinary Session of NKAO
t

Further developments of ihe Karabakh problem was connected with

the essential changis in the Soviet Union and in the world at the end of
1980s. At that time it became clear that the Soviet Union had entered a

phase of deep political, socioeconomic, ideological and ethnopolitical

.ririr. th. new ieadership of the Soviet Union, headed by M. Gorbachev,

had started a policy of glasnost and perestroika (openness and

reconstruction) as a way out of the crisis.

The other change of global character was the end of the cold war

era at the end of 1980s and at the beginning of 1990s'

All those events had changed the political atmosphere in the world.

Glasnost offered new possibilities not only to individuals, but also to

peoples and ethnic groups to express openly their desires, wishes and

political aspirations.
On uslng those new opportunities, the Armenians of Nagorno-

Karabakh sent several delegations to Moscow in 1987 and 1988 to

discuss the problems of NKAO with the leaders of the communist Party

of the Soviet union. During those meetings they raised the issue of the

status of the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast in order to transfer

NKAO from Azerbaijan to Armenia. But those meetings were ending

without any result. The government of the Soviet Union and the Party

leadership were against any change in the status of NagornG- Karabakh,

as well ai the other autonomous republics, oblasts, okrugs, etc'

Meanr,vhile in Karabakh started mass meetings and Cenonsh.ations in
support of the demand to reunite NKAO lvith Armenia. u\ll people, all
social groups \^rere mobilized by a deep sense of grier',.,nce'0n.

Thus a new round of struggle of the Armenians oiNKAO for setf-
dctermination began.

On February 20, 1988 the XX Extraordinary Session of the Soviet of
People's Deputies ofNKAo was summoned to consider the mediation for
transf-er of the NKAO from the Azerbaijani soviet socialist Republic to
the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic. During that Session, tbe highest
Legislative Body of the NKAO adopted tire follorviirg Resolution:

'Regarding mediation for the transfer of dre Autonomou.s Region of
Mor-rntainous Karabakh frorn the Azerbaijani S.S.R. to the Armenian S.S.R.

After listening to and reviewing the statemsnts of the people,s
deputies of the Autonornous Region of lvlountainous Karabakh Soviet
regarding the mediation of the USSR Supreme Soviet between the
Azerbaijani S.S.R. and the Armenian S.S.R. for the transfer of the
Autonomous Region of Mountainous Karabakh from the Azerbaijani
S.S.R. to the Armenian S.S.R., the Special session of the 20'h regicnal
Soviet of Mountainous Karabakh RESOLVES,

Welcoming the wishes of the workers of the Autonomous Regiorr of
Mountainous Karabakh to request the supreme soviets of the Azerbaijani
and Armenian SSRs that they appreciate the deep aspirations of the
Armenian popuiation of Mountainous Karabakh and to transfer the
Autonomous Region of lVlountainous Karabakh from the Azerbaijani
S.S.R. to the Armenian S.S.R., at the same time to intercede rvith the
Supreme Soviet of USSR to reach a positive resolution regarding the
transfer..of the region from the Azerbaijani s.s.R. to the Arrnenian
s.s.R"l10"

The Resolution was adopted by thc absolute rnajority: ll0 deputies
voted for the Resolution, l7 - against (the Azerbaijanideputies), and 13 -
abstentions.

IOt' Gur T., Goidstone J., Revolutions in the Late Twcntiefh Cenftiry, Westvierv press,
Oxford, p. 334.
lr0 Documents on the Armenian Question. Karabagh, p. I i.
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As rve see, the Nagorno-Karabakh's hiqh Legisiative Bcdy put the
solution of the problem from the start on constitutional track.

Respanse of Azerbuijan, the Soviet Government
and Arnzettiu to the NK,"lO's l)ecisiott

After that decision it rvas up to tire Govemrncnts of the Soviet Union.
Azerbaijan and Anneniir to define their attitude to it.

The reaction of Azerbeijan.yas thoroughly negative.
The first Azerbaijani re-sponse came in the form of massacres of

Armenians in Sumgait on Febnrary 26-28, 1988. In the Report of the
CSCE lvlission on these events, it was stated that "The first serious mass
killing of Armenians took place in Sumgait, north of Baku, during the last
days of February 1988. Behveen 26 and 50 Annenians rvere brutally
killed by the enraged mob. While it remains a mattcr of some controversy
who were the actual instigators of the killing, there can be no doubt that
the rnilitia and the security forces \\/ere unacceptably passive and
provided no protection for the victims. From that time on, a mass exodus
of Armenians from Azerbai.ian began"l I r.

The entire rvorld was shocked by the Sumgait it,assacrettt, qualif,ving
it "Sumgait tragedy". In a publication of llelsinki Human Rights Watch,
it u'as stated that "The most bmtal of these events was the anti-Armenian
pogrom in Sumgait, Azerbaijan, rvhich took the lives of thirry' two
Armenians, r,vounded hundreds more, and intensif-red the fears of ethnic
Annenians living in other parts of Azerbaijan. In November 1988, anti-
Armenian riots once again broke out, in the former Kirovabad, today's
Ganje, in central Azerbaijan"r13.

rrr lnterirn Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission, p. 3. See aiso, Nagomo-Karabakh
Working Paper Sr"rbmitted to the United Nations, p. 2.
rr2 

See llerzig E, The New Caucasus, p. I 1; Fraser N., t'{ipel K., .larvordki .1.. Zuljan R.. A
Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaijani Dispute, p. 658-659, etc.
lrl Azcrbaijan. Seven Years of Conflicr in Nagorno-K.,ibokh. liuman R.iehts
Watch/Ficlsinki, p. i.

Many peoples, human rights organizations, political parties, even
parliaments expressed their deep concern about that shamefui event. They
raised their voices for the protection of Armenians.

But the Moscow Parry press occupied quite a different position, which
expressed the point of view of the highest party leadership of the Soviet
union. "The central Soviet press, stated a collective of the American
scholars, initially blamed the Sumgait tragedy on "hooligan elements,,, but
Armenian sources claim that it was a well--organized "pogrom" which was
aimed only at Armenians and conducted in complicity with-local Azerbaijani
parly officials"lla. The European parliament, on Lrly j,lggg, endorsed the
following resolution on the issue:

"A. considering the recent demonstrations in soviet Armenia
demanding the union of Mountainous Karabakh with the Republic of
Armenia,

"B. considering that historically Mountainous Karabakh was part of
Armenia, that presently more than 80%o of the population is Armenian,
that this Region was gratuitously annexedby Azerbaijan in 1923 andthat
in February 1988 Armenians were massacred in the Azerbaijani city of
Sumgait,

c. considering the deterioration of the political situation causing
massacres of Armenians in Sumgait and brutalities in Baku thus creating
a dangerous situation for Armenians in Azerbaijan,

l. condemns the brutalities and pressures against Armenian
demonstrators in Azerbaijan,

2. Supports the demand of Armenian minority desiring to unite with
the Soviet Republic of Armenia"rr5.

On June 13, 1988 the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
Azerbaljani SSR examined the mediation of the NKAO for transfering
from Azerbaijan to Armenia and adopted- a special resolution, rejectin!
that plea, qualifying it as "unacceptable"II6.

"o Fraser N. and others, A conflict Analysis on the Armeni an-Azerbaijani Di$ute, p
659.
n5 Resolution of the European Parliament. July 7, 1988, Documents on the Armenian
Question. Karabagh, p. l7-18.
I I6 ,,-''" tiaKr'rHcK14ii pa6ourrii". 6anv. 6/14/1988.
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This problem or as it was called at that time the "events in Nagorno-

Karabakh" became an object of discussion in the Presidium of the USSR

Supreme Soviet on March 23,1988. The USSR Supreme Soviet decreed:
..Tb recognize it to be intolerable when it is attempted to resolve

complicated national-territorial issues through pressure on state

authorities, in the atmosphere when emotions and passions are whipped

up, when self-styled formations are being set up that declare for the

recarving of national-state and national administrative borders, which can

lead to uirpredictable consequences"l 
17.

In other words, the USSR Supreme Soviet took negative attitude

towards the aspirations of the Nagorno-Karabakh's Armenians to reunite

with the motherland Armenia.
The USSR Supreme Soviet resolution contained a clause about the

socioeconomic conditions in NKAO. "The USSR Council of Ministers

should work out measures aimed at the solution of ripe problems of the

economic, social and cultural development of the Nagomo-Karabakh

autonomous region"1r8. So the Central authorities of the Soviet Union, by

this resolution had indirectly recognized that the self-determination

movement in Nagorno-Karabakh had very serious political, economic'

social and cultural background.
Rejecting the request of NKAO for transfering to Armenia, the

Centrai Committee of CPSU and the Council of Ministers of the Soviet

Union, in compliance with the resolution of the USSR Supreme Soviet,

March 23, 1988, announced on March 24, 1988, an eighl-year

socioeconomic and cultural development plan for Nagorno-Karabakh.

Here is an essential excerpt from that decision: "Recent years have

witnessed a reduction in the economic production of the Autonomous

Region of Nagorno-Karabakh. Capital construction plans, including the

construction of hout"s, have not been implemented. Social-cultural

r17 Resolution of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet on Measures Connected

with Addresses on Union Republics Conceming the Events in Nagomy Karabakh, in the

Azerbaijanand the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republics. Match23,l988-Documents on

the Armenian Question, Karabagh, p. ll-12.
rr8 Ibid, p. 13.
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developments are behind the people's growing expectations',rre. The
communist Party central committee and the council of Ministers of the
Soviet Union decided that constant attention must be given to the
economic, social and cultural development of the region: to construct
more houses, to take necessary measures to enable the NKAO to receive
soviet, Armenian and Azerbaijani television programs, to reconstruct the
historical and cultural monuments in the area with the participation of
experts from Armenia, to expand the publishing of literature in the
Armenian language, to ensure a continuous water supply for Stepanakert
and other centers of the Region, to ameliorate the food supply for the
population, to increase the network of road etc.r20. This list of problems
were indicating the disastrous conditions, in which appeared Nagorna-
Karabakh under the domination of Azerbaijan.

The population of Armenia, however, entirely supported the demand
of NKAO to be transferred to Armenia, considering it the only true way
to liquidate the historical injustices of l92IJ3. The population of
Armenia, including all social and political groups, demanded from the
government of the Armenian Republic to stand with the people of
Nagorno-Karabakh and strongly support its demands.

On June 15, 1988 in Armenia's Supreme Soviet began the
discussions on the NKAO's request to transfer Karabakh to Armenia.

On the same day, the session adopted the following resolution:
"After an all-around study of this decision, the Seventh session of the
Supreme Soviet of the Armenian SSR decreed to give its consent to the
inclus.ign of the Nagorno-Karabakh autonomous region in the Armenian
SSR"I2I.

Supreme Soviet of Armenia simultaneously asked the Supreme
Soviet of the Azerbaijani SSR and Supreme Soviet of the USSR to study
this question.

rre Soviet Union Communist Party Central Committee and The USSR Councilif
M^inisters, March24,1988- Documents on the Armenian Question. Karabagh, p. 13.
r20 lbid, p. l3-16.
l2l Session of Armenian's Supreme Soviet, 15 June, 1988-Documents on the Armenian
Question. Karabagh, p. 17.
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So from the three parties, to whom the Soviet of people's Deputies of
NKAO had appealed for transfer of the oblast from Azerbaijan to
Armenia, only Armenia gave a positive answer, while the other two-
Azerbaijan and the Soviet Union, rejected the Karabakh,s request. The
positions of Azerbaijan and ussR had coincided. They had not made
even an attempt to understand the reasons and motivations of Armenians
and to occupy a more realistic or flexible position, to consider new
conditions and new situation and to express readiness for compromises. If
they were ready to be more flexible at the beginning of the conflict, it
would be much easier to solve of the conflict without bloodshed,
massacres and military actions. But this chance was lost.

So Armenia remained the only country supporting the NKAO
Armenians demands.

Meanwhile, the strikes, demonstrations and meetings continued in
Yerevan, Stepanakert, Baku and other cities. The regional Soviet of
Karabakh on August 25, 1988, adopted the following decision:

"considering that the decisions of the central committee and the
council of the Ministers of the Soviet union of 24 March 1988 do not
take into consideration the characteristics of the Region,

Noting that the execution of these decisions is not taking place in an
entirely satisfactory manner,

Approving the initiatives taken to create closer ties between the
Soviet Armenian economic, scientific and cultural organizations and the
workers' collectives of the Region,

Noting that the decisions taken in the area of economic and social
developments do not satisfy the wishes of the vast majority of the people
of Karabakh,

The Regional Soviet once again reaffirms the determination of the
workers of the region to exclude the region from the jurisdiction of the
Soviet Azerbaijan and to reunite with Soviet Armenia"r2z.

Tensions was strengthening and the situation was growing worse
from one day to another. "This finally led to Moscow declaring "a state
of emergency" in the NKAO on 21 September and the deployment of

122 Documents on the Amenian Question. Karabagh, p. 18.
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ffoops and armored vehicles in the NKAO and several Armenian
centers"l21.

on December l, 1988 all leaders of the "Karabakh" committee in
Armenia were arrested.

In January, 1989 the presidium of the ussR Supreme Soviet placed
Nagorno-Karabakh under the control of a Special Administrative
committee of the ussR Supreme Soviet, directly responsible to the
central authorities, although it continued to maintain its status of
autonomous oblast in Azerbaijant2a .

But in Azerbaijan this decision was not welcomed. As mentioned J.
Nichol, o'most significant development in the conflict over the NKAO
during 1989 was the growth of the popular Front (pF) of Azerbaijan,
which opposed the NKAo's special administration"r25. The Helsinki
Human Rights watch stated that "The Azerbaijani desire for continued
rule over Nagorno-Karabakh helped galvanize the Azerbaijani popular
Front, which in August 1989 declared a boycott of Armenia',r26. It
organized mass strikes and demonstrations in Baku and other parts of
Azerbaijan. In 1989 Azerbaijan, in response to demands of pF, which
was then an opposition political party with a militia, began a railroad,
transportation and pipeline blockade of Armenia and Karabakh,
restricting food and fuel deliveries, which had an extremely negative
impact on the economy of Armenia and Karabakhr2T.

In September, 1989, the Azerbaijani Government requested from
Moscow to abolish the NKAO Special Administration committee, which
was satisfied on November 28, 1989. By the decision of the central
committee of the Soviet union and the Soviet Government the special
administration was liquidated and Nagorno-Karabakh was againit put
under the Azerbaijani direct administration.

That action aroused large dissatisfaction in Karabakh and stimulated
further struggle of the Karabakh Armenians for their right to self-
123 Nagorno-Karabakh. Working paper Submitted the United Nations, p. 3.
r24 Fraser N. and others, A conflict inalysis of the Armenian-Azerbaljani Dispule. p.
668.
125 Nichol J. Transcaucasus Newly Independent States, p. g.
1,26 Azerbailan Seven Years of Conflictln Nugo*o-fuiubakh, p. 1-2.
''' Ibid; Nagorno-Karabakh. working paper Submitted to the united Nations, p. 2.
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determination. A National Council was created in Nagorno-Karabakh
which, on behalf of the autonomous region, declared the unification of
NKAO with Armenia and elected its representatives to the Armenian
Supreme Soviet.

One of the results of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was the origin
of the refugee problem. The conflict had led to large refugee flows from
both sides - from Azerbaijan to Armenia and from Armenia and

Nagorno-Karabakh to Azerbaijan. This process was accompanied by
human rights violations and "a legacy of animosity g{rd images of the

opposite rid. ut the enemy in the minds of the people"l28.

The first refugee wave occulred after the Sumgait massacre when, as

mentioned, a mass exodus of Armenians began from Azerbaijan. It was

followed by the violations in Gyanja (Kirovabad.) "At least twice in
1988, Armenians in Gyanja were victims of mob violence and dozens

were killed. As a result, aliArmenians in the region left for Armenia"r2e.
But that was not the last one. As the members of the CSCE Mission

mentioned in their Report, "the most serious violence took place in Baku
on January 13 and 14, 1990 involving the brutal killings^of Armenians.

Estimates of the number range from 60 to more than 100"130.

It is interesting to note, that those massacres were implemented by
the Azerbaijani mob at the head of the National Front of Azerbaijan, in
the presence of the Soviet army, deployed in Baku. They did not interfere
or try to stop the murders. "The only aid given by the Soviet forces

consisted in irelping the remaining Armenians leave Baku"r3r. But those

forces intervened, when the violence spread over the Russian population of
Baku. There were nurny casualties on the Azerbaijani side.

After those bloody events in Sumgait, Gyanja, Baku and other cities,

towns, villages and regions of Azerbaljan, the entire Armenian
population, about 500 thousand, fled or was deported from Azetbaijan-
About 350,000 of them found shelter in Armenia. The remainder were

stationed in Russia, Central Asian republics, etc.

128 Interim Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission, p. 1.
r2e Ibid, p. 3
r30 Ibid.
13rlbid.

After the violation against the Armenian population in Azerbaijan,
the Azerbaijani population, whose number was about 160 thousand in
Armenia, and about 30 thousand in Nagorno-Karabakh, did not feer
comfortable. And the Report of the Mission of the cscE ,tut"a that the
massacres of the Armenians in Azerbaijan ..obviously affected ethnic
hostility in Armenia. Fear spread among ihe Azeris, *o-.n and children
were moved to neighboring Nakhijevan and to Azerbaljan in increasing
numbers. Some nine months after the Sumgait events, the deportation or
departure of the Azeris from Armenia was Jompleted,,i32. 

r -

ln these circumstances the National council of Nagorno-Karabakh
T th: Region's high Legislative body, on I Decemb"i tgsg took the
decision to unite with Armenia.

Thus in i990 ended first stage of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict,
which we call the "period of Declarations'f During this stage, the
legislative and executive powers of the NKAO, Lerbaijani SSR,
Armenian sSR and the Soviet union made official declarations on
Nagorne-Karabakh's status and defined their main political goars.

The official powers of Nagorno-Karapakh declared tie wilr of its
Armenian population to unite with its motherrand by transferring NKAo
from Azerbaijan to Armenia.

Armenia declared its satisfaction of the request of the NKAO
Armenians to secede from Azerbaijan and become part of Armenia.

Azerbaljan declared about its rejection to the karabakh demand and
carried oul policy of violation and massacres of Armenians in the
territory of Azerbaij an.

The central committee of the communist purty, Government and
the supreme soviet of the Soviet union supported Azerbaijan in its
attempts to maintain NKAO under its control.

. At this initial stage Nagorno-Karabakh could not achieve its political
aims, but succeeded in making public its political demands and to shake
Azerbaijani domination in Karabakh

As for the decision of the National council of Karabakh of
December l, 1989 about the reunification of NKAO with Armenia, it
remained on paper.

r32 lbid.

60 6l



And we have to underline, that without active support and help of the

Govemment of the Soviet Union, Azetbaijan could scarcely keep NKAO
under its domination.

On the other hand, it became more and more obvious, that Moscow

did not want to resolve the Karabakh issue and other ethnopolitical

conflicts. It was not capable of taking into consideration new political
atmosphere and changes in the Soviet Union, as well as in the world, and

to make comprehensive political decisions. The Central Committee of the

Communist Part and the Soviet Government tried, despite the declaration

about the policy of perestroika and openness, to pleserve the old status

quo, especially in the sphere of interethnic and national relations. It was

increasingly inclined to resolve the conflicts by force.

The Central Soviet power did not see new perspectives in
reconstruction of the Soviet society on the new principles, new ideas and

new demands. Soon it became clear, that Communist Party, Soviet

Government and M. Gorbachev were no longer able to control the

situation in the country.
Nagorno-Karabakh was on the eve of great events.

CHAPTER SIX

AZERBAIJANI AGGRESSION ON KARABAKH.
THE FIRST PHASE

The second stage of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict had begun in
1991 and lasted until 1994. rt is "the period of Military Actions, " which
includes two phases.

The Governments of the Soviet union and Azerbaijan, losing all
hopes to force the NKAo's Armenians to give up their demand for
transfer of the oblast from Azerbaijan to Armenia, had radically changed
their policy at the beginning of 1991. They adopted the policy of using
force and to putting NKAO in a position withoui leaving any alternative
but obedience to the Azerbaijani powers. That meant to use weapon and
to start military actions.

The war was imposed on Nagorno-Karabakh by Azerbaijan.
Nagorno-Karabakh was isolated from the rest of the world by the soviet
u1i9n and Azerbaijani military forces, blockading the Region. The only
window to the outer world was the helicopter link with Armeniar33.

The Soviet and Azerbaijani forces, as stated the GSCE Mission,s
investigation, launched a massive attackagainst the towns and villages of
Nagorno-Karabakh., "Particularly serious development took place in
April and May 1991 when the Soviet Army with the participation of units
from the Azerbaijani Ministry of lnterior, deported the Armenians from a
number of villages i! .the region. The deportation was done with
considerable violence"l3a. It had was carried according to a plan ,bhen
Azerbarlani special Function Militia Troops or oMoN, accompanied by

r33 Nagorno-Karabakh. Working paper Submitted to the United Nations, p. 3.l3a Interim report of the cscE {appfneur Mission on the situation in Naiomo-
Karabakh, p. 3-4.
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Soviet Army troops, concluded a passport and arms check known as

,,operating -Ring" 
in Armenian villages in Nagorno-Karabakh and the

Khanlar and the Geranboy (Shaumyan) districts"l35'

The Soviet tfoops were deployed in Nagorno-Karabakh as well as in

Azerbaijan and Armenia during 1989-1990, when "Moscow sent in

large-scale military forces to end a massive outbreak of intercommunal

uio-ience throughout Armenia and Azerbaij ar" I 3 6'

The members of the cscE Mission, investigating the situation in

Nagorno-Karabakh and consequences of the military actions, confirmed
..thit in this period up to the failed coup in Moscow in August 1991, the

Soviet forces played ihe most important role and were relied upon by the
. r ,,137Azen s10e

The GSCE Mission's Report also confirmed that "at this time

Azerbaijan itself had no regular army of its own' It had a militia

urrr*"rubl" to the Ministry oi the Interior"r38. According to that report,

smaller contingents of personnel from the Ministry of Interior of
Azerba4anpartlcipated together with the Soviet armed forces, attacking

and destroying a number of Armenian villages in Nagorno-Karabakh and

deporting ifr.ii itrtruUitantsr3e. In realizing the plan "Operation Ring" there

were AistriUutions of functions befween the Soviet troops and militia of
the Ministry of Interior of Azerbaijan. The Soviet troops usually encircled

the Armenian villages while the militia deported the Armenian

inhabitants.
The British researcher E. Herzig also stated that "Most of the time

1990 and 1991 the Soviet government sided with Baku, dispatching

interior military forces to support Azerbaijani operations against

Armenian villagls in and around karabakh"raO'

135 Azerbaijan. Seven Years of Conflict in Nagomo-Karabakh' p' 3-4'
t36 Fraser N. and others, A Conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaijani Dispute, p.

657.
r37 Interim Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission on the Situation in Nagomo-

Karabakh, p. 12.
t3t Ibid, p. 14.

''e Ibid, p. 12-13.

'oo HertigE., The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan' Georgia, p 67'
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The following is an example from the Hadrut region of Nagorno-
Karabakh, recorded in the Report of the cscE Mission: ..on 13 May
1991 the region was encircled by Soviet troops, while militia from the
Azetbaijani Ministry of the Interior entered uilluges and started to load
their inhabitants on buses for deportation. Somi were asked to sign
applications to leave. Those who refused to sign were cruelly beaten and
some 30 were shot. Azeris from.neighboring villages joined in this.
Property was destroyed and looted',lal.

The Helsinki Human Rights watch stated that .,operation 
Ring,,

resulted in the arrest and detention of hundreds of Armlnian men, the
temporary deportation of thousands of Armenians, and the emptying of
between twenty-two and twenty-four Armenian villages. It was
reportedly carried out with an unprecedented degree of violence and a
systematic violation of human rights"ra2.

Armenians in Armenia, Nagorno-Karabakh and Diaspora were
convinced that Moscow's position was biased, that.,Mosco* *u. taking a
consistently anti-Armenian, pro-Azerbaijani stance, and felt
betrayed"la3.

It was during this phase of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict that
relations between Moscow and yerevan, between the central Soviet
government and Armenians were extremely volatile. The Armenians
considered the policy of the leadership of Azerbaijan and the support
from Moscow "as a part of the policy of Azerbaijan to remove all
Armenians from Nagomo-Karabakh as had been in the case in
Nakhijevan"laa.

.. This policy was pursued until August lggl, when an attempt of coup
d'etat occurred in Moscow.

In conclusion we have to state, that Azerbaijan in fact had declared
war and carried out military actions against its own population. we must

'o' Ibid, p. I I.
'02 Aterbaiian. seven Years of conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh. Human Rights
Watch/Helsinki, p. 4.
ra3 Fraser N. and others, A conflict Analysis of the Armenian-Azerbaijani Dispute, p
6s9.
roa Interim Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission on the Siruation in Nagomo-
Karabakh, p. 12.
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not forget that Azerbaijan, rejecting the right of the Karabakh Atmenians
to self-determination, rejecting their demand for transfering Nagorno-
Karabakh from Azerbaijan to Armenia, continued to regard Karabakh as

its own territory and its population as its own citizens. Despite that fact,
Azerbaijan had launched offensive against its "own" region and its
people, who were living there with the Azerbaijani passports, i. e. against
its citizens, killing and deporting them, destroying their towns, villages
and houses, robbing their properly.

This circumstance was one of the shameful and illogical
phenomenon of the Azerbaijan's policy.

The war, naturally, had not been declared officially by the

Azerbaljani government. The Azerbaijani "leaders" liked to convince the

foreigners that they were trying to "restore" the order in Karabakh and

punish the "separatists". But it could not deceive anybody, especially if
we take into account that for "restoring" the order, Azerbaljan, especially
in second phase, was using healy ar1illery, tanks, rockets, air forces and

other healy weapons against the peaceful people - Armenians of
Nagomo-Karabakh.
Azerbaijan, irr reality, waged war on Armenians, in which took part from
Azerbaijani side Afghan mujaheddins, Russian and Ukrainian
mercenaries' ', Chechens, so called volunteers from different countries,
receiving mrlrtary, financial and economic aid from Turkey, as well as

other Muslim countries.

ra5 Azerbaijan. Seven Years of Conflict in Nagomo-Karabakh. Human Rights
Watch/Helsinki, p. IX; (lr"vntrutru B., liapa6arcnrtii IroHQ.rttri'r. 1992-l!194, c. 104-
105. etc.

CHAPTER SET/EN

PROCLAMATION OF INDEPENDENT
I{AGORNO-KARABAKH REPUBLIC

Collapse of the Soviet Union and the Legal Base
of Formation of Independent Republics

The coup d'etat organized in Moscow in August, 1991 had failed.
Despite that fact, the process of collapse of the USSR accelerated which
after all ended by a Declaration on liquidation of the Soviet union, signed
by the presidents of Russia, ukraine and Byelorussia on Decembei I 1,
1991.

But before that final action, the union republics of the soviet union,
one after another, began to declare their independence and sovereignty. It
was a lawful process, based on the Law of the ussR- "on regulation
governing questions conceming a union republic seceding from the
USSR", adopted by the President M. Gorbachev on April 3, Itgl.It gave
right to union republics to decide their future status: either to remain
within the Soviet union or leave it and declare their full independence
and sovereignty. But, as it was fixed in the Law, the question of
independence the union republics could decide onry by referendum.

on August 30, 1991 Azerbaljan declared its independence from the
Soviet Union but without providing referendum. It created a new
political-juridical situation and presented to Nagorno-Karabakh a choice:
to secede together with Azerbaijan from the USSR or, according to April
3,1990, USSR law, to remain a part of the Soviet Union.

According to the Article 3 of that law, "in union republics, having in
tlreir composition autonomous republics, autonomous oblasts and
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autonomous okrugs, referendum must be carried out separately in each

autonomy. It is up to the peoples of autonomous republics and

autonomous entities to decide independently the question of further

remaining either in the Union SSR or leaving the union republic, as well
as putting the question of its state status"r46.

It was very important and the only document which regulated the

self-determination right not only for union republics, but also for
autonomous entities. On the basis of that law, the union republics had

gained their independence and were recognized by the international

community.
But the same international community unforhrnately neglected the

fact that the above mentioned law gave similar rights to autonomous

entities too, on the basis of referendum.

Proclumation of Nagorno-Ksrabakh Rep uhlic

In compliance of the Law, dated April 3, 1991, regulating the process

of leaving the USSR or union republic, the Joint Session of the Soviets of
People's Deputies of NKAO and the Shahumyan district proclaimed on

September 2, 1991, the Nagomo-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast as

Nagomo-Karabakh Republic (NKR), and decided to secede from

Azerbaijan.
But this decision did not defure the status of NKR. In the decision the

word "independence" was not used, leaving the solution of its status to

referendum. The leaders of NKR were acting strictly according to the

provisions of the Law from April 3, 1991, which was the only Law ever

passed in the Soviet union on regulation of the problem of leaving the

USSR.
The Azerbaijan's response to the Proclamation of NKR and

secession from Azerbaijan was strongly negative, leaving no room for
compromise : " Azerbaijan considered all Karabakh parliamentary action

la6 
See Decree of the President of the USSR M. Gorbachev. Article 252, Moscow,

Kremlin; (3 April, 1990), No 1409-l .

6"E

illegal, "nullified the region's autonomous status and declared direct ruleon November 26, l99l"ta7.
The decision of the Joint Session of the NKA' and shaumyandistrict was quite lawful. on the contrary, the actions and decisions ofAzerbaijan were illegar, because it cecraieo it, inJ"p.na.ice withoutreferendum as it was 

_required by the Law from April 2,' D;1.
The members of the cscE Mission who met *ith th" Arerbaijaniauthorities, mentioned ihat they were .,told that the cancellation of theautonomous status of Nagorno-Karabakh by the Ar;;t; NationalAssembly is a justified response to the unconstitutional act ofproclaiming independence Oy ihe Armenian mu;ori",;;r.^-eT rn" ,urn"time, the report of the cscn Mission stated that the decision ofAzerbaijan's parliament to annul the autonomous stafus of Nagorno-Karabakh "is also widely held to be unconstitutional,,i;e.--- 

-^ '
Despite the military and non-mi'itary actions of Azerbaijan, NKRcontinued to pursue its way for resolving the problem on constitutionaltrack.
In NKR on December 10, r99i, under the conditions of rarge-scarewar, a referendum was herd. It was held after flr" usin rrua aheadyceased its existence - 9g% of the the participants voteJ ro. inalp"no.n."of NKRr50.
At referendum there were present many independent observers fromRussia, England, y1.", Germany, Bulgaria, Ukraine and othercountries, who stated that the referendum was.passed according to allinternational norms.
After the referendum Executive council of NKR was elected andLeonard Petrosyan was erected chairman of its Executirr" co-.itt"".
The NKR Executive committee addressed the united Nations andcommonwealth of the_Independent States (cIS) asking t" .;;d;NKR asan independent state. NKR expressed its desire to become member of cIS.

lllVleaato.,,iu C. A-rmenia-Azerbaijan Conflict. p. 2."" lnterim Repon of rhe cSCE Rapporteur Mission on the Situation in Nagorno_Karabakh. o. 5.
ronlbid.

r50 Nagomo-Karabakh Working paper Submitted to the United Nations, p. 4.
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On 19 December, 1991, the Executive Council suggested the

President of Azerbaijan Ayaz Mutalibov to begin negotiations between

Azerbaijanand NKR on the base of complete equality. That proposal was

rejected by the Azerbaijani leader.- 
on December 28, 1991 elections of the Supreme Soviet-parliatnent

of NKR were passed, which in its first session' on January 6, 1992,

adopted "Declaiation on the State Independence of Nagomo-Karabakh

Republic".
The NKR Supreme Soviet "expressed its hope that the creation of an

independent state would contribution to end the bloodshed, to defend the

p"u..frt population against the threat ofannihilation, and appealed to the

international community to assist in its efforts to establish peace in the

Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh" 
I s r.

A. Mkrthichyan was elected the NKR Supreme Soviet's chairman,

and the government of NKR headed by Oleg Yesayan was formed'

The Second Phase of Azerbaiiani Aggression'
Military Defeat of Azerbaiiun

Azerbaijan, annulling the Karabakh's autonomous status, on 31 January,

Igg2, launihed large-scale military operations against NKR, using

thousands of well armed troops, supported by tanks, artillery, helicopters, etc.

At that time, the Soviet troops had withdrawn from Karabakh, which

was connected with the collapse of the Soviet Union in December,l99I.
The withdrawal of three divisions of Soviet troops was completed in

March 1992. This circumstance, "prompted an early 1992 offensive"r52.

The Karabakh Armenians at that time had appeared in a very

complicated situation. The Azerbaijani armed forces were comparatively

welitrained by the Soviet officers and had some experience in military

operations. In addition, they had enofrnous quantity of weapons,

including heavy weapons, at their disposal. That's why in 1992, the

military successes was on the Azerbaijani side. They occupied many

villages and towns of NKR, heavily bombarded the capital city of
Stepanakert, which was besieged by them, etc. By the mid-1992,
"Azerbaijani armed forces controlled 2,000 of the 4,400 sq. km. of
Nagorno-Karabakh territory. Most significant was the fact that the
industrial installations were under Azerbaijani control, including the only
hydroelectric dam and gold mines in the northem region, as well as 600/o

of Nagorno-Karabakh's arable land" I 53.

In this situation some necessary actions for strengthening the defense
of the Republic had been taken by the NKR powers. By the decision of
the Presidium of the NKR Supreme Soviet on February 24, L992 all
armed formations were subordinated to the united command and Serzh
Sarkisyan was appointed chairman of the Self-Defense Committee.

At the same time Azerbaljan tightened the economic blockade of
NKR and Armenia. There were blockaded roads, railways and energy
links of NKR and Armenia and "Turkey had supported the blockade
along its border with Armenia"r5a.

The NKR capital, Stepanakert, and its surrounding territories were
under constant artillery and surface-to-surface missile bombardment.
The city was without bread, waler, essential food supplies. Stepanakeft
was a target of bombardment from Shushi. Homes, schools, buildings,
hospitals were destroyed. The damage was extensive and the population was
forced into cellars.

But the NKR government mobilized all forces, all self--defense units,
and undeftook a counter-offensive, aiming to eliminate the Azerbaijani
artillery and Grad missile positions near Stepanakert, to end with the
bombardment of Stepanakerl and ensure its security. On May 9, l99Z
Shushi and other Azeri strongholds were taken by the NKR foices under
the command of Arkady Ter-Tadevosyan. Lachin soon fell and the NKR
forces opened a humanitarian corridor between NKR and Armenia. The
wounded were soon transported to Armenia and humanitarian and
military aid began. This was great success in guaranteeing the survival of
the NKR and its population.

r5r Nagorno-Karabakh Working Paper. Submitted to the United Nations, p

's' Herzig E.. The New Caucasus. Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, p. 66.
'5r Ibid.
15'Migdalovitz C., Armenian-Azerbaijan Conflict, p. 3
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At this period some changes occurred in the governmental structure

of NKR. Chairman of the NKR Supreme Soviet A. Mkrthchayn passed

away. On August 15, 1992 State Commifiee of Defense was established

that concentrated in its hands all executive, legislative and military power

in NKR. Robert Kocharyan was appointed the Chairman of NKR State

Committee of Defense.
The military situation had changed radically in favor of the

Armenians during 1993 andthe first half of 1994.The NKR succeeded in
creating a regular army, trained and prepared it for protection of NKR.
After heavy battles, the well disciplined armed forces liberated almost the

entire NKR territory.
There were many unsuccessful attempts to conclude a cease-fire

agreement. The war continued and the NKR forces entered the

Azerbaijani territories around NKAO and in the Spring of 1994

established their control over Kelbajar, Koubatly, Aghdam, Fizouli,
Gebrail and Zangelan re gions.

So all the Azerbaijani political efforts and military attempts to

preserve its domination over Karabakh, to liquidate NKR and to realize

the ethnic cleansing of Karabakh from its native Armenian population

ended with failure.
The Azerbaijani military forces were defeated and NKR proved its

vitality,
It was the result of heroism of the Karabakh young army and all

Armenians of Karabakh, who with the full support by Armenia and

Armenian Diaspora, could stand against the heavy political and military
pressule of Azerbaijan and made him sit around the table for cease-fire

negotiations.

CHAPTER EIGHT

CEASE_FIRE AGREEMENT

Necessity of Cease-Jire for the purties
Involved in the Conflict

The splendid military victories of the NKR armed forces pur
Azerbaijan in a heavy condition. The fuither continuation of war could
bring more territorial losses, new refugees and other misforlunes to
Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan therefore agreed to sit at the table for cease-fire
negotiations.

cease-fire was a necessity for NKR as well. It could bring peace and
the possibility of reconstructing the destroyed villages and tolwis and to
strengthen young statehood.

The cease*fire agreement was the result of activities of numerous
states and various international organizations too, who were involved in
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. It is obvious that this conflict did not exist in
a political vacuum and involved many states, particularly neighboring
countries. Paul Goble presented the situation and the involvement of
other countries in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in the fbrm of a
pyramid: "The region's political situation can be conceived as an inverted
pyramid with four outside actors - Turkey, Iran, Russia and the west
(including both western Europe and the united states) - on the top tier;
three governments - Baku, Stepanakert (the capital of NKAo) and
Yerevan - comprising the second tier; and two populations - Armenians
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and Azerbaijanis - at the bottom"ttt. So these two nations were carrying
the main burden of the conflict.

Moscow was very active throughout the conflict. But the Soviet
leader Gorbachev had made many mistakes and was unable to act
effectively and find real ways to resolve the conflict. The solution could
be resolved more easily at the beginning of the conflict, than afterwards,
when both sides were involved in a war. Gorbachev and the CPSU
Politburo had lost their chance, and the price of their wrong policy was
tens of thousands of dead, hundreds of thousands of refugees, numerous
towns and villages destroyed on both sides.

T h e Ye lts in-N aza r b aev I niti ativ es

After the dissolution of the USSR and emergence of the independent
Russian Federation, Russia displayed numerous initiatives to find a
peaceful solution to the Karabakh conflict. The first peace mission was
undertaken by the Presidents Boris Yeltsin of Russia and Nursultan
Nazarbaev of Kazakhstan in September I 99 I within the framework of the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). It was acknowledged by the
Mission, that "the central authorities of the USSR had been unable to
handle the situation in a constructive way. On the contrary, it was found
that from l9B8 to 1991, serious mistakes had been made, leading to the
sharpening of antagonism between the two sides"r56.

On September 23, 1991, in a Russian town Zheleznovodsk a
Communique was signed by the Russian Federation's President Yeltsin,
President of Kazakhstan Nazarbaev, President Levon Ter-Petrcsian of
Armenia and President Ayaz Mutalibov of Azerbaijan. They agreed that a
settlement could be achieved with a deadline of January l, 1992, "'a

cease-fire should be established; all anti-constitutional acts concerning
Nagorno-Karabakh by Azerbaijan and Armenia be frozen; legally
constituted bodies should be recognized and all groups should be

't' Goble P., Coping with the Nagomo-Karabakh Crisis, p. 23.
156 

See Interim Report of the CSCE Rapporteur Mission on the Situation in Nagorno-
KarabakJr, p. 7.

removed from the region, with the exception of the Soviet armed forces,
including those of the then ussR Ministry of the Interior. All other
armed forces should be withdrawn, and their presence after the deadline
should be considered illegal"rsT. It was suggested that.,obseryers were to
be sent to the region to secure the cease-firc, neuttalize illegal forces,
guarantee the security of all citizens living in the region of conflict and to
secure normalization of the situation"l58.

Armenia and Azerbaljan were invited to enter negotiationsr5e.
These recommendations were not fuifilled.
Russia took part in all political configurations, including cSCE and

its Minsk Group, one of the chairmen of which was the relpresentative
from the Russian Federation. The Russian activity is to be explained in
the_ context of the policy of Russia in Transcau"uiiu. Thi. regiln always
had strategic significance for Russia and one of its main gials was to
prevent the strengthening of positions or influence Turkey, Iran, the
United States or any other country in Transcaucasia. So Russia was
interested in the solution of the Karabakh problem in a way, which would
serve its political aims. Russia formally defends the princiile of territorial
integrity of Azerbaijan, rejecting to use military uitionr'u, a means for
solution of the problem. It supporls the idea of peaceful negotiations.

The USA Position

The role of the only superpower - the united States - is very
important in resolving the Nagorno-Karabaki problem. The United
States obtain sufficient power to impact on the out.o-" of the problem
directly, or through cscE, or by backing Turkey. At that period it stood
on the position of preserving the tenitorial integiity of Azerbaijan. But at
the same time, the united States stood for the soiution of the Karabakh
problem only through political ways, without using force, and taking into

'5t [bid, p. g.

'58 lbid.
rio Ibid.
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account the national interests, including national security and large-scale
right for autonomy of Nagorno-Karabakh.

The Turkey's Strategic Interests

Turkey is the only state or actor which completely and
unconditionally supports Azerbaijan and periodically threatens Armenia
and Nagorno-Karabakh, especially after the successes of the NKR armed
forces on the battlefields. The late President Turgut Ozal of Turkey,
referring to the Turkish genocide of the Armenians in 1915, announced
that "Armenia has not learned its lesson from the experience in Anatolia
and the punishment inflicted"r60. He was hinting at the Genocide of
Armenians in 1915, carried out in Ottoman Empire, though he and all
leadership of Turkey usually denied that historical fact. But in this case
Turgut Ozal attempted by reminding about the "experience in Anatolia",
i. e. about the Armenian Genocide, again to threat Armenians.

After the victory of the NKR forces and defeat of the Azerbaijanis in
Kelbajar in 1993, Turgut Ozal said during his visit to the United States
that it was the time for Turkey "to bare its teeth to Armenia"r6r.

Other Turkish officials did not exclude the "Cyprus Solution" for
Armeniar62, which meant a quick occupation of Armenia by Turkish
arrny, as it happened with Cyprus in 1974.

At that time, as stated in US Congressional materials, "Turkish Army
units near the border (Turkish-Armenian - N. H), were placed in a 'state
of vigilance' and reinforced in April lgg3't63.

Attempting to strengthen its pressure on Armenia after the fall of
Kelbajar in April 1993,the Turkish government suspended aid, as well as

foreign transit to Armenia through its air space and territory. So to the

160 Nagomo-Karabakh Working Paper Submitted to the United Nations, p.22.
16r "The Washington Times", 41911993.
r62 Nagomo-Karabakh Working Papers Submitted to the United Nation s, p. 22.

'63 CRS Issue Brief. Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict. Updated August 17,lgg5 by Carol
Migdalovitz., Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division. Congressional Research
Service. The Library ofCongress, p. I 1.

Azerbaijani blockade was added the Turkish blockade of Armenia and
NKR.

Turkey simultaneously increased its military aid and support to
Azerbaijan. The above mentioned US congressionil source indicated that
as recently as 1993, about 160 Turkish military officers were aiding the
Azeri Army and that a $3O-milrion credit was extended to Azerbaijan to
finance the purchase of Turkish armsr6a. weapons, including missile
systems, were shipped from Turkey to Azerbaijantut. Taki-ng these
circumstances into consideration, "some us concerns have been raised
about a Turkish tilt to Azerbaijan in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict"r66.

Turkey opposed the secession of Nagorno-Karabakh from
Azerbaijan and put pressure on Armenia to withdraw its forces, stating
that only after that Turkey would be ready to establish diplomatic
relations with Armenia. Armenia called for bilateral relations and
establishment of diplomatic relations with Turkey, but without
preconditions.

Turkey has its own strategic interests in Transcaucasia and the
Turkish position toward Nagomo-Karabakh must be reviewed in that
context.

. Turkey was exploiting also Russia's weakness, trying to strengthen
its own position in that region at the expense of Russia.-prJm this point of
view, Azerbaijan could be reliable ally for Turkey, taking into account
that "Turkey has historic, linguistic and cultural ties to Azeiies,'r67.

on the other hand, in recent years there had been a rebirth of pan-
Turkist plans and escalation of pan-Turkist feelings in Turkey. As
mentioned in one of the uS congressional sources, ,.Turkey 

seeks to
expand ties to central Asia, but does not border it. A modus vivendi with
Armenia would provide Turkey with a bridge to the area and an
alternative route for an oil pipeline from Azerbaijan',t0. This
circumstance, doubtlessly, serves as an additional element in
understanding Turkey's position in Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

r64 lbid.
r6s Nagorno-Karabakh working paper Susmitted to the united Nation s, p.22.
liiNlctrgt J., Transcaucasus Newly independent States, p. 5.
'o' Migdalovitz C., Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict, p. I l.
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More in detail about the increasing and strengthening of pan-Turkist
feelings in Turkey and in Turkish foreign,^policy had written Graham

Fullei in his book "Turkey Faces East"r68. G. Fuller is one of the

American researchers of RAND corporation and had worked for a period

in the USA Embassy to Turkey. He, as a new phenomenon and

expression of new orientation in Turkey's foreign policy, mentioned the

inirease of "Islamic factor" and nationalist neo-pan-Turkist impulsesl6e.

He prefers to use the term "neG-pan-Turkism" instead of the old

Ottoman "pan-Turkism". He is convinced that "Ataturkist tradition -so
valuable and critical to the national survival in an earlier era of T'urkish

history- is now coming under reexamination"rTo. On the base of this

conception, the American researcher stated that "With a lessening of
some Ataturkist values -statism, isolationism, elitist paternalism,

avoidance of lslamic and pan-Turkic ideological interests-such factors as

nationalist/pan-Turkist, and Islamic ideologies have greater room for
,,171lnrluence

These changes were connected, besides the internal factors, also with
the new world situation, first of all with the breakup of the Soviet Union
and emergence of several Turkic states in Central Asia and

Transcaucasia, as Azerbaij an, Uzbekstan, Kazhakhstan, Turkmenstan and

Kirgizistan. It had opened new horizons for spreading of Turkey's

influence in Central Asia and Transcaucasia. "Virfually overnight, states

G. Fuller, Turkey's influence and involvement now extend in a nearly

unbroken belt from the Turks of the Balkans to the Turks of Western

China and Eastern Siberia"r7z. According to the opinion of G. Fuller,
"Turkey is finding new opportunities for investment and trade, as well as

for cultural and political influence, as the unofficial "center" of the Turkic
world"r73. Indicating that "It is now commonly repeated in Turkey that

168 Graham E. Fuller, Turkey Faces East. New Orientations to the Middle East and the Old

Soviet Union, Santa Monica, Published 1992by RAND'

'oo lbid, p. 4.

'to Ibid.
rTrlbid.
r72 Ibid, p. v.
r73 lbid, p. viii.

21" century will be the "cenfury of the Turks,,tro,he concluded: ..Turkey
is already moving more aggressively than any other state to establish a
loothold in Central Asia""'.

on the way of realization of these neo-pan-Turkist plans are
standing, like a dam, Armenia and Karabakh. That's why the liquidation
of the Armenian obstacle is very vital from point of view of neo-pan-
Turkisrn. The blockade of Armenia and Karabakh by two Turkish states-
Turkey and Azerbaijan, military, financial aid and political support to
Azerbaijan by Turkey, different kind of pressure on Armenia and
Karabakh, etc. all these are essential steps, dictated by the necessify of
implementation of the neo-pan-Turkist policy, *hi.h, as it was
mentioned, Turkey carries out .,more aggressively". And the
announcement by late President of rurkey Turgut ozal that it was time
for Turkey "to bare its teeth to Armenia" and other threats, are in full
harmony with the aglressiveness of the new policy of Turkey or neo-
pan-Turkism.

Turkey was also acting through the council for Security and
cooperation in Europe, attempting to use that important organization for
the solution to the Nagomo-Karabakh conflict in the interests of
Azerbaijan. Turkey sometimes tries, within the framework of GSCE, to
act as mediator or participate in peacekeeping forces by deploying its
armed contingents in the region of conflict.

But Turkish attempts were rejected by Armenia and NKR,
considering that Turkey did not occupy neutral attitude and in fact was
the direct participant of the Karabakh conflict.

The lraniun Mecliation

cefiain role in the solution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict
attempted to play Iran, which was the principal mediator from February
to May of 1992. By participating in the peace process, Iran.hoped to
prevent the strengthening of influence and role of Turkey in the iegion.

t7a lbid, p. 10.
r75ibid, p. viii.
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Iran worried about Russia too, and, naturally, did not want to see

Transcaucasia under the Russian influence either. But it was more
cautious in regard of Russia. It is necessary for kan to maintain stability
near its northern borders, because "Iran fears its Azeris'ties to ethnic kin
in Azerbaijan and developments in the north that might provoke Iranian
Azetis"t76.

The Iranian fear is not groundless, taking into account that in
Azerbaljan there are influential and powerful forces that dream about the
"Great Azerbaijan" by separating the northern part of Iran, known as

"Iranian Azerbaijan", and its attachment to the Azerbaijani Republic
(Baku). This policy is pursued by National Front of Azerbaijan, "the
leading opposition party over the past several years in Baku", claiming
"that their ultimate aim is union with the south (kanian Azerbaijan - N.
H.)-t". One of the adepts of this policy was o'nationalist president of
Azerbaijan, Ebulfez Elchibey" who "pursued openly pan-Turkist policy"
and "predicted the breakup of Iran and the union of the two independent
Azerbaijans"l78.

Turkey was encouraging the nationalist forces of Azerbaijan in their
activity for unification of 'oTwo Azerbaijans". "Indeed, stated G. Fuller,
nationalist elements in Turkey do support Azerbaijan' s efforts to increase
a sense of Turkishness among the Iranian Azeris and to seek union with
them, and generally support pan-Turkist policies designed to bring
Turkey and two Azerbaijans closer together"rTe.

By its mediation Iran attempted to maintain good relations with the
poweru in Baku, whose conditions at that time were not easy, and they
needed a solution of Karabakh conflict on the principle of preserving
Karabakh within Azerbaljan. hanian suggestion was based on that option.
In Tehran the leaders of the country thought that their suggestion would
keep Azerbaijan far from the Turkish influence, on the one hand, and

would work for increasing the kanian influence over Azerbaijan and in
the region, on the other hand.

176 Migdalovitz C., Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict, p
r77 Fuller G. Turkey Faces East, p. 55.
I78 Ibid, p. 55-56.
t1e lbtd,, p. 57 .

1l

, Iran was hopeful that its mediation for negotiations between Armenia
and Azerbaijan with the participation of NtcR, would be evaluated
positively in Yerevan .too, as it opens doors for negotiation and
oerspectives for political solution on the basis of .o-prorii..s. Besides
that Iran desired to keep good relations with Armenia, in case of
worsening its relations with Turkey. "Iran is anxious to maintain good
ties with Armenia. Tehran's dilemma is to decide how far it can so in
sympathizing with Armenia before it loses all leverage in guku,,180. "

Iran had prepared a plan for solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, which at the end of March, 1992 was represen-ted to Armenia,
Nagorno-Karabakh qKR) and Azerbauu.r"'. Ari three parties agreed
with that Iranian-mediated peace initiative, which includei a cease_fire,
exchange of hostages, an end of the blockade and ..negotiations to find apolitical solution between Armenia and Azerbaijun, *ih the participation
of Nagorno-Karabakh representatives"r82. Iran called on the united
Nations to send international peacekeeping forces to NKR.

According to the hanian-mediated peace pran, a peace conference
would be convened for working out a complete iesolution of the problem.
But later Azerbaijan opposed the participaiion of any Nagorno-Karabakh
representatives in the peace conference. It brouglt th-e Iranian peace
initiative to a state of deadlock.

In considering the reasons for the failure of the kanian initiative, the
Lru.!,of M Halperin and D. Scheffer discovers very interesting iact:
"The cSCE launched an eleven-nation conference in tggz tomediate the
armed conflict between Armenia and. Azerbaijan over the fate of
Nagorno-Karabakh. The participants' hidden ug"rrdu may have been to
exclude Iran from influencing the outcome oithe dispute',rs3. The I I
states were Armenia, Azerbaijan, Turkey, Russia, Italy, the United Statesof America, Germany, Belarus, FranCe, Sweden unA tn. Czech and
Slovak Federal Republics. An Italian diplomat, Mario Raffaelli, was
named chairman of the peace conference.

'to Ibid, p. 57-58.
r8rSee Hwhannisyal]\,,The Foreign policy of Armenia, yerevan, 199g.'"'Nagomo-Karabakh working paper Submitted to the United Nations, p. r7.r83 Halperin M., Scheffer D., Self-ietermination in the New worrd order, p. 99.
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Although Iran was excluded from the participation in the peace
process, it continues to play a significant role in the resolution of crucial
political and economic problems in the Transeaucasian and Middle
Eastern region.

The Cease-Fire Agreement. May 12, 1994

The victories of the Nagomo-Karabakh Army had changed the
political situation in the region. It was obvious that in case of
continuation of the war, imposed by Azerbaijan on NKR, Azerbaljan
would lose new territories. The only alternative for Azerbaijan remained
cease-fire.

In peacemaking process were involved Russia, USA, CSCE and its
Minsk goup.

In 1993 CSCE called for a peace conference in Belarus. Azerbaijan
agreed in principle to take part in that conference, but demanded for
Armenian withdrawal from all territories under their control, as a

precondition for cease-fire. NKR in its turn demanded national statusr8a.

Soon after that, on March 8, 1993 US Special Envoy to the Minsk
Group of CSCE John Maresca announced that parties had agreed on a
cease-fire monitoring mission of 700 under the CSCS Chairman's
control, commanded by a Finn, and to be deployed for 6 months, with a

renewal mandater85. But that agreement did not work.
The tIN Security Council also had demonstrated its interest in

resolving the conflict and on April 30, 1993, adopted Resolution 822,

demanding an immediate halt to hostilities, withdrawal of Armenian
forces from Kelbajar and other areas, and resumption of CSCE
negotiationsttu. Three days after that Resolution, on May 3, 1993, two
members of the Security Council - Russia and the United States, with

r84 CRS Issue Brief. Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict. Updated August l7 , 1995 by Carol
Migdalovitz. Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division. Congressional Research
Service. The Library ofCongress, p. 5.
r85 lbid.
r86 Ibid.

Turkey, proposed Azerbaijan, Armenia and NKR to imprement the
Security council's Resoruton No g22 '.with withdrawal froniierbajar, a60-day cease-fire, 5-party tarks followed by Minsk c.orf tuttr, and an
agreement"l8T. But they c-ould not get the parties, agreement. NKR and
Armenia could not withdraw their forces from Kerbaj"a.unJoirr", regions
before the problem of the NKR,s status was solved.

The Minsk Group of CSCE on September 2g, 1993 set out its
schedule of urgent measures to begin with Karabakh,s readiness towithdraw and ending with deploy.*t of cscE observers. Azerbaijan
rejected that schedule because the withdrawal of the Karabakh forcesfrom Lachin and Shushi and the return of Azeri ,efugees were not
included.

on october 14, 1993 the Security council adopted a new Resolution
- No 874, "called on the parties to make permanent cease-fire established
as a result of direct contacts assisted by Russia in support of the Minsk
Group., to accept an adjusted timetatle, includinj *ittrAra*U from
occupied territories and removal of communicatiori and transportation
obstacles, and to refrain from acts which would *ic"n irr" 

"o"i11"a"rsa-Azerbaijan did not agree to participate in the conference until thewithdrawal of Armenian forces from iachin, Kelbajar unJ zung.tun. e,For NKR, it also rejected the suggestion becausJ it did not'agree toinclude Lachin and Shushi on the llsl of tenitories, from *rre.e its forces
would be withdrawn.

The Minsk Group continued its efforts, and on November 2_.g,lgg3
called for Azeri withdrawal from part of Martakert and for NKR,s status
discussion before implementatio;r8e. Martakert was a part of NKR
CNKAO) which still remained under the Azerbaijani domination. The
Minsk Group and other organizations, until that, usuaily were including
in their schedules only the withdrawal of the Karabakh forces from some
Azerbaljani territories, but as for the NKR tenitories under theAzerbaijani control, they kept silence about it. NKR, naturally, wasreminding the GSCE and its Minsk Group about it. At rast, tte trrtinst

'tt Ibid.
188 Ibid.
r8e Ibid.
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Group yielded and decided to demand from Azerbaijan the withdrawal of
its troops from Martakert.

Azerbaljan rejected the CSCE plan, motivating that it failed to
mention Lachin, Shushi and the Karabakh Azeri's rights. It "refused to
withdraw from Martakert" and "rejected the Russia's sponsored proposal

to introduce troops into Azerbaijan to separate the combatants"reo.

So, despite those and other numerous proposals, programs,

schedules, despite the negotiations and talks befween the interested
parties, the cease-fire process was marked for a definite time.

At that period Russia became more active in preparing a cease-fire
agreement.

Russian Minister of Defense Pavel Grachev on February 18, 1994

presented his plan, which included such crucial issues as cease-fire,

disengagernent and withdrawal of artillery from frontline, Russian mobile
observer groups and a joint staff from Russia, Azerbaljan, Armenia and

Karabakh. As for the Karabakh status, it was suggested that the status

issue would be decided at a summit of Russian, Armenian and

Azerbaijani Presidents, with Karabakh participatingrer.
Armenia and Karabakh agreed to withdraw. Azetbaijan agreed to

cease-fire but insisted on Armeni is withdrawal first.
After that Russia introduced some changes in its plan and

represented an improved one, containing the following points: a cease-

fire, followed by disengagement, a pullout of hardware,-- 35 mixed
monitoring teams in : zonis, Lachin corridor to remain opent".

The Azerbaijani's only rejection was in regard "the lack of Armenian
withdrawal and simultaneous pull backs". As for Armenia, it supported

the cease-fire suggestion, but "said that it was impossible without
separating forces and that the Russia represented the only,potential
guarantor, because the international community was "detached"le3.

The parties and mediators continued to work on the plan, trying to

make it more perfect and acceptable for both sides. There were

'eo [bid.
rer Ibid, p. 6.
re2 Ibid.
re3 lbid.

introduced some new changes and as a result, on April r-2, lgg'Russian
Special Envoy and_CIS delegation offered the followingp;;

"(1). a cease-fire, followed by separation of force"s, a mechanism toprevent resumed military operations; observers depl0y; (z; witrro.u*ut ortroops and equipment from occupied territories, lirtrrg tr".k"des, andrefurn of refugees"l
The plan also calred a revision for Russian troops to separatecombatants 3 days after the cease-fire, with cscE obseruJrs deploying 3days later.
This plan was acceptabre for Armenia and Karabakh, that,s why theyagreed with its conditions. But the Azerbaijani pu.tiumlni .e.lected ttrenew plan too, as un'acceptable.

^ . Thr.r the Speaker of the Russian Federation's State Duma V.
lglygito, arranged. u ,"y. meeting in the capital of Kirgizstan _
Bishkek. Azerbaijan changed its positiin and on g'Aaay, 1994 announcecthat it endorsed the pran. iit" pu.ti". had signed the document on cease-fire, named Bishkek protocol, which toot 

"ff""t 
on May ii, tgg+The CSCE or OSCE, as it *u. ,.rru-ed, did not take partimmediately i" preplrngof the agreemenr. Swedish diplomat Eliasson,who on November 30, rgg3 becJme chair at the Minsk a;rp oscEconference, said on May 13, that cIS and oSCE observers were needed.Though the cease-fire was signed, there were rtili qr"rtions anddisagreements between the parties. 

"For 
solving these questioor, n r.riunFederation Defense Minister pavel Grachev on May 16, r9g4 met withthe Defense Ministers of Armenia Serzh sarkissyan, Defense Ministr ofAzerbaijan Mamedraffi Mamedov and the 

-NIiR 
Defense ArmyCommand Samvel Babayan, 

-and 
represenr"d th"- his reviseJ plan: o,a

c93se-.firy, disengagement, observeis frol Russia, the CIS, conflictingsides (with a Russia in charge) at 49 buffer-zone posts ,ulgu*o"o uv1,800 cIS troops, primarily Russians, under the command of tie RussianFirst Deputy Minister

^ ^ Russia's position, w-hlch neglected the OSCE, had worried theoscE. Eliasson suggested in June-that it wourd be necessary to work out
re4 Ibid.

'e'Ibid.
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a unified OSCE-Russian approach which "might prevent antagonists

from playing intermediarieJ off against each other"le6. They after all
began to cooperate.

After the cease-fire agreement, many meetings, at various levels

within the framework of the OSCE, took place, with visit of different

delegations and discussions in Baku, Yerevan and StepanakertreT.

There were proposed many plans for political solution to the first
ethopolitical conflict in the former USSR. And though the conflict has

not been resolved up to today, the cease-fire agreement is nevertheless a
great achievement, a very important step toward the final and complete

solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.
After 10 years of cease-fire agreement all three sides of conflict-

Armenia, NKR and Azerbaijan, are generally faithful to the conditions of
the agleement.

Reinforcement of the NKR Statehood

The cease-fire agreement put forward new tasks before the powers

of NKR and made them focus on internal problems, on reconstruction of
the destroyed villages and cities, houses, schools, hospitals and other

buildings. One of the urgent problems became the restoration and

development of economy of the Republic, which was very much

damaged by the war. Another serious problem was the unemployment, as

well as the refugee issues. Tens of thousands were forced to leave their
houses, villages and towns and to find shelter out of NKR during the war,

especially in 1989*1994. It was necessary to bring them back again to
their native places and start a normal economic, public and cultural life.

But it was not so easy. The main problem was how to starl and from
what to start?

The NKR powers, taking into account the specific circumstances'

came to the conclusion that the restoration is to be done from the

reinforcement of the statehood in the young Republic of Karabakh' It

'e6 lbid.
le7 Nichol J., Transcaucasus Newly Independent States, p. 10

would carry out the role of a locomotive, capable to draw the entirepolitical, economic, military, public and curturar 
"o-fro1f NKR andcreate necessary conditions for the rebirth of the young nepublic. 

-.-- -."*
In NKR, since 1992, the power entirely *u, Jorr..ntratea in tlrehands of the state commiuee of Defense heaied uy nou.rt r*haryan. Ithad done a great job, a heroic work to mobilize all resources and not onryto stand the enemy,s onslaught, but also to defeat military forces ofAzerbaijan in numerous brilliint 

'mnitaryoperations 
and provide nationalsecurity to the Karabakh Armenians. we can conclude that Statecommiuee of Defense of NKR fulfilred very successfully its historicalmission.

In post-cease-fire period the State committee of Defense wasobliged to yield its place io a ner", civil power.
Soon after the cease-fire, in November 1994, the presidential moderof governance was established in NKR. The first president of NKRbecame Robert Kocharyan, one of the distinguished lealer of theKarabakh national-riberation movement and the chairman of the Statecommittee of Defense of NKR, elected by the NKn parriament. InNovemberl996 presidentiar elections were herd and he was directlyelected the President of Nagomo-Karabakh Republic. a..orJrng to theNKR constitution, presideniis the head of state and commander in*chiefof NKR. President is elected by_the people ror u t*r- oil f.u.r. H" r,responsible for formation of defense poricy and its imptem"ntation, forsecuring the rights of the citizens,'normar functioninf oi it " ,tut"institutions and exercises executive power. The presiden-t afpoints thePrime-Minister. etc.

. . Rgbert Kocharyan reft the post of the NKR president in 1997, when
he by the invitation of thereadership of Armenia, took the post of prime_
Minister of Armenia, and then, in tqgg, was elected the president ofRepublic of Armenia, 

lft_.r_l!. resignation of Levon T"._p;.;;n.
The President of NKR was elected Arkady Ct o.rt#ryun, onSeptember I, 1997, and reelected twice after that. 

/ --^v*rlsvu 
\

-- .Th: NKR's highest legislative body is unichamber parliament-
National 

.Assembly, which is elected for a time of 5 years. ti consists or33 deputies elected from 33 single-mandate electoral districts. National
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Assembly consists of 6 Permanent Commissions - on Foreign Affairs;
Defense, Security, Law and Order; Manufactures and Manufactural
Industries; Social Issues, Fiscal-Budget and Economic issues.

The Chairman or the Speaker of the National Assembly of NKR is
Oleg Yesayan, elected in December,1997.

The executive organ of the NKR is the Govemment, headed by the

Prime Minister, appointed by the President. The Prime Minister or the

Chairman of the Govemment, since October 2002 is Anushavan Danielyan.
The NKR Government includes 13 Ministries, among them

Ministries of Health, Foreign Affairs, Agriculture, Education, Culture and

Sport, Police, Defense, Finance and Economy, Justice etc.

NKR has its Anthem, State Emblem and Flag.
Due to the reinforcement of statehood, NKR in the last 10 years had

recorded impressive achievements in all fields of political, national,
economic, cultural and public life.

CHAPTER NINE

CORRELATION BETWEEN SELF_DETERMINATION
RIGHT AND PRINCIPLE OF TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY

During the course of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, since l9gg,numerous proposals on solutions of the conflict had been made bystatesmen' schorars and organizations. Before anaryling thosesuggestions, prograTs or plans, it is imporlant to elucidate some aspectsof the correlation between the right to self-determination and theprinciple of territorial integrity.
Throughout the cold war, the dominating principle in internationalrelatiors.was the principre of territoriar integrity. Atthattime the worrdwas divided into two. hostile politicar und--ilitury btocs, headedrespectively by the soviet Union and the united States. Each side wasafraif that any change in the self-determination uur" 

"outaffiact on theexisting balance of forc_es. Attempting to preserve the integrity of thewestern world, 'the united States Jpposed the so-callef,,separatist'
movements in ailied countries; tnuny-ind.pendence ,norr"n,*r, *"."viewed as beins communist-inspirld unb hence 

"ontrury 
,o usinterests"re8. a siiritar position wasiaken by the soviet union toward thesocialist bloc, in which every separatist movement was viewed asinspired by "US*led world imperialism. ,,

^ Tlr two superpowers were therefore opposed to the implementationof self-determination craims in practice, tGxcept for those ihut *"."viewed as demands for independence from colonial *1ar',Dr- 
- --

In the world divided into two host'e political-m'itary blocs theseparatist movements or secession could easily t""o-" u .o*"L or -itory%

lli ;;lo.tt" 
M.. Scheffer D.. Self- Dererm;narion in the New wortd order. p. I r.
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confrontation between the USSR and the USA. So they tried to avoid the
actions that could bring them to the verge of war. The status quo seemed one
of the best forms to preserve comparative stabiliS' in the world.

But even in that period, however, the secession and emergence of new
states was not excluded entirely. Achievement of independence by
Bangladesh, Singapore and Eritrea serves a good examples for that
phenomenon.

The situation had changed with the end of the Cold War era,
dissolution of the Soviet Union, Warsaw Treaty Organization and
Socialist bloc. Since then the world leaders began to speak about a New
World Order (NWO), which required a new approach to old political,
economic, strategic, ethnic and other problems. NWO required revision
of the old approach to the correlation between the right to self-
determination and the principle of the inviolability of borders, the essence
of which is well formulated by M.Halperin and D. Scheffer: "The end of
the Cold War has forced the world community to suddenly come to grips
with numerous claims of people seeking self-determination in a variety
of different contexts. The clear principles that guided the confrontation
with the Soviet Union have expired, and it is no longer possible to hold
that all existing states should remain unified and that no changes in
international borders should be contemplated"200. Otherwise, there is no
reason to set the principles of self--determination right against the
inviolability of borders. The American researchers considered that in the
contemporary world it is necessary to carry out "creative policy that takes
into account the particulars of each situation"20l. This new approach,
according to their point of view, includes the following cases:

"Self-determination claims can reflect genuine drives and legitimate
aspirations that must not be ignored;

In most cases such aspirations can and should be fulfilled within the
borders of existing states by such means as respect for individual rights as well
as the rights ofminority groups seeking to promote their separate identity;

In some cases, new states will need to be created, despite the danger
of such transitions for the people involved and for the world;

'oo Ibid, p. 7r.
201,,.,

rDro. p. /.

And the united States and the worrd community have interests thatshould lead to early invorvement in su"h self-determ;";i;; iisput"s, nrstto urge internal changes tltlt maV dampen pressures for secession and, ifthat fails, to seek a peaceful p.o.L.. ofit ung" toward secession,,202.M' Halperin and..D' 
l^.n-.*. very truly ir*,-r*g,rr"iit iu ti-" ..torecognize that not all self-determinaton claims are alike,, and that ..the

intemationar community must respond to trri, g..ut"r complexity not by simplyresisting selfdetermination craims, but by adopting- u 
-#*i"*o* 

ro.
$stingulshing among them and ur...irrg trr"i. r"giti-".7,tdr, jilL 

the self_determination claims into six.categori"r, fru.g definition to each of them.Here are these categories oithe,Jr_a"t".*ination ;i;*"1. Anti-coroniar self-determination. In this .ut.go.y ur" includedthe claims of territoriar population undercolonial rure or alien dominationthat seeks comprete freedom or more pottrcat po*"r. i; a; categorybelonged the movements_or struggles of ail ex-colonies of the Great
frifail, France, Belgium, Ho'andlld other countries in Asia, Africa andLatin America. At the same time the authors indicated ttrat i.tle potentiarfor suchrclaims may exist in puerto Ri.o, N"* caredonia, the FalkrandIslands, Gibraltar, and elsewhere2oa.

Freedom and independence are the utmost demands acceptable forthe anti-colonial self-determination.
2' sub-state serf-determination, when a group within an existingstate attempts to break off and form a new state or to achieve a greaterdegree of politicar or. curtural autonomy-within the 

";;;; state. Sub_state self*determination movements, as stated M. ualp"erin and D.Scheffer' must be based on elhnic, geographic, historical or economicfactors. According to the authors,'t; a; Sub-state serf-determination
belongs the claims of the Sikh communitf in punjab, .*-i&.--"-^'

According to the-authors' remark, .ub-rtut" craims often have beenreasonably met by federalism, as in case of Francophon. ,no*ents inCanada, Tamil movements in India or Ibo movements in Nigeria.

202 Ibid.
2or lbid, p. 4g.

''o lbid. p. +9.t"' Ibid. 49-50
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3. Trans-state self-determination. According to the definition of
M. Halperin and D. Scheffer, "A self-determination claim involving the

concentrated grouping of a people in more than one existing state may be

called a ,otrans-State" claim"206. Continuing to explain their ideas, they

stated that "A group may seek to break away from an existing state and

accede to another state; examples include Armenians in Nagorno-

Karabakh seeking to become part of Armenia, majority ethnic Romanians

in Moldova seeking ties with Romania, some movements in Kashmir

favoring union with Pakistan, or ethnic _Russians iq the Crimea seeking to

secede from Ukraine and join Russia"207.

4. Selfdetermination of dispersed people' It is a special category

of self-determination movement, expressing the claim of peoples

dispersed throughout one or more states and which distinguishes them

from claims involving a geographically concentrated people. As they are

not territorially concentrated, so "a focus on democracy and protection of
non-territorial minority rights (as well as each individual's human rights)

thus might be the most effect!]/e way of addressing the self-determination

claims of dispersed peoples"2o8.

5. Indigenous self-determination. lndigenous communities are

"characterized by a distinct ethnicity a-nd long historical continuity with a

pre-colonial or pre-invasion society"2oe. To this category belong Native

Americans, the aboriginal peoples of Australia and various indigenous

communities and groups in Canada, Guatemala, Nicaragua. They inhabit

a geographically concentrated area, cut international boundaries or are

dispersed in different territories. As for their claims, they "range from

indipendent statehood to meaningful forms of autonomy and control of
land or resources"2lo.

6. Representative self-determination. This type of self-
determination in some sense is unique, as it is connected with the

population of an existing state who seeks to change its political stfucture

in favor of more representative structurerrt. The characteristic feafure ofthe Representative self-determination movement is to reach its goals notby wayof popular protests but through negotiations, making more perfectthe.national governance.and deveiop the democru"y urr-J-i"mocraticinstitutions. "Many regard a democratic government for the country as awhole to be the most effective and reiristic *uv * p*e-ct minorityrights"2l2. As an examglg, v ualperin and D. Scheffer indicated the
louth Africa, Hairi and__Myanmar (formerly Burma), 

", ;;ll as someKurdish forces, especially ro-" political leaders, *rro u..-uovocating
democracy for Iraq rather ihan secession from Iraq.

The American researchers recommend the usA government, as wellas international society, to folrow to these principles in dealing withdifferent ethnopolitical confl icts.
The most interesting, from the point of view of the solution to theKarabakh problem, are the two categ^ories - sub-st"r" *ir-a","r-inationand trans-state self-determination, especiaily flre htter, io 

"irt 
i.t, tt .authors incrude Nagorno-Karabakh as an exampre. But the mostimportant factor is that these two models in case ;aiIK ,"Jognir" unaaccept the secession and establishment of new state.

so the contemporary political science does not consider right to keepthe doors closed before the secession as a form of realization of self-determination as it was during the Cold War era.
And many scholars - professor otto Luchterhandt, Barbara Harsvladimir stupishin, Saleh Zahr ad-Din, etc. as well as ,;" p;li;y makers

thare and support tht:^r"y idea and approach. At a press ionr...n." inFrance on March 8, 1992 French Minister of Humaniarian Affairs BemardKuchner, calling the 6-lan Azei teritory separating Armenia fromNagomo-Karabakh "stupid" a1d. a' poritical ano'g."sirri."i^a-b",,ation,,
which should be changed, underlined that "i-t is better to agree and changeborders than to have leople killed - i p.erer changing borders to lettingpeople die"213.

206 lbid, p. 50.
207 Ibid.
208 Ibid, p. 51.

'oe rbid.
2ro Ibid.

2r' Ibid, p.52.
' 'rbid.
2r3 NagorneKarabakh. working paper submitted to the United Nations, p. 16.
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In fact, according to the contemporary international law, there is no

contradiction between the self-determination right and the principle of
non-violation of territorial integrity. Each of these principles is addressed

to quite different fields, situation and conditions.
The contradiction between these two fundamental principles begins

from the political, voluntarily interpretation of their essence by different
policymakers or organizations, when they attcmpt to use one of these

principles for certain political interests and aims, putting them in the
service for satisfaction of their political ambitions.

The contradictions between them begin when the supporters of the

territorial integrity declare that principle as absolute one, having priority over
self-determination right, and try to make everything obey the solution all
ethnopolitical conflicts exclusively on the basis of the principle of
territorial integrity or through its prism. This approach closes doors

before the peoples and countries under foreign rule to achieve in some day
their freedom and independence, and doom them to bear foreign yoke

forever.
Naturally, this approach and its logic is wrong and have to be

rejected.
The contradictions also begin when the supporters of self-

determination try to ignore the significance of the principle of territorial
integrity of states and attempt to tum the solution of the ethnopolitical
conflicts in every case to secession and making independent state.

This approach, as an absolute principle, also can not be acceptable.

So where is the way out?
As we thinlg there should be worked out certain criteria and to

undertake the solution of the conflicts on the basis of it or according to that
criteria.

Fortunately, many researchers, as O. Luchterhandt, M. Halperin. D.

Schefer, V. Stupishin, Salih Zahr ad-Din, R. Lapidoth and others, had

done great work in this field, which can help the policymakers to take
right decisions.

In the list of criteria. th9 fi'"t place occupies the legitimacy of self-determination aspirations, including ior secession and establishment of new
state.

On the second place are the historical, ethnic, geographic, economic
and cultural factors, consisting of one block of crit 

"liu."very important is how was realized the attachment of the giventerritory, region or.state entity to another, usualry more larger state-voluntarily or forcibly?
one of the signifi.cant components of criteria must be the way ofexpression 

-of 
the political will by the people, wanting to rearize itsaspiration for self-determination, 

-including^secession 
nJmahng itsindependent state. It is necessary to define whether it is the will of agroup or of the whole p.eople, expressed by referendum, erections or otherways in compliance with contemporury philoroptry, togic unJ,rutue, ordemocracy, human and people rigirts.

If we examine the Karabakh problem within the above-mentioned
criteria, then it becomes obvious that it is working in favor of secessionof NK from Azerbaijan, and establishment of indfiendent stal or unionwith Armenia.

First, all factors ; h1s,tori9, 
_ethnic, geographic, linguistic, religious

and cultural, confirm that Karabakh alwais was a part of Armenia and theArmenian people.
Second' Karabakh never had been a part of Azerbaijan taking intoaccount that Azerbaijll as.a.srate had appeared the firstiime in historyonly in 1918. So how Karabakh courd u. u purt of something, in our caseof Azerbaijan, which did not exist in history? It is nonsense. 

"
Third, the attachment of NK to Azerbaiian had been realized notvoluntarily, but forcibly, against the will of absolute -";".iry of thepopulation of the region - the Armenians of NK.

. loy.nh, the rights of the Armenians of NK in the period of theAzerbaljani rule, about 70 years were violated in unbearable manner andthe Armenians were the subject of ethnic creansing *hi.h;;*i; out theAzerbaijani powers according to the formula" .,Nugo-o-rarabakh
without Armenians,'.
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Fifth, NK had expressed its will to secession in compliance with the

USSR legislation adbpted by the President on April 3, 1990, "The

regulatiori governing questions concerning a union republic seceding

from the USSR", passing referendum and elections'

So, the legitimacy of selfdetermination aspirations of the NK
Armenians is indisPutable.

Therefore it should not be regarded as violation of territorial
integrity of Azerbaijan.

CHAPTER TEN

VARIANTS OF SOLUTION
OF THE NAGORNO_KARABAKH PROBLEM

The Azerbaijani position

. Azerbaijan from the beginning of the conflict did not recognize theright of Nagorno-Karabakh to self-determination and insisted on thepreservation of its jurisdiction over NK. After the proclamation of theNKR as_an independent_ state (september l 99 r ), Azirbaijanannulred the
status of Nagornc-Karabakh 

1s. 
an_lutono-o,ri obrast QVovemberl 99 r ).The defeat of Azerbaijan in \he Karabakh war and the loss of sometenitories (1992-r994),_did not change the Azerbarjani fosition. Itrejected the right of NKR to accede to another state (iransjstate setr_

determination Model) or to form a new state (the Sub-state serf-
determination Model).

The official demands of Azerbaijan are:
a. Preservation.of territorial integrity of Azerbaijan, rejections of

the secession of NKR and its decraration as an indepeno"nirtui.;
b. Full withdrawal of the Karabakh foops aom att captureJ temtories;c. Denunciation of December r, 19g9 decision on union of

Nagorno-Karabakh and Armenia;
d. Disarming and dissolution of the Karabakh A*y;
e. Full submission of the Karabakh people to' trr. laws andjurisdiction of Azerbaijan.
only after these demands are met Azerbaijan will be willing to

discuss the future statusof NKR, promising NKR;'large-scale autonomy." But nobody knows what "large-scale" iutonomy ,i.unr. g.Jdes that
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the Azerbaijani officials avoid from defining what type of autonomy they

may *grant; Karabakh, whether it would be cultural, administrative, state

entity*or some other form. Azerbaijan also denies any possibility of
reconstructing Azerbaljan as a federal state. It does not recognize NKR

conflict party and refuses direct contacts and negotiations with NKR.

Though- Azerbaljan takes part in negotiations with Armenia in the

framework of Minsk conference of ocSE and its Minsk grouP,

nevertheless it did not give up the idea of solution of NK by means of
weapon, threatening by restarting war. This hard line was adopted

..p".iully after the death of President Heydar Aliev, when the presidency

was passed to his son Ilham Aliev. Sometimes the military psychosis in

Azerbaijan tums into hYsteria.

Position of the Nagorno-Kurabakh Repablic

For NKR its first priority is the problem of its status. The

proclamation of the NKR had beentealized according to the Law decreed

ty the USSR president on April 3, 1990 and carried out on the basis of
referendum and other democratic methods recognized by the world

community. The existence of NKR is therefore completely legal and now

NKR is de facto independent state with all necessary organs of
govemment (President, National Assembly, Government, Armed Fotces,

Lonstitution, Territory, etc.) and attributes (Anthem, State Emblem,

Flag).-Nfn 
rejects the old status quo and restoration of Azerbaijani

jurisdiction and rule over NKR. The leadership of NKR underlined that

ihe Azerbaijani military forces were defeated by the Karabkah self-

defense forces in the war imposed by Azerbaijan on Karabakh and this

circumstance must be taken into consideration. There is no example in

history when the country, that had won the war, must be again placed

under the rule of the country, that had starled the war and was defeated.

The NKR aspires to establish relations with Azerbaijan only on the

principles of complete equity, which may be horizontal, but not vertical.

NKR rejects the idea- of disarming and dissolving the NKR defensearmy. As for withdrawar of NrR mititary forces ?;; th* capruredterritories, which NKR regarded as securiry zone, its leaaerstrip statedthat the solution of these problems must be connected with the finaldecision of NKR's status.
So the NKR's main demands are:
a. Refusal in any form of restoration of the Azerbaijanijurisdiction, rule or control over Nagorno-Karabakh neputtic, which is ade facto independent state;
b' Permanent, direct and free communications with Armenia;c. Guarantees, including international, for NKR."";i;.NKR insists on. its recognirion by' Azerbau;;e differentinternational organizations as one-of the sides of conflict wiiilrr" right ofparticipation- directly in the negotiations, declaring ,frui*irnoui the NKR.ons-e-1!lh? final regulation of the NK conflict is iirpossibie. 

---

. 
NKR is willing to preserve the cease-fir" ugr."."nt and achieve itsmain goals peacefully with the close cooperation of such interngtional

organizations as OSCE,.its.Minsk 
_group, the United Nations, CIS, 

"t".^ But if Azerbaijan decides to begin-a new round of war, then NKRArmy, which usually considers the strongest army in Trancaucasianregion, is ready and.capable of defending ih" .o.rniry fio;;" secondaggression of Azerba4an.

Position of Armenia

It is natural, that th_e NK probrem directly concems Armenia andArmenia can not be indifferent io the destiny of the Armenians, living ina territory which always was an integral part of Armenia.
The official position of Armenia ai that time, after the cease-fireagreement, briefly rerjec-tgi_the forowing formuiation: uny a""iriorr,which was acceptable for NKR, would be acceptabre for Armeiia too.

,.- _3 
the previous part we had mentioned, that for Nfnlne proUf"_ oftts status occupied the first place in the system of demands and that the
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restoration of the Azerbaijan's jurisdiction and control over NKR was not

acceptable for NKR anymore.
The Armenian leadership gave great importance to the question of

security of Armenians in NKR, the achievement of which according to

Armenia would be possible through deployment of international
peacekeeping forces which would be obliged to guarantee the security of
NKR.

Armenia linked the withdrawal of the Karabakh defense forces from
the captured territories with a guarantee of security for Armenians in the

NKR. It demanded full demilitarization of liberated territories within the

security zone and establishment of a permanent land bridge between

Armenia and NKR. Armenia did not insist upon union with Nagorno-
Karabakh. Armenia was against settlement of the conflict by military
means.

Such was the situation and position of Azerbaijan, NKR and

Armenia tp to 1997.

"Package" and "Phase" or "Step by Step'Solution

In 1997 a new attempt was made by the three ca-chairmen of the Minsk
group of the OSCE to make a decision, which would satisff all conflicting
sides. The ca-chairmen who represented the USA, Russia and France,

visited Baku, Yerevan and Stepanakert to discuss with all three sides the two

possible options of the Karabakh problem settlement which were called the

"Package Solution" and "Phase" or "Step by Step Solution".

The "Package Solution"included: a) simultaneous decision of the

question of occupied territories except for Lachin. NKR would withdraw
its forces from the occupied Azeri territories of Aghdam, Fizuli, Gebrail,

Kelbajar, Koubatli and Zangelan, while Azetbaljan had to withdraw its
forces from NKR territories yet under the control of Azerbaijan - mainly

from the Martakert region; b) solution of the status of NKR; c)

deployment of peacekeeping forces along the Azeri-Karabakh borders; d)

lifting of the blockade of Armenia and NKR imposed by Turkey and

Azerb.aijan; e) return of refugees to their homes; 0 setting ofdemilitarized zones along the fzJri_Karabakh borders.
Some of the po.ints of this project were acceptable for NKR, as itconnected the withdrawal of troops from occupied territories with thesettlement of the NKR status, und th.r" two essential actions were notseparated by time-table- But the NKR readership, however, rejected theplan as a whole because the three co-chairmen suggested to resolve the

Karabakh problem on the basis of autonomy within Azerbarjan,regarding
NKR as aparl of Azerbaijan.

The stafus of autonomy and restoration of ord stahrs quo is notacceptable for NKR- Its leadership had declared many times that NKR
was ready to establish with Azerbaijan horizontal but not vertical ties.The NKR's attitude *u. ooi acceptable for Azerbaijan. It also
leje.cled the package solution because it required simurtaneously
decisions of the territorial question and the problem of the NKR future.Azerbaijan wanted to resorve first of all the questions of riberation ofoccupied territories and refugees, and only after that to discuss the futureproblem of the NKR status.

As to Armenia,,according to a statement made by Levon Ter_Petrosyan, the president of ,{rmenia, in a press conference held onseptember 26, lgg7, "It had ,rery serio,rsleservations and presented themto the mediators (the three co-chairmen of the Minst group - N. H.) Boththe mediators and we were convinced that Azerbarjui uni Karabakh arenot yet ready to discuss the stafus quo of Kara6upr'izri.
In these circumstances the second proposar of Karabakh conflict -the "Step by step sorution" was introdu".i. It was regarded as mediatorsnew approach to the settlement of the NK conflicTtr. thi, new prao

included many phases. lhe first phase caried for withdrawal of all troopsfrom all occupied territories. rhe seconJ phase sought the return ofrefugees to their previous places of residence. phase three suggested asolution to the Lachin and Shushi problems. The other phases incrudedthe deployment of peacekeeping forces una tn" lifting of the-blockade.

2rt The Diplomatic Bulletin of the Foreigrr Ministry of the Republic of Armenia, July-
fru8ust-September, 

yerevan, 1975, p. 5l
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And only after that it would be possible to discuss the NKR status lssue.
..The status issue - stated Levon Ter-Petrosyan - is postponed until the

first phase is finalized"2l6.
This option also was based on the principle of preservation of the

Azerbaijani territorial integrity, regarding NKR a part of Azetbaijan,

having'olarge scale autonomy".
Azerbaijan, naturally, supported this proposal because it could give

everything it wanted - territorial integrity, control over lost territories,

return of refugees and restoration of its jurisdiction over NKR-
Armenia was ready to start negotiations on the basis of step by step

model. President Levon Ter-Petrosyan explained his position stating that

"If that (Package - N. H.) option is not acceptable to both sides

(Azerbaijan and NKR - N. H.), why not try to settle the conflict step by
step?"217.

NKR rejected entirely the "Step by Step Solution". Its leaders were

afraid that if NKR returned the occupied territories to Azerbaijan and

agreed to satisfy other Azeri demands before the solution of the NKR
status, then it would lose all leverages to put pressure on Azerbaijan in
the question of status.

So we are dealing with three positions:
First, the position of Azerbaijan, standing on the step by step solution

on the premise of restoring territorial integrity having NKR under its
jurisdiction,

Second, the position of Armenian leadership, also agreeing with the

step by step solution, but with a condition that the status of NKR would

be de-jure within Azerbaijan, de-facto independent'

Third, the position of NKR, rejecting to be part of Azerbaijan and

under its jurisdiction, and standing for horizontal but not vertical relations

with Azerbaijan.
The Minsk group suggestion and the President Levon Ter-

Petrosyan's position in favor of it, provoked very serious political crisis in

Armenia. All Armenians in Armenia, NKR and Diaspora did not share

2r6 Ibid.
2r7 Ibid.

the President's position and
Karabakh problem solution.

were against his attitude towards the

And on February 3, lggg the first president of Armenia Levon Ter-Petrosyan resigned.
on March 30, tggg the prime Minister of Armenia RobertKocharyan was elected a new president of Armenia, after which certainchanges took place in the position of Armenia in the rurabath question.The n_ew leadership. rejected the step by step model for the seftlement ofthe Karabakh problem. Instead or'it president Roberr Kocharyansuggested to return 

^to 
the package solution und th. q;estion ofwithdrawal of troops from the occupi"ed territories, returning of refugeesand the status of NKR to resorve in one package urra .i-uii#elusty.

At the same time.Armenia was against any preconditions in the questionof the NKR status and firstof ail agaiist the principres of Lisbon Decision ofOSCE,_ 1996, regarding NKR u purt of Azerbaijan Armenia and NKRrejected any direct subordination of NrR to Azerbiijanu"a *".. in favor ofhorizontal but not verticar ties between Azerbaljanan"d NKRrs-^- 
'

.. Th: next step was the demand of Armenia and NKR to transfer thediscussion of the NK probrem from the political into the i.g"i n.ra. r,this case, President. Ro^b9rt 
_Kocharyan stated in his speech inParliamentary Assembly of the European Council o' lurr"13,")OO+, rhu,"Nagomo-Karabakh never had been within ino"p.na.ni 'ierbaijan.

Now whether Azerbaijan accepts the NK,s independence or not, isanother question. But the principre of territorial integdty di;;";apply tothis problem because we (Nagomo-Karabakh - N. H.) never had been inthat territory (i. e. in Azerb'Iial,, N u;,;zre o; ;;;;'t"p_*'n,, ia"u.,President of Armenia gave the foilowing explanation: ..The Soviet unionwas a unitary state and Nagorno-Karabakh had special status-within thatstate' The breakup of the ussR brought to the f";;";'of rwoindependent states (i. e. Azerbaijan and NiR - N. H.). It i, 
" 

,p..i"l case.So I.would suggest to.regard to-this probrem not by a stencilei approach(territorial integrity, give it back and' that,s ail) b"i tilGt trr.-prir.n or
2r8 Hovhannisyan N., On the Options of the Resolution of the Karabakh problem, MarcoPolo*Magazine. Venice. No 4-5. I 99g. p. t e;i .- 

- -'

"'- "Republic of Armenia'. yerevan. ZqiVUZOOq., in Armenian.
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legal bases of existence of the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic. If these

bases are well-founded, let us recognize it. If not, then explain that they

are not well*founde 6tQ20. 1o conclusion President Robert Kocharyan

underlined that "Territorial integrity of Azerbatjan has nothing common

with the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic And we are re^ady to discuss the

problem of the conflict settlemenl in the legal sphere"22r.

During these discussions were finally formulated three main

principles of settlement of the Karabakh problem acceptable both for
Armenia and NKR. Here they are: a) Nagorno-Karabakh cannot be part

of Azerbaijan any longer; b) NKR should have a land border with
Armenia; c) NKR should have strong security guatantees' including
guarantees that there will be no war.

Territorial Swap

The author of this option is the American researcher Paul A. Goble.

His approach and point of view are summarized in an article entitled,

"Coping with the Nagorno-Karabakh Crisis. "According to Goble, all
concerned parties must recognize that Armenia and Azerbaijan will not

be able to resolve the situation on their own. "Absolutely no settlement

will be possible if the parties attempt to return to the status quo ante,

conditions as they *"r. b.for. the current fighting erupted in 1988"222.

The previous status quo was sustained by the dominance of the Soviet

Union, which no longer exists. The situation has now changed, which
makes a new approach to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict necessary.

Goble considers that "actually, there are three ways of solving the

Nagorno-Karabakh problem: driving out or killing all Armenians now

there; reimposing enormous outside forces to keep the two sides apart; or

transfening the NfaO under Armenian control"223.

220 Ibid.
22r Ibid.
222 Goble P., Coping with the Nagorno-Karabakh Crisis, p. 23.

"3 lbid.

. In his opinion, implementation of the first option is moraily
impossible, the second variant is physically impossible, unJ,rrl ..third ispolitically impossible if it is done alone tr.uur"' it would leave
Azerbai.an the loser both territorially and in terms of the water supply to
Balct'z2a. Goble sees the key to ihe sorution of the p.our.- in the
territorial swap, which would incrude the foilowing.on...rionr,
_ _a. 

"sending part of the NKAO to Armenia, *ith th" area controlling
the headwaters of the river flowing to Baku and areas of the Azerbaijani
population remaining in Azerbaijani hands; and

. b. ..transferring the Armenian--controlled land bridee between
Azerbarjan and Nakhijevan to Azerbaijani conffol'.2r5. 

a-

. Goble obviously understood that in the event of adoption of his variant,
Armenia would have difficulties because "it would lose its ties to kan',21 

--'

Iran is vital to Armenia. It is for Armenia one of the windows to the
outer world and the only window to the Iran*Arab world and beyond.
The closing of the Iranian window would impact negatiuety on the
Armenia's geopolitical situation and economic developient. do Gobre
afterwards introduced some coffections into his pran. He suggested
establishing a corridor from the Armenian region _ namely, Meghri _
through Iran, where international forces would 6e deployed, ihe onty taskof which would be to keep this corridor open and active as a small
window for Armenia to the outer worrd from its southern border.

Armenia and NKR were against the so-called "plan of Goble', which
could bring to partition of Nagorno-Karabakh and decision of the

220 
lbtd,.

225 Ibid.
226 lbid.In 1993, we met with Goble in the Karnegie Endowement, in washington, in hisoffice and had long discussion on the NK conflict]l paid in par"ticuru. rrir uti"ition to thefact that in case of realization of his plan Annenia would be cut off rrlm mn anaencircled by Turkey and Azerbaijan from west, South and East and tumea inio an islandin Turkish sea. It immediately would worsen the geopolitical condition of Armenia in theregion. And I rnentioned him that Annenia ano Nrn could not ugr." *rt t ii proposal.
We came up the big map on the wall of his office and started to"observe the borders ofArmenia and other states of the region. And he agreed with me, that, really, t i, ,ugg"rtio'would worsen the strategic situation for Armenia. And he expressed tt. ii"u oi-utirrg ucoridor through Meghri to Iran.
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problem at the expense of the territory of the Republic of Armenia in
favor of Azerbaijan. So that plan was rejected by NKR and Armenia.

Though afterwards there were much speculations and rumors on
Meghri issue and on its surrender, nevertheless, as many times stated
President Robert Kocharyam, Defense Minister of Armenia Serzh
Sarkissyan and Minister of Foreign Affairs of Armenia Vardan
Oskanyan, that issue never was put on the table for practical negotiations.
For Armenian side it wasn't an acceptable option.

Associate Stutehood

Both scholars and policy makers in recent years began to pay more
attention to the principle of associate statehood as a possible solution to
ethnopolitical conflicts, including Nagorno-Karabal.,h'27 . They are usually
referring to the decisions and declarations of the UN General Assembly,
especially Resolution 2625 adopted in 1970 and known as the Declaration
on Principles of lnternational Law concerning Friendly Relations and
Cooperation Among States. According to this Declaration, the right to self-
determination can be implemented through the "establishment of sovereign
and independent State, free association with the independent State, or
emergence into any other political status freely determined by a people"228.
The researchers as an examples of associate statehood are indicating the
Cook Islands and Niue, associated with New Zealand; Puerto Rico, the
Marshall Islands and the Federated States of Micronesia, associated with
the United States. The latter two associated states even became members of
the United Nations (in 1990). On the basis of this principle, Ambassador
John Maresca, former special US negotiator for Nagorno*Karabakh,
outlined a political settlement for the Nagomo-Karabakh conflict. He
presented his proposals on July l, 1994 at the United States Institute of
Peace to an invited audience, including senior diplomats from Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Russia and Turkey, as well as policy makers.

227 
See Haiperin M., Scheffer D., Self-Determination in the New World Order, p. 23;

{ignidotn R.. Autonomy: Potential and Limitation, pp. 14, 17*19,21, etc.
"' Halperin M.. Scheller D.. Self-Determination in the New World Order. p. 23.

J' Maresca states that the objective of his proposal was to provide anew impetus to the negotiating pio..rr, which had been in staremate forsome time, and that it had become increasingry urgent;;;;; it forward.But he doubted that it was possible "without wide,"n., orrt-rrg Americaninterest in the proble^'22e.-

. . Maresca's prop?Lll consists of eight elements, the most important ofwhich is the first, "status of Nagoi"-K";;d.^:; 
"ii"rotng 

to hisproposal, "Nagorno*Karabakh wili be called the Republi" oi Nugo*o_Karabakh' and will. be-a fu,'y self-governing legar entity within thesovereign state of the Republic of ,{zerbaij;,'rt{;;':'.ti** will bewithin and freery associated with Azerb 
"4"u]"t,. f ["ri.*r"* on thestatus of Nagorno-Karabakh would be accepted. The borders of RNKwould be those of NKAO in 19gg.

The proposal forseed exchange of senior representatives with Baku,and both Stepanakert (the capital of RNK) and Baku (the capitar ofAzerbaijan) wourd maintain reiresentative offices in the other city.RNK would have the righi to maintain p"*un".ri."pr".*tutiu", rnMoscow and yerevan a.nd L other capitals of special interest, and toreceive such representatives from those countries. Nevertheless, ..RNK
will not be recognized as a sovdreign independent 

"rurn,azi.---'^-'^ 
The essential part of the basil law was the clause about the armedforces of RNK. Under this crause, "The armed forces of RNK wilr begradually reduced. RNK will have the right to maintain tocat sec.,rityforces, including forces for sgrf-d;fen.., b.,t will not u" p".-irr"o to havea1 

9ffe1si1'e military capabnity"233. Azerbaijan wourd ir"*rt" right tostation its local security for.., n.u. RNK, but without weapons systemswith offensive military capability.

2'n united states. Institute of peace. Special Report. w:r in the caucasus; A proposar forSettlement on the Conflict over Nagorno_Ku.uf*fr, Washington, 1994, p.5. We also

ffiX** 
some infbrmation from oit.onu..ruiion iirr, lorrriu"."*" ir"#"rrriogar,

2ro lbid.
23rIbid.
232 Ibid.
233 Ibid, p. 6.
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The second element of Maresca's proposal dealt with the signature of
a Treaty on Mutual Rights of Transit and Access between Armenia and
Azerbaijan. Armenia would have rights of land transit and access across
Azerbaijani territory to RNK through the Lachin corridor, and Azerbaijan
would have the same rights across Armenian territory to Nakhijevan
along the Araks River23a.

The other items of the proposals related to the problems of refugees,
displaced persons, economic issues, etc., but we would like to focus on
the question of international guarantees. John Maresca suggested that the
CSCE and the IJN Security Council will undertake necessary measures to
guarantee the provisions of these proposals, "in particular by providing
representation in Baku, Stepanakert and Yerevan, by deploying monitors
as required by the relevant provisions, and by organizing the donors
conference""t. Maresca proposed to convene a donors conference to raise
funding for the economic reconstruction of Armenia and Azerbaijan,
including the Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh.

This option at that time was a positive step in comparison with the
demand for unconditional subordination of NKR to Azerbaijan, despite of
the fact that it included some elements of horizontal ties between
Azerbaljan and NKR.

But now this model is not acceptable, because it regarded NKR an
entity within sovereign Azerbaijan., while NKR and Armenia consider
that NKR must be out of any control of Azerbaijan.

Synthesis Option

A proposal partially similar to the suggestion of Paul Goble, and
partially to the proposals of John Maresca, was made in an interview with
the Turkish Daily News by senior researcher of the US National Institute
for Democracy, Ambassador Nelson Ledsky. He considering necessary
the settlement of the conflict through negotiations and retum of occupied
territories to Azerbaijan, stated that Nagomo-Karabakh can be part of

'34 Ibid.

"'Ibid, p. 7.

Armenia, adding that it would be possible to find also some form ofconnection befween Nagorno-Karabakh and Azerbaijan. .,There is no
doubt that the Armenians had succeeded in this *ur. it is necessary for
Azerbaijani side to recognize that it has lost something,,2ta-. 

.---

, According to Ambassador Ledsky, the essenti ar partof the regulation
of the conflict was the problem of Nakhijevan from the poiniorview ofits communications with Azerbaijan. on answering the question of the
]urkish newspaper,. 

. , "Do you suggest an exchange of Nagorno_
Karabakh and Nakhichevan? ", Lediky stated: .,It -is 

necessary to
negotiate, which will secure the communication between Nagorno-Karabakh and Armenia, as well as between Nuttil.uun and
Azerbaijan"23T.

This is the essence of the ambassador's proposals. It in fact was the
reflection of a new situation which was formed in Transcaucasia after thevictory of the defense forces of NKR and defeat of Azerbaijan. l *u, un
acknowledgement of the fact that the restoration of the old siatus quo was
not possible, practical and wise.

Cyprus Model

During the discussions on the regulation of Karabakh problem, the
specialists are often reminding the so_called ,.Cyprus Modeli.

It is well known that in 1974 the Turkish^army had occupied the
northern part of cyprus, where the "Turkish Republic oi Northem
c;rprus" was proclaimed. This republic is existing de acto for more than
30 years despite several resolutions taken by the-united Nations and its
security council and other international organizations about its illegality.

The essence of the "cyprus Model" is ihe foilowing: this.oiity is not
recognized de-jure by any state or internationar oryaiizatiin, but exists
as de facto independent entity.

In respect of NKR the.,Cyprus Model', would mean:
a' The NKR would not be recognized de-jure independent state,.

216 
Se "Azg". Yerevan. October 6. 1995.-" lbid
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b. NKR may exist as de-facto independent entity within its own
borders without right for membership to international organizations.

d. So NKR will not be part of Azerbaijan or be united with Armenia.
This model by its character is a compromising one, which in certain

circumstances or conditions can become a base for the settlement of the
conflict, giving possibility for reconciliation, preserving the national
dignity of each party, involved in the conflict.

It would also facilitate the improvement and normalization of
relations between the neighboring states.

The Chechen Variunt

This variant as a unique option had appeared in 1997, following the
Russian-Chechen cease-fire agreement and announcement to posQone
the settlement of the Chechnya status problem for a minimum of five
years.

Specialists immediately began speaking about the perspectives of
this model for the settlement of the Karabakh problem. This idea was put
forward by the deputy chairman of a Committee of the Russian State
Duma, Sergei Mitrokhin. In his opinion, there was no other choice for
regulation of relations between Azerbaijan and NKR than to adopt the
Russia's new approach to its relations with Chechnya.

The essence of this model is the postponement of deciding the
question of Karabakh status, using the mentioned period for changing the
situation in the region, the mentality of the people and clarifying the
geopolitical interests of the states involved in the conflict. A hope was
expressed, that during that period a new generation of policy makers will
be formed, because this generation of statesmen is not capable of
resolving the Karabakh problem238.

The analysis of the Chechen variant brings us to the conclusion that
the implementation of the 'Chechnya modef in respect to Karabakh
problem will mean:

238 The Karabakh Problem is Possible to Resolve by 'Chechen Analogy', "Respublica
Armenia", Yerevan, February 2, 1997.

a. To provide maximum guarantee of security to Karabakh and the
people of the neighboring districts of Azerbaijan and Armenia;

b. To establish a transition period at minimum of five year period
with postponement of the settlement of the NKR status problem;

c. To create necessary conditions for a new geniration of policy
makers who will be free of the burden of the past and ready to
demonstrate new approach to the problem solution and ability to act in a
new political atmosphere.

The leaders of NKR had occupied a positive attitude towards this
variant. The President of NKR, Robert Kocharyan, in his statement on
February 27, 1997 stressed that "the variant of the decision on the
Karabakh problem b-V u*^ analogy to the Chechen problem is quite
acceptable for Karabakh"rro.

Nogorno-Karabakh us Independent Stste

Alongside with the above mentioned options, a very unique variant
of the settlement of the Karabakh problem had appeared at the beginning
of 1990s. It is the option of independence of Nagtrno-Karabakh.

The most distinguished representative of thii trend is the professor of
the Hamburg university otto Luchterhandt, who had provided a special
study of this issue and published a very interesting study under the title
"Nagorny Karabakh's Right to State Independence According to
lnternational Law"2ao.

The author carefully examined the principles of self-determination
and territorial inviolability through documents, declarations and other
official materials of the lrN, oscE, including the Helsinki Final Act, etc.
o. Luchterhandt deeply analyzes the politiCal, socioeconomic, cultural

The fulfillment of these conditions will
atmosphere for realistic compromise.

create the necessary

23e The 'chechen Varianr' is Acceptable for Karabakh, ..Respublica Armenia,,, yerevan,
March l, 1997.
240 Luchterhandt o., Nagomy^K-arabakh's irigrt to State Independence According to
Intemational Law, Boston, 1993.
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and ethnic situation in Nagorny-Karabkh, the policy of the Azerbaijani
govemment in Nagomo-Karabakh during the decades, and other vital
issues.

He accepts t the "latent tension that exists between the right of self-
determination of a people and the principle of state sovereignty or
territorial integrity"zat. He considers that the main problem is to bring
both rights or rules into a justifiable state of balance, "which takes into
account the weight of each in the particular case"242, adding that:
"Principle X. para. 4 of the Principle Catalogue of the CSCE Final Act,
attempts to express the same thought by formulating that every one of the
i0 principles must be interpreted, taking into account the others"2a3.

On this basis, according to the opinion of the German Professor, the
principle of sovereignty finds its limits in the right of self-determination,
just as conversely, the right of self-determination finds its limits in the
principle of sovereigntfaa.

O. Luchterhandt is quite right when he resumes that "the problem is
to establish a practical concordance between the right of Azerbaijan to the
respect and observance of its sovereignty, the inviolability of its borders,
etc. on the one hand, and the legitimate interest of the Armenians of
Nagorno-Karabakh in a national right of self--determination on the
other"24s. Recognizing the collision between Nagorno-Karabakh's right to
self-determination and Azerbaijan's right of sovereignty, and
acknowledging that as a conflict in international law, O. Luchterhandt
indicated that that conflict can be resolved by differentiating between a
normal case and an exceptional case.

He found differences between these two cases and described normal
case as one in which "the precedence of the principle of sovereignty
applies, as it is the decisive foundation of the system of intemational law
in general. The right of self-determination limits itself here to the
cultivation and development of national characteristics"246.

2atlbid, p. r6.
242 rbid, p. 43.
243 lbid.
244 lbid.
205 Ibid.
246 rbid, p.72.

The exceptional cases, however, require different approaches. ooln

exceptional cases, that is to say when a national majority is being
discriminated against in an unbearable manner, then ttre rigilt of self-
determination, in the form of the right of secession, has precJdence over
the sovereignty of the state concemed. In the case in question, the
Azerbaijani's right to sovereignty loses weight in comparison to the right
of selF-determination (right of secession) because Aierbaijan itself has
only just broke^n_free from the dissolved ussR by using its right to self-
determination"2aT.

So the compensatory granting of minority status, which can work in
a normal case, is therefore out of the question for Nagorno-Karabakh.
The Nagorno-Karabakh problem belongs to the categofo of exceptional
cases. o. Luchterhandt stressed that "the analyses of Azerbaijan,s policy
in regard to Nagorny-Karabakh as well as tle living condiiions in the
area show that, from an administrative, national-cultural, socio-
economic and demographic point of view, the Armenian ethnic group has
been the subject of lasting and massive discrimination that has endured
for decades. The state of Azerbaijan has forfeited its right for the
subjugation o.f the Armenian ethnic group of Nagorny-Ku.ibukh to it,
sovereignty"2a8.

summary of Luchterhandt's observations converge in one of
fundamental conclusions: "As a result of the expert study-as a whole, it
can be established that in accordance with current international law, the
Armenian ethnic group of Nagorny-Karabah hold the right of self-
determination in the form of a right to separation from the-Republic of
Azerbaijan (right of secession) which takei priority over the Republic of
Azerbaijan's right of sovereignty. By virtue or trr. right to self-
determination, the Armenian ethnic group of Nagorny-karabakh is
entitled either to form a state of its own or io unite -itn in" Republic of
Armenia, provided the latter wishes,,2ae.

This option suggested by professor Luchterhandt for the settlement
of the Karabakh problem, is quite objective, unbiased and in fu! harmony

247 lbid.
248 rbid, p. 7j,
'on Ibid. p. 70.
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with principles of the new approach to the solution of ethnopolitical
conflicts in the post-Cold War era and in the epoch of the New World
Order.

On the same positions are standing the Lebanese historian Saleh Zahr
ad-Din; the Russian lawyer and historian Vladimir Stoupishin and others.
Dr. Stoupishin, examining the Azeri claim on Nagorno*Karabakh as the
"indigenous" Azerbaijani territory, concludes: "Azerbaijan had not and
still has no right to Karabakh, whatever has been declared in Lisbon or
elsewhere. It is not honest to speak about'indigenous'territory in the case

of the ex-Soviet Azerbaljan because never before there had been such a

state, where it was born during the bustle of revolution, civil war and
foreign intervention, lg 18-.1923-250 .

Status of Neutrality

The analyses of the contemporary geopolitical situation and balance
of power in the Transcaucasian-Middle Eastern region, and the necessity
of establishment of good neighboring relations between Azerbaijan and
Armenia at the basis of a fair and lasting peace, brought us to an idea that
one of the realistic and perspective options for the settlement of the
Karabakh conflict would be "Status of NeutralitSr" for Nagorno-
Karabakh Republic.

On suggesting this variant three factors were taken into
consideration.

First, we must recognize that the Nagorno-Karabakh successfully
defended itself againstthe Azerbaijani aggression, won the war and really
exists. NKR survived for its own for more than the past ten years and this
fact witnesses its political, economic and military viability. This is a

reality and any attempt to ignore this historical fact can have tragic
consequences for all sides.

Second, we must remember about the geographical factor. Armenia,
Azerbaljan and NKR belong to one and the same geographical area and

250 Stupishin V. The Interests ofRussia in Transcaucasia. The False Theses ofAzerbaijani
Propaganda, "Nezavisimaya Gazetta", Moscow, Apil 19, 1991 .

they are neighbors, which dictate them peaceful existence No one of them
can transfer to another geographical region. The ignorance ofthis fact is
extremely dangerous and foolish. we are destined to live in one
Transcaucasian geographical space.

From this it reasonably follows that the conflict must be settled so
that it can close the confrontation chapter without passing over the
solution to the next generation of Armenians and Azeris. Thit it could
establish modus vivendi of peaceful coexistence which in time must turn
into cooperation. It should be a solution which might not humiliate
anybody's national dignity.

Third, it is the factor of security of the Transcaucasian-Middle
Eastern geopolitical region. The region is one of the world's most
unstable areas. Add to this the dangerous situation in the North Caucasus
(chechnya, Dagestan, etc.), then the picture of instability in the region
will be complete. The area is a cross-road to the vital interests of many
countries - Russia, Turkey, Iran, western European union, the united
States and so on.

The significance of the region became more important and the
situation more strained after the problem of the Caspian oil and
construction of a pipeline from caspian Sea to the Mediterranean and
Black Sea ports arose. The oil companies from the u. S., Turkey, Russia,
the Great Britain, Japan and so on, are involved in the exploration of the
caspian oil and are very interested in turning the Transcaucasian-Middle
Eastern geopolitical region into a secure region. But it is not possible
without solving various ethnopolitical conflicts in the region, including
the Nagorno-Karabakh confl ict.

So the settlement of the Karabakh conflict according to the principles
of the "Neutrality status" would diminish the risk and danger and would
facilitate the stabilization in the region. There is no doubt and secret that
both the stability and security in the Transcaucasian*Middle Eastern
geopolitical region to some extent depend upon the solution of the
Karabakh conflict.

After taking into consideration all these circumstances,ie would
like to offer our own alternative model for the settlement of the Karabakh
problem, based on the principleS of "Neutrality',.
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We are not so naive not to expect any objections or criticism.
Obviously, some forces will criticize and reject it, but we hope, first, it
will find supporters, and that, second, it can enable the debate to regain
its specific course.

On the other hand we are aware how hard it is to re-orient a long-
ago started-up diplomatic machine.

But the game is worth the'candle.
And so, "An option of Nagamo-Karabakh conflict solution by

Neutrality principle".

I. STATUS
1. Armenia, Azerbaijan and the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic

proclaim the neutrality of Nagorno-Karabakh named from now on
"Nagorno-Karabakh Neutral Republic"- (NKNR).

2. The decree of the Armenian Supreme Soviet and the Nagarno-
Karabakh National Council from December 1, 1989, on unification, is
canceled.

3. Armenia, Azerbaijan and the NKNR confirm by a special Article
introduced in their Constitutions, the Status of Neutrality of the Nagomo-
Karabakh Republic.

II. GUARANTEES
l. NKNR neutrality is guaranteed by the UN Security Council's 5

permanent members (the Great Britain, China, France, Russian
Federation and the United States of America) OSCE, Armenia and
Azerbaijan.

2. The UN Security Council is authorized to establish political,
economic, as well as military sanctions in regard to a party, violating the
status ofNKNR.

III. BORDERS
1. Azerbaijan withdraws its troops from occupied territories of

NKNR (Martakert) and the Shahumyan region.
2. NKNR withdraws its troops from the occupied territories of

Aghdam, Fizuli, Jebrail, Kubatly and Zangelan.

-, L The Lachin region, as a land bridge, remains under the control of
NKNR for linking of NKNR with Armenia and the outer worrd.
. 4. The Kelbajar region for the sake of security and economic

development of NKNR is regarded as associated with NrNn territory.
5. Azerbaijan and NKN mutually recognize each other,s territorial

integrity.

IV SECURITY ZONE
l. Demilitarized security buffer zones are established

Azerbaij an-NKNR borders.
along the

be

2. rn the buffer security zones international peacekeeping forces are
quartered confirmed by the trN security council uoi 5scE, und
functioning under the aegis of the UNO and OSCE.

3. The lrN Security council and OSCE with the consent of Armenia,
Azerbaijan and NKNR, confirms the number of intemational
peacekeeping forces and the list of the states which provide their
contingent.

V REFAGEES
l. Armenia, Azerbaijan and NKNR undertake alr necessary poritical

and economic measures for the voluntary return of refugees to their
previous permanent places of residence, according to tte norms of
Intemational Law.

2. Refugees, who refuse to return to their places of previous
residence, receive suitable material and financial compensation.

3. The IIN and OSCE establish a Fund of Donors for:
a) economic development of Armeni a, Azerbaijanand NKNR;
b) resettlement of and compensation for refugels.

W. ECONOMIC STATAS
l. NKNR is declared free economic zone with equal rights for

interested parties.
2- All economic restrictions, established by the blockade, will

lifted.

all

il6
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3. The LIN and oscE will facilitate the establishment of a Fund for

the reconstruction of the economy of NKNR and liquidation of damage

caused by the war the regions of Armenia' and Azerbaijan'

VII. G OVE RNM E N TAL SYS TE M
1. NKNR has its own constitution, and forms its own legislative,

executive and judicial authorities:
a) NKNR;s President, who is elected by general voting of the NKNR

people for a term of 5 Years.
b) National Assembly (parliament), elected directly by general

voting of the NKNR people for a term of 4 years.

cj Minorities of NKNR have right for proportional representation in

the National Assembly of NKNR;
d) NKNR establishes Courts throughout the NKNR territory'

.j NKNR't Government, appointed by the President and approved

by the National Assembly of the NKNR.
2. Onthe NKNR territory those laws are acting which are adopted by

the President and the National Assembly of the NKNR, and which do not

contradict intemational law and NKNR's neutrality status'

3. The President and National Assembly of NKNR are competent to

adopt laws and decrees on such issues as domestic policy, economy,

justice, social security, public health, enlightenment, education, culture,

science, etc.
4. NKNR has its own police forces for providing internal order.

5. NKNR has its own armed forces. Their number and structure arc

determined proceeding from NKNR',s security and coordinated with thc

UN Secretary General and OSCE Secretary General'

WII. COMMANICATIONS
1. With the proclamation of the NKNR's neutrality status, Armenia's

and NKNR's communication blockade is lifted and all the overland, irir

and waterways are oPened.

2. All communications are opened for all kind of trartsrl

transportation and are easy to access for every country'

3" NKNR provides secure and free functioning of all transport
communications * car and rail_roads, oil and gu. plp;lin"r,-"i.. purring
or which may in future be passed through its teiitory.

IX. CITIZENSHIP
l. NKNR's resr'dents receive citizenship of NKNR recognized by theinternational community.
2. NKNR's citizens may be persons who were born in NKNR, or thechildren of a parent who hai NKi\fR citizenship.
3. Persons who came from other ,"gion, may become NKNRcitizens if they have regularly lived there not lcss than 5 years.
4. NKNR citizens, if they wish, may also receive citizenship ofArmenia and Azerb aij an.

X. FOREIGN REPRESENTATION
- 

1. NKNR may open its representations in the countries connectedwith it by-g-eography, economy, communication and ...urity rr".A..2" NKNR may _op€n its representative offices in Armenia,
Azerbaijan,-Georgia, Turkey, Iran, in the countries of five permanent
members of the UN Security Council, and also, in other.ount i"r.

3. Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey, t un urra-n,r" fermanentmembers of the trN Security council, oscE as well as other interested
countries may open their representations in NKNR.
- 4. _NKNR may become a member of economic, ecological, cultural,educational, public hearth and other non-politicar aninon-military

international organizations.

XI. SYMBOLS
l. Stepanakert is the capitalof NKNR.
2. NKNR has its symbols:
a) NKNR has its own State Flag.
b) NKNR has its own Coat of a s.
c) NKNR has its own National (State) Anthern.
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XII. PROTOCOLS
l. In addition to this document separate Protocols may be signed by

the sides on issues, which they consider necessary.

XIII. REGISTRATION IN THE ANO
l. This document on "status of Neutrality" of NKNR is registered as

UNO's official one.

2. It has international legal power25t.

Such is the scheme of Nagomo-Karabakh's neutral status in short.

We outlined its main ideas and principles, not wishing to go into details.

we are aware that experts on either economic or military issues can do it
better. Lawyers' advice may also be needed. We are also aware that there

may be notes and objections over the issues ofborders, security zone, etQ.

our goal was to submit in a concise way our viewpoint of the

solution over long-lasting Karabakh conflict to the verdicts of
govemments and people of Aierbaijan, Armenia and NKR, and call forth

an unbiased talk.
It is well known that throughout centuries Neutrality as a status was

widely used in international practice. It was always used for the

settlement of different kind of territorial disputes. Today there are some

states with the permanent status of neutrality, recognized formally by

international community, like Switzerland, Austria, etc. But there are also

some entities without state status, which nevertheless are recognized as

neutral zones. Such zones exist in the Arab world, in the Arab peninsula

in particular.
The Neutrality status of NKR is based on the principle of

compromise. It is an expression of a hope that all conflicting sides would

be ready to yield each other something very important. The compromise

for the Armenian side means that Nagorno-Karabakh Republic gave up

a) the idea of independent state and b) the intention to be reunited with its

homeland Armenia. This is very serious concession from the Karabakh

side taking into account the fact that Nagomo-Karabakh had won the

war. An expression of compromise is NKR's willingness to not become a

2sr This proposal was first published in "Respublica Armenia", November 12, 199'7, and

"The Yerevan Times", November 20-26,1997 (in English).

member of international community and international political
organizations and to be satisfied by the status of neutral territory.

The Neutrality status may satisff one of the main requests of
Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan is against the creation of a new Armenian state.
Its leadership is worried that the establishment of independent Nagorno-
Karabakh state or its union with Armenia will strengthen Armenia and its
position in the region. The President of Azerbaijan Heidar Aliev had
stated many times that there is no space for a second Armenian state in
Transcaucasia. The status of neutrality will eliminate the Azeri anxiety.

The Azerbaijani consent to the neutrality of NK would mean that its
leadership gave up the idea of restoration of the old status quo and to put
Nagomo-Karabakh again under its domination. The acceptance of
neutrality of NK would mean the recognition of new political reality and
readiness of the Azerbaijani side for compromise. Instead of vertical
subordination, Azerbaijan may receive possibilities for horizontal ties
with NKNR.

Due to such compromise on the basis of NKR neutrality, the
confrontation between them may overgrow into competition which would
be transferred from the political and military fields into economic one.
And as NKNR would be a free economic zone, it would suggest NKNR
more economic, financial, communication and other advantages.

we would like to pay attention something else. The implementation
of this new option is not connected only with oscE but also with the
united Nations organization and in particular the Security council. It has
its reasons. The oSCE's possibilities are not so wide. As recognized the
Co--chairman of the OSCE Minsk Conference, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Finland Tarja Halonen in her Report, "The means available to
the OSCE are limited"252.

But it does not mean to replace OSCE by United Nations and its
Security Council.

252 Finland as a Mediator in Karabakh conflict. Report by the Minister of Foreign Affaird
Ms. Tarja Halnonen to the Foreign Affairs Comrnittee of parliament on the Activities of
Finland as co-chairman of the Minsk conference. February ll,l9g7,Helsinki, 1997,p.
15.
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Now some remarks on the right of NKNR to have its foreign
representations. On suggesting to give NKNR a right to have foreigr
representations we proceed fiom the intemational practice. There are a lot of
non-independent entities, which have their representative offices in foreign
countries or allow those countries to open their own representative offices in
the territory of autonomous or other kind of non-independent entities.

The best example of that may serve the Aland Islands. Its status of
autonomy within Finland was confirmed by an "Act on the Autonomy of
Aland", adopted by Finnish Parliament on May 6,1920, and then replaced in
l99l by another, which entered into force on February l,lgg32s3 .

Many countries such as Russia, Germany, the Netherlands, etc. have
their consulates in the Aland Islands capital Mariehamn. The Aland
Islands may have their own representatives in other countries. Moreover,
according to the "Act on the Autonomy of Aland" the Government of
Aland may propose negotiations on a treaty with a foreign state to the
appropriate State officials"25a. In 1970, Aland obtained its own
representation in the Nordic Council, as a member of that important
regional organization the members of which are Russia, Germany,
Poland, Sweden, Finland, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, Latxia, Lithuania
and Estonia. Many meetings of Nordic Council have been held in
Aland255. The representatives of Aland, as well as of two other
selfgoveming regions of Faroes and Greenland are collaborating in the
Nordic Council of Ministers2'6. Aland had established contacts with the
countries of the Baltic Sea in the spheres of culture, tourism, and fishing.
The Aland Parliament is very active in its contacts with the Parliaments
of other countries257. Stipulations were made for Aland when Finland
became a member of the European Union. The latter has taken into
consideration the specific status of Aland258.

253 Act on the Autonomy of Aland, Mariehamn, 1993.
2to Ibid, p. 21.
r55 The Aland Islands demilitarized Region, Mariehamn, 1995, p. 50.

"u Ibid.
:5t ibid. p. 5r.
"8 Ibid, p. 52.
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we can add two important facts. Arand has a flag of its own since
1954 and it is now used as a maritime flag on ships regiitered in Alandjie.
Since 1993 the Aland postal administration has been u-sing its own stamps
and Finnish postage stamps cannot be used any ronger fi atunoruo. eiJ
let us remember, that Aland is not an independint stite and has no status
of neutrality. It is an autonomous region under the Republic of Finland.
This situation is like a "state within a state,, and does not worry the
Finnish leadership. By giving Arand rights in the foreign spherl the
Finnish government had eliminated the Aland .,,ipr"ion, and
strengthened the ties between them. It is a wise policy, fai ahead of its
time.

_ It is necessary to give some explanation about the registration of the
document on NKNT neutrarify siatus in the LrNo. ti nas its many
precedents in the international practice. we would like to remind
everyone of the Aland example, whose autonomous status was adopted
and_ guaranteed by the League of Nations in June rg2f6t. And when
Finland joined the European Union in 1990s, a record had been made in a
Protocol "that Aland autonomy is guaranteed in the constitutional law of
Finland and rests upon a basis of intemational law through intemational
decisions and agreeme nts',262 .

The registration of the NKNT status of, neutrality in the united
Nations organization will serve some kind of guarantee io that status. Its
violation is to be regarded as the violation of international law.

what was the response of Armenia and. Azerbaijan to the suggestion
on the NKR's "status of Neutralify,,.

The Armenia's response was quite positive. The president of
Armenia Levon Ter-petrosyan in a meeting with the representatives of
the National Acaderny of Sciences of Armenia, at the end of November,
1997, on answering the question about his "attitude towards the NKR,s
"Status of Neutrality", suggested by professor Nikolay Hovhannisyan,,,
stated: " I had not only read it but also studied it seriously. I support it

25e Ibid.
260 lbid.
2o' Act on the AutonorrryoflAland. p. l.
""- Thc Aland Islands Demilirrrized Region. p. 52
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with my two hands and I am ready to fulfill it if the President of
Azerbaljan Heydar Aliev also supports it. Moreover, I am ready to
include in the Constitution of Armenia an Article about the Karabakh
neutrality"263.

As for Azerbaijan, its responce was negative. Its President did not
make any public comments. But the Editorial Board of the newspaper
"Respublica Armenia", where our suggestion on NKR's "Neutrality
status" was first published, received some information by its channels and
internet, which then had been published in that newspaper under the title
"In Baku are disposed absolutely non-constructive"264.

Among those materials were the interview of the leader of Musavat
party of Azerbaijan Isa Hambar to press-agency "Turan". He rejected
"The Hovhannisyan's model, because it is about the independence of
Nagorno-Karabakh"26s. Similar position occupied the leader of the
Social-democratic pafi of Azerbaijan Zardusht Ali-zade.In his opinion
"The Hovhannisyan plan is aimed at legal design of Armenia's territorial
annexation, occupation and aggression"266.

Unfortunately in Baku new approaches to the settlement of the NK
problem could not be appreciated. The Azerbaijani's main aim remains
the restoration of its full control over Nagomo-Karabakh.

At the same time, as mentioned the newspaper, there were other
opinions about the "Neutrality Status" option, among them from the
USA, Israel, etc.

Very interesting was the attitude of the Center for International
Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland at
College Park, the USA. In this Center since 1995, a group of researchers
from Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Abl<hazia, South Ossetia and
Nagorno-Karabakh was working on the Project "Partners in Conflict:
Building Bridges to Peace in Transcaucasia". I was representing Armenia
in that Project. After the publication of my suggestion on NKR

'u3 I was one of the participants of that meeting and made proper notes.
2uo B Eo*y Hacrpoeubr a5co;rru'no HcnoHcrpyxTr{sHo. 3aro Heiirpa;rwrre arcrreprrr
Bbrcono orleHrrJnr lorxolbr apMrrHcnoro xoutllnrnro,rora, "Pecn56.runa Aprr.reHrra>, 2l
non6pn, 1997.
265 

Î aM ?r{e.
266 r̂a\I ?I(e.

"Neutrality status", Director of the project, professor Barri sanders had
sent by internet the.folrowing message io all participunt" oi trr" project ..
Y".{3n Kurbanov (Secretary of the pioject - N. H.) sent me an interesting
article (i. e. article N. Hovhannisyan) through ,,Turan,, from November
14, 1997.I asked him to include it in the lisiservice in order to evaluateit. Isee, Nikolay, that you were very active on suggesting your solution to
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. And what is mJrJ int"r?Jting ihut it *a,
supported by mass media and published. congratulations. t h'ope that ailpartners also will be active and will let the p.opt" from the govlrnmental
structure know what w€ are discussing. I do not know if yiu wilr agreewith me, but consider it very important that our vision would be widely
disseminated. In each idea we ian find something that deserves to be
included in another idea,,267 .

_ .Professor Eddy Kaufman, Executive Director of Harry Truman
Institute of Peace of the Hebrew Universify, Jerusarem, o-riir".to, orthe Project "Partners in conflict" wrote in nis tetter aoaressed to allparticipants of that project the following: ,.I am rood; fo.ward toreading the Hovhannisyan's article. Then we shall look it ttre list ofpossible proposals, suggested by Nikolay in his arricl; io.-it" uoot
(partners were preparing.* collective monograph which *us prepar.a ro.publication atthat time268;. Maybe *".u'u.t tirn to put-it lgain for
discussion and look which one of the altemative solutions may become
the starting one. Let's adopt a collective decision"26e . 

---- -'-J

At last certain interest was expressed by such a distinguished and
prestigious scientific center of the USA as the James gut.r"Irrsiitut" fo.
l"lllq Policy, Rice University, Huston, Texas. fn u t"fesrarr\ sent on
behalf of the Management of the Institute, it was stated that the American
politologists 'oare very interested with original study on ,t. f*riuiliry orthe settlement of the Nagomo-Katabakhlonflict,'. corrioJrirf that the"Project of Hovhhannisyan" 'o is a creative option for solutiJn of the

267 
Î aM }lte.

h8 see Hovhannisyan N., The Nagomo-Karabakh conflict and variants of its solutions-Ethnopolitical conflicts in the Transcaucasus: Its Roots and Solutions, university ofMnaryland, 
-US 

A,, 1997 . (It was published at the end of I 997).
'"' "Pecny6,rlrra AprrleHrrl". 2l rron6pn, lgC7.
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Nagorno-Karabakh conflict", the Management of the James Baker

Insiitute of Public Policy suggested him" to prepare a research article at

the beginning of March. 1998"270.

t[e suggestion was accepted and the article was represented in

March, 1998, which was qualified by the Director of the Institute as a

contribution in the study of the Caucasian and Caspian contemporary

issues.

In our view the Nagorno-Karabakh's Status of Neutrality may be one

of the realistic options, capable to provide a peaceful coexistence to the

peoples of Azerbaijan and Armenia, proceeding from contemporary

situation and balance of forces.
It would facilitate the establishment of security, stability and

cooperation in the Transcaucasian-Middle Eastern geopolitical region.

The "Common Stute" Project

Since the second half of 1990s with the help of the Minsk group of
OSCE on the table of negotiations were laid certain very interesting

projects. They became a subject of discussions between the President of
Armenia Robert Kocharyan and the President of Azerbaijan Heydar

Aliev. They had met many times which aroused some hopes that the

solution of the Karabakh problem is not so far.

The negotiations were going between tvvo presidents usually tet-a

tete, but sometimes the three Co-chairmen of the Minsk group took part.

In decisive stages of negotiations two presidents were supported by the

President of France Jack Shirak, President of the USA George Bush, as

well as the US State Secretary Collin Powel and others'

Thus in october 1998, the USA, Russia and France, the three co-

chairmen of the OSCE Minsk gfouP, represented a new Project for the

solution of the Karabakh problem, named "common state". on

November 7,1gg8, it was worked out in detail and was represented to

Azerbaijan,NKR and Armenia to discuss and sign it'

270 Tu*t lce, 20 geria6pa. 1997

. {n the new Project the NKR's Status case was put in the first place as
priority item. In that document Nagorno-Karabakh was defined as statal
and territorial entity in the form of Republic, which constitutes a cornmon
state with Azerbaijan within internationally recognized borders. The
borders of the NK shall correspond to the borders ofihe former Nagornc-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast.

According to the project Azerbaljan and NK have to sign an
agreement on delimitation of spheres of competence and reciprocal
delegation of powers between the Azerbaijani and NK relevant
authorities. It was suggested to Azerbaijan and NK to create a Joint
committee whose mission shall be to define policies and activities within
the sphere ofjoint competence.

Azerbaijan in Stepanakerl and NK in Baku shall establish their
representations. Besides that Nagomo-Karabakh shall have the right to
establish direct extcrnal contacts with foreign states, regional and
intemational organizations in the fields of economics, cultuie, science,
sport, humanitarian affairs. For this purpose NK shall have appropriate
representation abroad.

Alongside with these rights, NK shall participate in execution of the
foreign policy of Azerbaijan, with respect to the issues touching the
NKR's interests. It included a very important point, prohibiting totake
decisions on those issues without consent of two parties.

NK government, in cases, connected with its special interests, may
have its own representatives in the embassies and ionsular missions of
Azerhaljan.Its experts may take part also in international negotiations.

In that Project there is a block of issues relating to thelegal sphere.
According to it Nagorno*Karabakh may have its o;n constitJtion, flag,
seal and anthem, forms its own legislative, executive and judicial
authorities, the Azerbaijani laws shall be in effect on the territory of NK
if they do not contradict the constitution and laws of Nagorno-Karabakh.
The Armenian language was declared as the primary official language in
the territory of Nagomo-Karabakh.

As for the citizenship, for residents of NK as identification
documents will serve the Azerbaijani passports, canlring special notation
"Nagomo-Karabakh", and the exilusive right of issue olthat documents
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belongs to the NK government. They may take part in the elections of the

President of Azerbaijan and have their representatives in the Azerbaijani
Parliament.

As for the competency in military sphere, NK obtains the right to
posses its own National Guard as security forces, and police forces, while
the military forces of Azerbaijan (army, security forces, police forces) shall
not have the right to enter NK territory, except with the latter's consent.

As for economic status, NK shall be announced a Free economic zone.

The project had a special point on returning refugees to Shushi.

As for Lachin, it, as a corridor with Armenia, should be agreed upon
separately.

These are the main points of the "Common state" Project.
Despite the fact that it could not entirely satisfy the demands of the

Armenian side - NKR and Republic of Armenia, especially in regards of
some aspects of NKR status and rights of Azerbaijan, NKR and Armenia
announced that the "Common state" project can be a base for
negotiation.

As for Azerbaijan, it rejected the Project, considering it as

unacceptable.

Paris-Key ll/est Agreements

Probably Armenia, Azerbaijan and NKR had been never so close to
reaching a radical agreement on Karabakh issue, than in spring of 2001,
during the negotiations between the President of Armenia Robert

Kocharyan and the President of Azerbaijan Heydar Aliev. In case of
success that meeting could occupy an extraordinary place in the series of
meetings between the Presidents of Armenia and Azerbaijan.

An outstanding role in organizing of that meeting and

encouragement of the conflict Parties to demonstrate political will and

readiness for a unique compromise, belongs to the President of France

Jack Shirak, whose Presidential palace on March 5, 2001 , appeared in thc
center of the intemational community's attention. All three sides-France,
Armenia and Azerbaijan, after the negotiations in Paris made very

optimistically announcernents, underlying the great progress in the
negotiations.

The negotiations were continued in Key west, Florida, uSA, on 4-7
{Rril, 2001, with the participation of the US State Secretaf of colin
Powell at its initial stage. The uSA president George 

'Bush 
also

facilitated actively the efforts of the presidents of Armenia and
Azerbaijan. They were received by him in the white House after the'conclusion of the meeting. George Bush appreciated positively Robert
Kocharyan's and Heydar Aliev'J efforts in the settlement of the NK
conflict.

The Key west negotiations were regarded as finalizing one in the
series of meetings of two presidents

unfortunately, the text or "paris-Key-west,, principles are until now
not published and still remain unknown in details to the public. So it is
possib.le^only to guess about the content of those agreements, based on
some information of mass media or vague hints madJbriefly by different
statesmen, policymakers and diplomats.

It allows us to conclude that "paris-Key-west,, agreement consists
of two main parts.

The first part is relating to the so--called occupied territories, which
came under the Karabakh self-defense forces control during the national_
liberation war. The parties agreed that the NKR sharl relert Aghdam,
Fizuli, Jebrail, Kelbejar, Lachin, easak, eubatly and Zangelan to the
control of Azerbaijan.

. The second part related to the NKR status. It was recorded in the
Agreement on that issue, that the territory of former NKAO which is
currently not under the Azerbaijani controi, is thereby transferred to the
sovereignty of Armenia.

There were also some other articres, among them about Shushi,
which should be open and demilitarized city, about the territorial link
between Armenia and NKR (Lachin corridor), etc.

So, it was the first document where it was fixed that former NKAO
was transferred to the sovereignty of Armenia. l, *r, *rr"--"ri;;-"i;
point in the Karabakh problem's settlement, the first document even in
the form of Project, confirming that Azerbaijan should ugr". io transfer
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Nagorno-Karabaktr to tr,e rovereignty of Armenia. For the achievement

of that consent 13 years after the decision of the NKAO's Supreme

Soviet on 20 February, 1988 were required from Azerbaijan'
That's why the NKR and Armenia agreed to sign that document.

Very strange war the position of Azerbaijan and its President Heydar

Aliev. Soon he surprised very much not only Armenia and NKR, but also

France, the USA, Russia, OSCE and international community, when he

denied even the existence of any "Palis agreements". Thus he put in an

embarrassing situation all statesmen and high rank diplomats, and first of
all Jack Shirak, as well as the American leadership, who had done so

much for organizing that meeting between Robert Kochayan and Heydar
Aliev, and for reaching a preliminary agreement, which could become a

historical one.
Later, in ffitd-2002, Heydar Alive changed his position and was

obliged to recognize, that after all, really, there were the "Paris
principles". But he tried to interpret those principles as suggestions on

exchange of Lachin for Meghri, which was immediately refuted by the

President of Armenia Robert Kocharyan. The President of Armenia stated

that the interpretation of the President of Azerbaijan did not correspond to

the facts.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs Vardan Oskanyan who was one of

the key participants ofthe negotiations, had expressed an opinion on so

strange a behavior of Heydar Aliev, that the Azerbaijani President at first
was inclined to accept the "Paris-Key-West" principles as the base for
further negotiations, but later, obviously under the pressure of his high
rank colleagues, refused to do so,

Despite that fact, as said the Minister of Foreign Affairs Vardan

Oskanyan, "The principles of the settlement of the Karabakh problem after

negotiations of Armenian and Azerbaijani Presidents in Key West did not

undergo changes". He stressed that the Armenian side "does not

concentrate its attention on Key West principles in order not to slow down
the whole peace process". He also mentioned that "the mediators (the

Minsk group three co-chairmen of Russia, France, USA - N. H.) have not

come up with new proposals since the "Paris principles" and the Key West

talks between the Armenian and Azerbaljanipresidents in 2001"'

He made this announcement at the end of Decembe r 2004.
. And, really, it would be very hard to retire entirely from theprinciples of "Paris-Key West,' agreements.

The pierre Lellushe and Anu palacio proposal

In october, 2004, the Head of the NATo parliamentary Assembly
Pierre Lellushe and Spanish Ex-Foreign Minister Ana palacio visited
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh Repubtic in a delegation oitt. Germanoffice of the Marshall Foundation (uS). Both in Artenia and NKR they
had opporrunities to get acquainted with the situation in two Armenian
states, to meet and talk with statesmen, poritical leaders, representativesof different social groups, to observe tire political and socioeconomic
conditions in NKR and both pronounced foi Karabakh,s involvement in
the negotiating process.

. On retuming back, they had published on Decembe r 21,2004,a joint
article in the French newspapei "Figaro" named ,.putin and Spirits ofEmpire". They expressed an idea that "western democracies should
initiate settlement of conflicts at post Soviet era,,. In that context they,
these two distinguished policymakers of western Europe,,ingi.a out the
probl_em of the Nagorno*Karabakh, suggesting in reality u n.ri option ro,the Karabakh conflict settlement. 

- rn"y stated it ut ..Europeans,
Americans and Russians should make compromise that will lead toobtaining of Armenian contror over Karabakh for some time,,. ondeveloping their ideas on this very interesting and originai rrg;.rtion, r.Lellushe and A. palacio stated that "the Armenian coritrol ovei"Karabakh
should be interim with subsequent referendum for Karabakh,s status in5-10 years".

So, it is quite a new approach to the solution of the Karabakh issue,
which deserves a serious attention and discussion by the sides invorved inthe conflict, not only NKR, Armenia and Azerbaijan, but arso Russia,
France, United States and other countries of OSCE and Eurounion.

. A-zerbaijan's responce was immediate and negative. This time itsattitude expressed the Azeri parriarnent. on 29 Decelber, z0o+, it sent a
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letter of protest to the Chairman of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly P.

Lellushe, demanding from him an explanation about his statement that it
is necessary to "hand over Nagorny-Karabakh under the provisional

control of Armenia".
As for Armenia, the FM V. Oskanyan positively estimated the

proposal of P. Lellushe and A. Palacio, stating that though "this is not
fully acceptable but is an interesting and realistic article".

*:k*

The review of several options, suggested for the Karabakh conflict
settlement in the last years, show that they reflect new tendencies in that
field.

We mean first of all the O. Luchterhandt's conception on NK right to
state independence, "status of Neutrality", "Commom state", o'Paris-

Key-West" principles and the latest proposal, made by the NATO PA
Chairman and the ex-spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs. All these

variants typologically belong to the non-standard solutions of the NK
problem, demonstrating necessity for a new approach. The policymakers

and scholars are more and more accepting that the Karabakh conflict by
its character, historical roots, ethno-linguistic factors, forcible attachment

to Azerbaljan, etc,. principally differs from other ethnopolitical conflicts,
particularly in the ex-Soviet space. They already recognized that the

Karabakh conflict is not like and similar to the Abkhazian, South

Ossetian and Transnistrian conflicts. So, an option which is acceptable

for one of them, cannot automatically be acceptable for others.

A reflection of this new approach can serve the announcement made

by the American ex-Chairman of the OSCE Minsk group Perina, on 12

December, 2002.He stated that the problems of Abkhazia, South Ossetia

and Transnistria, cannot be regarded from the point of view of their
independence. Their settlement is possible within Georgia and Moldova.

But as for Nagomo-Karabakh, Perina announced that it's a quite

different issue and for resolving it another approach and other kind of
solutions, similar to that of the East Timor is necessary' As it is well
known, East Timor, which was annexed by Indonesia, struggled for a

long period for secession and creation of its own independent state.International community and after all rndonesia itr.ri-.i.ogrized the
l31t lmor's right to state independence and it became the member of theUnited Nations. According to the perina's conception tho East Timor,smcf;l should be an acceptable one for the sorution of the KarabakhproDlem.

The Karabakh p-r9^br9m was separated from the other ethnopoliticar

::fiT"^,:.11'_" q{ jh"^us State secreiary Com powe' 
'i 

ilr:;;""h at therz"'meetlng of the council of ministers of the oSCE member countriesheld in December 2004. on speaking about the ,.gioour-;;;flicts, hestated that "The frozen conflicti in thJrebellious regions of Georgia andMoldova and in Nagorno--Karabakh remain in frozen situation after i5years the Cold War ended"27l.
So, Colin Powell dd^T?t include Nagomc_Karabakh in the category of"rebellious regions", as Abkhazia, South" Ossetia and Transnistria. Thoseterritories were mentio":d T part of Georgia and Mordova, while Nagomo--

Karabakh was mentioned'ndei its o*r, n*ri" and not as apart ofAzerbaiian.
The Azerbaijani mass media, as Baku ,,Zerkalo,, ("Mi;;;5;d othernewspapers, expressed an opinion, that "The uS does not recognizeKarabakh a part of kzerbaijan". For similar conclusion they used, amongothers, the fact of publication by the uSA Nationur c"ogruprrr" Society amap' where the Karabakh was not included within Ar;;;;ii;, but wasrepresented as "disputabre territory" along side with the Nlrttr clprus,the Westem bank of Jordan, Abkhazia andbsseti uzii-.- 

----

"Yeni Zarrnn',, angther Azerbaljan newspaper from Baku, expressedthe dissatisfaction of the Azerbaijani society that .,the united States ofAmerica is the only country after Armeniu, *ho on the gou.**.otur reveldirectly;upports the Karabakh Armenians"and it is recorded in the uS
budget273.

It is also noteworthy to underline the fact, as it was mentioned in theAmerican mass media, that yet in 1970s in the cIA ,""."t nt". *as stated

]]l :-."" Apvcrrurr^. tipcearr. 9 .rcnn6pn 2004.

,rr rsn.."ot*"' 
Yerevan. December 22,2004.
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that "Nagorno-Karabakh is an Armenian historical_tenitory and it always

attempted by the legal way to unite with Armenia"27a.

In conclusion we would like to indicate that now, unlike the 1980s-

1990s, significant changes took place in the approach to the settlement of
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Now more dominating principle is becoming the rejection of
restoration of the old status quo, reestablishment of the Azerbaijani

sovereignty and control over NKR.
In the contemporary world the self*determination right in the form of

secession and state independence is paving way more successfully.

Nagorno-Karabakh, by its historical legacy, freely expressed the

political will and long-lasting struggle of its people had deserved that

right.

EPILOGUE

RECOGNITION OF NEW REALITIES _ THE WAY TO
THE SOLUTION OF KARABAKH ISSUE

sixteen years have passed since the beginning of the national-
liberation struggle of the Armenians of Artzakh-Kaiabakh against the
Azerbaijani colonial rule, thirteen years since the proclariation of
Nagorno Karabakh Republic and ten years after the ceas-fire agreement.
These data are unique and significant landmarks on the way of iormation
of new juridical, military and political realities both in the development
of Karabakh issue and in the creation of new geopolitical situation in
Southern Caucasus.

Juridicul Realities

Neither historically, nor legally or politically Artzakh has ever
belonged and could possibly have belong"d to Ar..b aijan, atleast for the
mere reason that till until 1918 in the history there has never been any
republic named "Azerbaijan". The tenitory on which in lglg for the first
time was established the Republic of Azerbaijan in the history was known
as Caucasus Albania, Aran, Shirvan, etc.

while Artzal<h, as an integral part of Armenia, existed since times
immemorial, as evidence numerous antique Greek, Roman and other
sources, being the 1Oth province of Armenia

Since ancient times the population of Artzakh coisisted of
Armenians and its ethnic contents has not essentially changed during
ccnturies. Armenians still were the overwhelming majoiity of iire region{
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population, more precisely they made 95o/o of Karabakh's population at

the beginning of XX century.
Tius, according to the undeniable historical facts, till the beginning

of XX century there has not existed any nation called "Aeries" and no

state called "Azerbaijan". Mentioning of these facts is necessary not only

for restoring the historical truth, but for understanding of the further

development of events.

In the end of May 1918 the statehood of Georgia and Armenia was

reestablished, and on May 28 of 1918 for the first time on the political

map of South Caucasus appeared Azerbaijan as a new independent state.

Paradoxical as it is, Azetbaijan right away represented its territorial

claims to its neighboring countries, as to Georgia in terms of Saingilo

(zakatala and Kakhi), and to Armenia, laying claim to Karabakh,

Nakhijevan and zangent Thus on this very blank space arouse the

Karabakh issue.
The new, inexperienced, but self-confident leaders of Azerbaijan

together with their tenitorial claims for the neighboring countries turned

to-the League of Nations with an appeal of membership. Forlunately, they

were to deal with competent people, who knew history. The Council of
Leagueof Nations on the very ground of territorial claims that Azerbaijan

had for its neighboring countries - Armenia and Georgia, rejected

Azerbaijan's appeal for membership to the League of Nations stating that

"In present 
"onditiotrr 

the Charter of League of Nations does not allow

membership of Azerbaijan to the League of Nations"'

Thus ihe most authoritative international organization did not

recognize the claims that Azerbaijan lay to Karabakh and the other

terriiories, belonging to other countries, and on this basis refused to open

its doors in front of it.
But that which the Musavat govemment of Azerbaijan did not

manage to achieve, was promptly done by the Communist leaders of
Azerbaijan in 1921.

It i; necessary to dwell a bit on the elucidation of this issue, for it
will help to undeistand how Karabakh came to be within the borders of
Azerbaijan.

on November 29, 1920 Soviet power was estabrished in Armenia,
and on December 1 of 1920 the leadei of the Revolutiotary Committee of
Azerbaijan Nariman Narimanov officialry announced that Azerbaijan
henceforth has no territorial claims to Armenia and Azerbaljan recognizes

falbakh, Nakhijevan and Zangezur as integral purt, of Soviet Armenia.
But later on the Azeri government abruptly Jt arriea 11s position claiming
that Karabakh be annexed to Azerbaijan, motivutlng it rith the statement
that joining Karabakh to Armenia "may set 6p1i-goviet groups in
Azerbaijan". This motivation, of course, is beneath criticism.

On July 4 1921 the Caucasus Bureau of Russian [ommunist party,
after considering the question, nevertheress, decided to join Karabakh to
Armenia. But on the very next day, on July 5, after \4/manov,s protest,it changed its decision and stopped at joining Karabakh to Azerbaijan,
ignoring the protests of Armenian government.

Thus Karabakh was tom away from its Motherland Armenia and
appeared under the foreign Azeri domination.

_ . From the juridical point of view the decision of Bolsheviks as that of
I:ll1lt.t favor_of joining Karabakh to Armenia), so that ofJuly 5 (in
tavor otlorning Karabakh to Azerbaijan) are illegal and illegitimate. Here
we mean three circumstances.

First, in 1921 Russia, Armenia and Azerbaijan were still separate
independent states. They were not yet united into one state - usSR. As itis known, the soviet union was formed on Deceglber 30 rg22.
consequently, the Karabakh issue was not settled 6y Armenia and
Azerbaijan themselves, but by a third country, in this case at soviet
Russia's bidding, which in accordance with the internationar rights did
not have any rights or authority for this.

. Disregarding this 'small' nuance, in the evaluation of the resolution ofthe Caucasus Bureau both Armenian and Azeri researchers erred, the

fT:"t* sidg su.nfor-ting the July 4 resolution, considsring it the only
.Just one, and the Azeri side that of July 5, I92t .

Second, the resolution on te*itoiiai problem was not adopted by ajuridical organ' in the competence of which usuaily belongs reviewing
these problems, but by a pafi qrgan, and not even the central one, but
some provincial one, such as the ciucasus Bureau 6f ftusgian communist
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party. It's an unprecedented and unheard of phenomenon in the world

experience.
Third, the will and the wishes of the Armenian nation of Karabakh

were completely ignored. Making 95oh of Karabakh's population, it many

a times clearly and firmly expressed its political will to join Armenia and

decisively spoke against being separated from the motherland-Armenia.
gut the Bolshevik parry bigwigs were guided only by other criteria,

putting at the basis of their politics the principle 'divide and ru]9''- 
The resolution of the caucasus Bureau not only is illegitimate, but

shocks with its illiteracy. Annexing Karabakh to Azerbaijan was

'substantiated' in the following way: "Issuing from the necessity to

establish national peace between the Muslims and the Armenians...leave

Nagomo Karabakh within the borders of Azerbaijani sSR". we may just

as well ask, why Karabakh within the territory of Azerbaijan means

peace, while the version of it being with Armenia is excluded? You will
not find the answer to this question in the mentioned document'

Another circumstance draws attention. The text of the resolution literally

points to the necessity of establishing peace between "the Muslims and the

Armenians". How can we account for using in one side an ethnonyme -
Armenians, and in other side religious belonging - Muslims? This absurdity

can evidently be explained by that the partner of Armenians, with which

Armenia was to preserve national peace, did not have a definite national

identity, did not have an ethnonyme, and the resolution-makers did not know

how to call them. The nation was not yet called "Azeri" then, and the authors

of the resolution came out of the situation with a dubious formulation

"between the Muslims and the Armenians".

The period when Karabakh was under the domination of Azerbaijarr

was one of the hardest one in its history. If we sum up the quintessence of
Azeri policy towards Karabakh, we will come up with de-armenization

of Karabakh through driving away the Armenians , which they succeede'd

in doing in Nakhijevan. Such policy bore deathly danger for ttre

Armenians of Karabakh and they, naturally, confronted it by all means.

And before concluding reviewing the juridical aspect of Karabal'rh

issue, we think it necessary to dwell once more on elucidating one of the

characteristic traits of national liberation movement of Karabakh.

The Karabakh movement was flom the very beginning put on the
legal constitutional ground, that is its leaders did not throw a war-cry, but
strived to solve the Karabakh issue via and in the frames of Soviet
Constitution. Proceeding from this the extraordinary session of People's

Soviet of deputies of Nagorno Karabakh Autornomous District, upon
deciding on February 20 1988 on withdrawing from Azerbaijan SSR,

appealing to meet their request on joining Armenia and the Presidium of
Armenian SSR to come to a positive resolution on transferring Karabakh
from Azerbaijan to Armenia.

The direct reaction of Azeries to this decision were massacres of
Armenians which shocked the whole world by their cruelty and

inhumanness.
The government of Soviet Union and Azerbaijan refused Karabakh's

request as "unacceptable". What regards Armenia, it agreed upon
accepting Karabakh as its part.

But disregarding this circumstance, and the proceeding massacres of
Armenians in Sumgait, Gyanja, Baku and in other cities and regions of
Azerbaljan, the leaders of Karabakh movement remained true to the
policy of solving Karabakh issue on constitutional ground. This is
evidenced by their attitude towards the law on the rules on the Soviet
republics to withdraw from USSR by the Decree of the President of
USSR M. Gorbachev from April 3 1990. It's a document of historical
significance, on the basis of which the former Soviet republics exercised
their right on being independent and thanks to which their independence
got international recognition so soon and easily.

The USSR President Decree from April 3 1990 had a special article
on the rights of autonomous entities in case of withdrawing from the

Soviet Union. According to the article 3 of the mentioned law,
withdrawal of a soviet republic from the USSR could be implemented
only through national referendum. And if the given soviet republic
includes autonomous republics, districts and regions, the referendum
should be held in each autonomous entity separately. And only the nation
of the autonomous entities is competent to decide independently the
question of its further being a part of USSR or withdrawal from it, as well
as its state status.
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on the basis of this fundamentar law Azerbaijan declared itselfindependent on August 30 lggl.
on the basis of the same fundamental law, the joint session of soviet

lll^"In": of Nagorno Karabakh Autonomous Diitrict and Shahumyanregl'n on September 2 lggl announced separation from Azerbaijan anddeclaration of Nagorno 
f.arau.akh as nepubric. The mentioned decision isIegally substantiated and legitimate- 

- -'
First, it was based on a constitution that stilr functioned in the SovietUnion, and on the USSR president O""r"" o.f A,nril 3 1990;;;;"g the onlylegal document, regulating the orde, to withdiaw no- irr" uSSR, andfrom Soviet republics.
Second, it was^in full harmony with the principres and spirit of thenation's right on serf-determination, ueing one of the fundamental basis ofcontemporary international law.
Third' according to the Declaration of Independence on August 301991 Azerbaijan regards itself not the successor of soviet Azerbaijan,which included also Nagorno Karabakh ,iutonomous District since 1921,after the illegal and arbitrary decision of caucasus Bureau, but the firstRepublic of Azerbaijan, existing i"-rqls-rqz'. AnJ ru.ulun, u, i,known, has never been its part.

Thus, the essence of legal realities is.that-Az,erbaijan has not anyhistorical, legal-lawfu r and m"orar rrght" or Artzakh-Karabakh.
,, Recognition by the Azeri leadeis these legal and factual realities willallow to cope wirh the Karabakh connici th;gh p;;."ili, p"ir,rcal andcivilized methods.

Military Realities

Azerbaijan did not recognize the competitiveness of declarationNKR and on November 26,lqqt u*,riled the autonomous status ofKarabakh' establishing direct manag"-"rr. Azerbaijan's decision wasqualified as "unconstitutional act" 6y it " *irrron oscE, which wasproceede-d by military.action. Azerbaiian launched a real wide-scale waragainst Karabakh and its Armenian popuruiion. The military actions, that

went on till May 1994 became great tragedies for the two neighboring
nations. Both sides suffered great losses - human and material.

At the end Azerbaijan lost the war. The Armenian nation of
Karabakh came out of the war victoriously, managing to uphold the
liberry and independence of the young Nagorno Karabakh Republic.

The victory of NKR essentially changed the military situation in the
region and formed new military realities, which neither Azerbaijan, nor
any other force involved in the conflict could any longer ignore.

First, the military success of Karabakh army forced Azerbaijan sign
an agreement on ceas-fire with the representatives of NKR.

Second, NKR became a significant military factor, promoting the
appearance of new military realities in favor of NKR.

Third, according to the competent foreign authorities'assessment, the
NKR army and the Armenian army together are considered to be the
strongest, best-organized, disciplined and well-armed army in the south
caucasus region. Mentioning of it is necessary especialry now that not
only Azeri servicemen, but also first rank government officials hint on
their intention to resolve the Karabakh issue by force of arms. sometimes
things come to hysteria.

In this regard it is well to say that Baku should consider carefully all
the possible outcomes of new military ventures and keep in mind that if
they unleash a war, it will hardly turn out a parade march for the Azeri
army, which is still recovering from the recent military defeat.

Ignoring the outcomes of the war and demanding the Azeri side to
restore its jurisdiction upon NKR, would mean to present Karabakh on
the tray to the defeated side. As far as we know no such action has been
registered in the history. Ambassador Nelson Ledski, former head of uS
National Institute of Democracy is quite right writing that "No doubt
Armenians successfully finished this war. The Azeri side should admit
that it has lost something'.

Consequently, recognition of new military realities, as well as legal
ones, will form a new political atmosphere and promote the denial of any
illusions and the adoption of realistic decisions on the Karabakh issue.

140 t41



Political Realities

Nagomo-Karabakh Republic is a de-facto independent state. In the
present case it doesn't really matter that it has not yet been granted
intemational recognition. It was bome due to the victory in the struggle
for existence and liberation and on the basis of the right for self-
determination with implementation of all legal and juridical mechanisms,
such as referendums, elections and so oo, adopted within the
contemporary civilized societies. This state has its own territory,
population, President, government, parliament and other power bodies, its
State Emblem and flag, it functions pretty well, no worse than other
governments, preserving order within the country, the rights and duties of
its citizens.

The emergence on the political map of the South Caucasus NKR, a
new de-facto independent state, caused significant modifications in
political composition and arrangement of forces in the region.
International or de-jure recognition of NKR could be still postponed, but
NKR as a state can no longer be ignored or disregarded as a political
factor. NKR became an organic part of political structure of the South
caucasus, influencing upon its political climate. That's a political reality.

But the phenomenon of NKR, as a new political factor, is not
confined within the frames of South caucasus. Its existence as the second
Armenian state definitely influences also upon the policy of neighboring
countries - Iran, Turkey and Georgia, each of which has its own interests
in the region, and understands the significance of NKR as military and
political factor, applying it in its policy in Caucasus.

Minks group of OSCE with its three co-chairmen - the USA, Russia
and France, as well as EU and UN are on the verge of solving the
Karabakh issue.

Various international organizations, such as humanitarian, public,
health protecting, cultural, educational, etc. contact with NKR. All these
certifiz to the recognition of new political reality emerged with the
formation of NKR, and that NKR is not at all isolated from the external
world. NKR firmly moves towards international recognition, that sooner
or later will fully come tme.

And this cannot be denied under the pretext of preserving territorial
integrity of Azerbaijan. Nobody is infringing on territorial integrity of
Azerbaijan. But when regarding this point, the following should be taken
into consideration.

First, the principles of territorial integrity and the right on self-
determination are two fundamental principles of the contemporary
international law. Their confrontation is absurd and no contradictions can
be between them. These two principles are equivalent in strength and
none has priority over the other, as it is stated in the Helsinki declaration.
It proceeds that to every conflict a concrete, individual approach should
be applied.

Second, Karabakh has never been a part ofindependent Azerbaijan.
Only for a very shorl period it was by force put under Azerbaijan
domination, which has not had and does not have any historic, juridical
political and moral rights on it. Consequently, secession of Karabakh
from Azerbaijan by the constitutional way does not violate its territorial
integrity. This principle should be applied there and in those cases, when
it is really infringed. The nation of Karabakh just exercised its self-
determination right.

Third, as world practice shows, the principle of preserving territorial
integrity has never been absolutised, of which evidences the whole period
after the Second World War, which gives many examples of separation
and formation of new states, recognized by international community,
which later became LIN members. To this category belong Bangladesh,
Singapore, Eritrea, and a fresh example, Eastern Timor, which became
the 190th member of lIN.

Typologically NKR belongs to this category of states. Formation of
NKR cannot be looked at as violation of tenitorial integrity of
Azerbaijan, and its admission as the lglst member of UN is in full
harmony with the international practice, spirit and letter of the existing
principles.

So, it may be stated that the new historical conditions., the new
juridical, military and political realities, the new distribution of forces and
the geopolitical situation in the South Caucasus, dictates a new approach
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to the solution of Karabakh issue. It is based on the following
fundamental principles;

First, on the denial of reestablishing of the old status, existed till
1988, and restoration of Azeri jurisdiction on NKR. NKR has to be out of
Azeri jurisdiction in any form.

Second, the relations of Republic of Azerbaijan and Nagomo
Karabakh Republic should be as equal with equal with no element of
subordination.

Third, the modifications in regards of the de facto independent status
of NKR could only be in the direction of its de jure independence.

Forth, NKR is already finished with its enclave situation and can no
longer be put in it. It should be permanently and directly connected by
overground and air communication with Armenia, especially in case the
version of unification of Karabakh with Armenia doesn't work.

Fifth, ensuring of the security of NKR on international guarantee
should be added to the above mentioned.

All these issues can be solved behind a table of negotiations, and
NKR should be their equitable participant, for the young Krabakh state is
not an object, but is a subject ofnegotiations.

NKR is already a democratic state devoted to the European ideals. Its
further consolidation would mean triumph of European vilrr"s in one of
the South caucasus states, consequently, on the whole south caucasus
geopolitical area.
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optimistically announcements, underlying the great progress in the
negotiations"

The negotiations were continued in Key West, Florida, USA, on 4_7
April, 2001, with the participation of the uS State Secretary of colin
Powell at its initial stage. The USA president George Bush also
facilitated actively the efforts of the presidents of Armenia and
Azerbaijan. They were received by him in the white House after the
conclusion of the meeting. George Bush appreciated positively Robert
Kocharyan's and Heydar Aliev's efforts in the settlement of the NK
conflict.

The Key west negotiations were regarded as finalizing one in the
series of meetings of two Presidents.

Unfortunately, the text or "Paris-Key-west" principles are until now
not published and still remain unknown in details to the public. So it is
possible only to guess about the content of those agreements, based on
some information of mass media or vague hints made briefly by different
statesmen, policymakers and diplomats.

It allows us to conclude that "Paris-Key-west" agreement consists
of two main parts.

The first part is relating to the so-called occupied territories, which
came under the Karabakh self*defense forces control during the national-
liberation war. The Parties agreed that the NKR shall revert Aghdam,
Fizuli, Jebrail, Kelbejar, Lachin, Qasak, eubatly and, Zangelan to the
control of Azerbaijan.

The second part related to the NKR status. It was recorded in the
Agreement on that issue, that the territory of former NKAO which is
currently not under the Azerbaijani control, is thereby transferred to the
sovereignty of Armenia.

There were also some other articles, among them about Shushi,
which should be open and demilitarized city, about the territorial link
between Armenia and NKR (Lachin corridor), etc.

So, it was the first document where it was fixed that forrner NKAO
was transferred to the sovereignty of Armenia. It was the most crucial
point in the Karabakh problem's settlernent, the first documcnt cvcu in
the form of Project, confirming'that Azerbaijan should agree to transfcr

4SG
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Nagorno-Karabakh to the sovereignty of Armenia. For the achievement

of that consent 13 years after the decision of the NKAO's Supreme

Soviet on 20 February, 1988 were required from Azerbaqan.

That's why the NKR and Armenia agreed to sign that document.

Very strange was the position of Azerbaijan and its President Heydar

Aliev. Soon he surprised very much not only Armenia and NKR, but also

France, the USA, Russia, OSCE and international community, when he

denied even the existence of any o'Paris agreements". Thus he put in an

embarrassing situation all statesmen and high rank diplomats, and first of
all Jack Shirak, as well as the American leadership, who had done so

much for organizing that meeting between Robert Kochayan and Heydar

Aliev, and for reaching a preliminary agreement, which could become a

historical one.
Later, in mid-2002, Heydar Alive changed his position and was

obliged to recognize, that after all, really, there were the "Paris
principles". But he tried to interpret those principles as suggestions on

exchange of Lachin for Meghri, which was immediately refuted by the

President of Armenia Robert Kocharyan. The President of Armenia stated

that the interpretation of the President of Azerbaijan did not correspond to

the facts.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs Vardan Oskanyan who was one of

the key participants ofthe negotiations, had expressed an opinion on so

strange a behavior of Heydar Aliev, that the Azerbaijani President at first
was inclined to accept the "Paris-Key*West" principles as the base for
further negotiations, but later, obviously under the pressure of his high
rank colleagues, refused to do so.

Despite that fact, as said the Minister of Foreign Affairs Vardan

Oskanyan, "The principles of the settlement of the Karabakh problem after

negotiations of Armenian and Azerbaijani Presidents in Key West did not

undergo changes". He stressed that the Armenian side "does not

concentrate its attention on Key West principles in order not to slow down
the whole peace process". He also mentioned that "the mediators (the

Minsk group three co-chairmen of Russia, France, USA - N. H.) have not

come up with new proposals since the "Paris principles" and the Key West

talks between the Armenian and Azerbaljani presidents in 2001".

He made this announcement at the end of December 2004.
And, really, it would be very hard to retire entirely from the

principles of "Paris-Key West" agreements.

The Piene Lellushe and Ana Palacio proposal

In October, 2004, the Head of the NATO parliamentary Assembly
Pierre Lellushe and Spanish Ex*Foreign Minister Ana palacio visited
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh Republic in a delegation of the German
Office of the Marshall Foundation (US). Both in Armenia and NKR they
had opporfunities to get acquainted with the situation in two Armenian
states, to meet and talk with statesmen, political leaders, representatives
of different social groups, to observe the political and socioeconomic
conditions in NKR and both pronounced for Karabakh's involvement in
the negotiating process.

On returning back, they had published on December 2I,2004, a joint
arlicle in the French newspaper "Figaro" named ,,putin and Spirits of
Empire". They expressed an idea that "Western democracies should
initiate settlement of conflicts at post Soviet era". In that context they,
these two distinguished policymakers of western Europe, singled out thc
problem of the Nagorno*Karabakh, suggesting in reality a new option for
the Karabakh conflict settlement. They stated that "Europeans,
Americans and Russians should make compromise that will lead to
obtaining of Armenian control over Karabakh for some time,'. On
developing their ideas on this very interesting and original suggestion, I).
Lellushe and A. Palacio stated that "the Armenian control over Karabaklr
should be interim with subsequent referendum for Karabakh's status in
5-10 years".

So, it is quite a new approach to the solution of the Karabakh isstrc,
which deserves a serious attention and discussion by the sides involvcrl irr
the conflict, not only NKR, Armenia and Azerbaijan, but also l{rrssiu.
France, United States and other countries of OSCE and Eurorrrriorr.

Azerbaijan's responce was immediate and ncgativc. '['lris tinrc its
attitude expressed the Azeri pdrliarnent. on29 Deccmbcr,2004, it scnt l
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letter of protest to the Chairman of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly P.
Lellushe, demanding from him an explanation about his statement that it
is necessary to "hand over Nagomy-Karabakh under the provisional
control of Armenia".

As for Armenia, the FM V. Oskanyan positively estimated the
proposal of P. Lellushe and A. Palacio, stating that though "this is not
fully acceptable but is an interesting and realistic article".

:t*:t

The review of several options, suggested for the Karabakh conflict
settlement in the last years, show that they reflect new tendencies in that
field.

We mean first of all the O. Luchterhandt's conception on NK right to
state independence, "Status of Neutrality", "Commom state", "Paris*
Key-West" principles and the latest proposal, made by the NATO PA
Chairman and the ex-Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs. All these
variants typologically belong to the non-standard solutions of the NK
problem, demonstrating necessity for a new approach. The policymakers
and scholars aro more and more accepting that the Karabakh conflict by
its character, historical roots, ethno-linguistic factors, forcible attachment
to Azerbaijan, etc,. principally differs from other ethnopolitical conflicts,
particularly in the ex-Soviet space. They already recognized that the
Karabakh conflict is not like and similar to the Abkhazian, South
Ossetian and Transnistrian conflicts. So, an option which is acceptable
for one of them, cannot automatically be acceptable for others.

A reflection of this new approach can serve the announcement made
by the American ex-Chairman of the OSCE Minsk group Perina, on 12

December, 2002. He stated that the problems of Abkhazia, South Ossetia
and Transnistria, cannot be regarded from the point of view of their
independence. Their settlement is possible within Georgia and Moldova.

But as for Nagorno-Karabakh, Perina announced that it's a quite
different issue and for resolving it another approach and other kind of
solutions, similar to that of the East Timor is necessary. As it is well
known, East Timor, which was annexed by Indonesia, struggled for a

long period for secession and creation of its own independent state.
International community and after all Indonesia itself, rlcognized the
East Timor's right to state independence and it became the meriber of the
united Nations. According to the perina's conception the East Timor,s
model should be an acceptable one for the solution of the Karabakh
problem.

The Karabakh problem was separated from the other ethnopolitical
conflicts also b^y the 

_uS 
State secretary colin powell in his speech at the

i2"'meeting of the council of ministers of the oSCE memblr countries
held in December 2004. on speaking about the regional conflicts, he
stated that "The frozen conflicts in the rebellious regions of Georgia and
Moldova and in Nagorno--Karabakh remain in frozen situation after 15
years the Cold War ended"27l.

So, colin Fowell did n9t include Nagomo-Karabakh in the category of
"rebellious regions", as Abkhazia, South ossetia and Transnistria. Those
territories were mentiongd as part of Georgia and Moldova, while Nagorno*
Karabakh was mentioned under its own nzrme and not as a part ofAzerbaijan.

The Azerbaijani mass media, as Baku ,,Zerkalo,, (;Minor,,) and other
newspapers, expressed an opinion, that "The uS does not recognize
Karabakh a part of Azerbaijan". For similar conclusion they used, *ong
others, the fact of publication by the USA National Geographic Society i
map, where the Karabakh was not included within Azirbiilan, but was
represented as "disputable territory" along side with the Nortn cyprus,
the Western bank of Jordan, Abkhazia and Ossetia27z.

"Yeti zunan", another Azerbaijani newspaper from Baku, exprcsscd
the dissatisfaction of the Azerbaijani society that ,,the unitei Statcs .1.
America is the only country after Armenia, who on the govemment.l lcvcl
directly supports the Karabakh Armenians"and it is recorded in thc US
budgetz73.

It is also noteworthy to underline the fact, as it was mentioncrl in rhc:
American mass media, that yet in 1970s in the cIA secret filcs wrrs srrrrr-rtl

:'l "l'o.roc Aprrcrrrrrr... l.,ponirrr. g.tcria6pu 20U4

1l 
lO";' 

nrt ' Yclevrrr. Deccrnber 22.2004.

132
133



that "Nagomo-Karabakh is an Armenian historical territory and it always
attempted by the legal way to unite with Armenia"27a.

In conclusion we would like to indicate that now, unlike the 1980s-
1990s, significant changes took place in the approach to the settlement of
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Now more dominating principle is becoming the rejection of
restoration of the old status quo, reestablishment of the Azerbaijani
sovereignty and control over NKR.

In the contemporary world the self--determination right in the form of
secession and state independence is paving way more successfully.

Nagorno-Karabakh, by its historical legacy, freely expressed the
political will and long-lasting struggle of its people had deserved that
right.

274 Ibid.

EPILOGUE

RECOGNITION OF NEW REALITIES _ THE WAY TO
THE SOLUTION OF KARABAKH ISSUE

Sixteen years have passed since the beginning of the national-
liberation struggle of the Armenians of Artzakh-Karabakh against the
Azerbaijani colonial rule, thirteen years since the proclamation of
Nagorno Karabakh Republic and ten years after the ceas-fire agreement.
These data are unique and significant landmarks on the way of formation
of new juridical, military and political realities both in the development
of Karabakh issue and in the creation of new geopolitical situation in
Southern Caucasus.

Juridical Realities

Neither historically, nor legally or politically Artzakh has ever
belonged and could possibly have belonged to Azerbaijan, at least for the
mere reason that till until 1918 in the history there has never been any
republic named "Azerbaijan". The territory on which in 1918 for the first
time was established the Republic of Azerbaijan in the history was known
as Caucasus Albania, Aran, Shirvan, etc.

While Artzal<h, as an integral part of Armenia, existed sincc tirncs
immemorial, as evidence numerous antique Greek, Roman ancl othor
sources, being the 1Oth province of Armenia

Since ancient times the population of Artzakh consistccl ol'
Armenians and its ethnic contents has not esscntially changcd rlrrring
centuries. Armenians still were,the overwhelming majority of thc rcgiorr's
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population, more precisely they made 95o/o of Karabakh's population at

the beginning of XX century.
Thus, according to the undeniable historical facts, till the beginning

of XX century there has not existed any nation called "Aeries" and no

state called "Azerbaijan". Mentioning of these facts is necessary not only
for restoring the historical truth, but for understanding of the further

development of events.
In the end of May 1918 the statehood of Georgia and Armenia was

reestablished, and on May 28 of 1918 for the first time on the political
map of South Caucasus appeared Azerbaijan as a new independent state.

Paradoxical as it is, Azerbaljan right away represented its territorial
claims to its neighboring countries, as to Georgia in terms of Saingilo
(Zakatala and Kakhi), and to Armenia, laying claim to Karabakh,

Nakhijevan and Zangentr. Thus on this very blank space arouse the

Karabakh issue.
The new, inexperienced, but self-confident leaders of Azerbaijan

together with their territorial claims for the neighboring countries turned

to the League of Nations with an appeal of membership. Forfunately, they
were to deal with competent people, who knew history. The Council of
League of Nations on the very ground of territorial claims that Azerba4an

had for its neighboring countries - Armenia and Georgia, rejected

Azerbaijan's appeal for membership to the League of Nations stating that

"ln present conditions the charter of League of Nations does not allow
membership of Azerbaijan to the League of Nations".

Thus the most authoritative intemational organization did not

recognize the claims that Azerbaijan lay to Karabakh and the other

territories, belonging to other countries, and on this basis refused to open

its doors in front of it.
But that which the Musavat government of Azerbaijan did not

manage to achieve, was promptly done by the Communist leaders of
Azerbaljan h 1921.

It is necessary to dwell a bit on the elucidation of this issue, for it
will help to understand how Karabakh came to be within the borders of
Azerbaijan.

On November 29, 1920 Soviet power was established in Armenia,
and on December I of 1920 the leader of the Revolutionary committee of
Azerbaljan Nariman Narimanov officially announced that Azerbaijan
henceforth has no territorial claims to Armenia and Azerbaijan recognizes
Karabakh, Nakhijevan and zangezur as integral parts of soviet Armenia.
But later on the Azeri government abruptly changed its position claiming
that Karabakh be annexed to Azerbaijan, motivating it with the statement
that joining Karabakh to Armenia "may set anti-Soviet groups in
Azerbaijan". This motivation, of course, is beneath criticism.

On July 4 l92I the Caucasus Bureau of Russian Communist party,
after considering the question, nevertheless, decided to join Karabakh to
Armenia. But on the very next day, on July 5, after Narimanov's protest,
it changed its decision and stopped at joining Karabakh to Azerbaljan,
ignoring the protests of Armenian government.

Thus Karabakh was tom away from its Motherland Armenia and
appeared under the foreign Azeri domination.

From the juridical point of view the decision of Bolsheviks as that of
Iuly 4 (in favor of joining Karabakh to Armenia), so that of July 5 (in
favor ofjoining Karabakh to Azerbaijan) are illegal and illegitimate. Here
we mean three circumstances.

First, in 1921 Russia, Armenia and Azerbaijan were still separate
independent states. They were not yet united into one state - uSSR. As it
is known, the Soviet Union was formed on December 30 lg2L.
Consequently, the Karabakh issue was not settled by Armenia and
Azerbaijan themselves, but by a third country, in this case at Soviet
Russia's bidding, which in accordance with the international rights did
not have any rights or authority for this.

Disregarding this 'small'nuance, in the evaluation of the resolution of
the caucasus Bureau both Armenian and Azeri researchers ered, thc
Armenian side supporting the July 4 resolution, considering it the only
just one, and the Azeri side that of July 5, lg2l.

Second, the resolution on territorial problem was not adoptcd by a
jr;ridical organ, in the competence of which usually belongs rcvicwing
these problems, but by a parry organ, and not cvcn thc ccntral onc, but
some provincial one, such as th'e caucasus Bureau of Russian communist
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party. It's an unprecedented and unheard of phenomenon in the world
experience.

Third, the will and the wishes of the Armenian nation of Karabakh

were completely ignored. Making 95o/o of Karabakh's population, it many
a times clearly and firmly expressed its political will to join Armenia and

decisively spoke against being separated from the motherland-Armenia.
But the Bolshevik parfy bigwigs were guided only by other criteria,

putting at the basis of their politics the principle 'divide and rule'.

The resolution of the Caucasus Bureau not only is illegitimate, but
shocks with its illiteracy. Annexing Karabakh to Azerbaijan was

'substantiated' in the following way: "Issuing from the necessity to

establish national peace between the Muslims and the Armenians...leave

Nagomo Karabakh within the borders of Azerbaijani SSR"' We may just
as well ask, why Karabakh within the territory of Azerbaijan means

peace, while the version of it being with Armenia is excluded? You will
not find the answer to this question in the mentioned document.

Another circumstance draws attention. The text of the resolution literally
points to the necessity of establishing peace between "the Muslims and the
Armenians". How can we account for using in one side an ethnonyme -
Armenians, and in other side religious belonging - Muslims? This absurdity

can evidently be explained by that the partrrer of Armenians, with which
Armenia was to preserve national peace, did not have a defirute national

identity, did not have an ethnonyme, and the resolution-makers did not know
how to call them. The nation was not yet called "Azert" then, and the authors

of the resolution came out of the situation with a dubious formulation

"between the Muslims and the Armenians".
The period when Karabakh was under the domination of Azerbaijan

was one of the hardest one in its history. If we sum up the quintessence of
Azeri policy towards Karabakh, we will come up with de-armenization
of Karabakh through driving away the Armenians , which they succeeded

in doing in Nakhijevan. Such policy bore deathly danger for ttre

Armenians of Karabakh and they, naturally, confronted it by all means.

And before concluding reviewing the juridical aspect of Karabalft
issue, we think it necessary to dwell once more on elucidating one of the

characteristic traits of national liberation movement of Karabakh.

The Karabakh movement was from the very beginning put oIt the
legal constitutional ground, that is its leaders did not throw a war-cry,but
strived to solve the Karabakh issue via and in the frames of Stviet

Constitution. Proceeding from this the extraordinary session of People's

Soviet of deputies of Nagomo Karabakh Autornomous District, upon

deciding on February 20 1988 on withdrawing from Azerbaijan$SR,
appealing to meet their request on joining Armenia and the Presidiun of
Armenian SSR to come to a positive resolution on transferring Karabakh

from Azerbaijan to Armenia.
The direct reaction of Azeries to this decision were massacns of

Armenians which shocked the whole world by their cruelty and
inhumanness.

The government of Soviet Union and Azerbaijan refused Karabakh's

request as "unacceptable". What regards Armenia, it agreed upon

accepting Karabakh as its part.
But disregarding this circumstance, and the proceeding massacns of

Armenians in Sumgait, Gyanja, Baku and in other cities and regions of
Azerbaljan, the leaders of Karabakh movement remained true to the
policy of solving Karabakh issue on constitutional ground. Thn is
evidenced by their attitude towards the law on the rules on the Soviet

republics to withdraw from USSR by the Decree of the Presideil of
USSR M. Gorbachev from April 3 1990. It's a document of historical

significance, on the basis of which the former Soviet republics exetised

their right on being independent and thanks to which their independmce
got international recognition so soon and easily.

The USSR President Decree from April 3 1990 had a special article

on the rights of autonomous entities in case of withdrawing fron the
Soviet Union. According to the article 3 of the mentioned law,

withdrawal of a soviet republic from the USSR could be implemmted

only through national referendum. And if the given soviet republic

includes autonomous republics, districts and regions, the referendum

should be held in each autonomous entity separately. And only thc nation

of the autonomous entities is competent to decide independently the
question of its further being a part of USSR or withdrzrwal from it, asrvell

as its state status.
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on the basis of this fundamental law Azerbaijan declared itself
independent on August 30 1991.

on the basis of the same fundamental law, the joint session of soviet
of deputies of Nagorno Karabakh Autonomous District and Shahumyan
region on September 2 l99l announced separation from Azerbaijan and
declaration of Nagorno Karabakh as Republic. The mentioned decision is
legally substantiated and legitimate.

First, it was based on a constitution that still functioned in the Soviet
Union, and on the USSR President Decree of April 3 1990,being the only
legal document, regulating the order to withdraw from the USSR, and
from Soviet republics.

Second, it was in fulI harmony with the principles and spirit of the
nation's right on self-determination, being one of the fundamental basis of
contemporary international law.

Third, according to the Declaration of Independence on August 30
1991 Azerbaijan regards itself not the successor of Soviet Azerbaijan,
which included also Nagorno Karabakh Autonomous District since 1921,
after the illegal and arbitrary decision of caucasus Bureau, but the first
Republic of Azerbaijan, existing in 1918-1920. And Karabakh, as is
known, has never been its part.

Thus, the essence of legal realities is that Azerbaijan has not any
historical, legal-lawful and moral rights on Artzakh-Karabakh.

Recognition by the Azeri leaders these legal and factual realities will
allow to cope with the Karabakh conflict through peaceful, political and
civilized methods.

Military Realities

Azerbaijan did not recognize the competitiveness of declaration
NKR and on November 26, 1991 annulled the autonomous status of
Karabakh. establishing direct management. Azerbaijan's decision was
qualified as "unconstitutional act" by the mission OSCE, which was
proceeded by military action. Azerbaijan launched a real wide-scale war
against Karabakh and its Armenian population. The military actions, that

went on till May 1994 became great tragedies for the two neighboring
nations. Both sides suffered great losses - human and material.

At the end Azerbaijan lost the war. The Armenian nation of
Karabakh came out of the war victoriously, managing to uphold the
liberty and independence of the young Nagorno Karabakh Republic.

The victory of NKR essentially changed the military situation in the
region and formed new military realities, which neither Azerbaijan, nor
any other force involved in the conflict could any longer ignore.

First, the military success of Karabakh army forced Azerbaijan sign
an agreement on ceas-fire with the representatives of NKR.

Second, NKR became a significant military factor, promoting the
appearance of new military realities in favor of NKR.

Third, according to the competent foreign authorities'assessment, the
NKR army and the Armenian army together are considered to be the
strongest, best-organized, disciplined and well-armed army in the South
Caucasus region. Mentioning of it is necessary especially now that not
only Azeri servicemen, but also first rank government officials hint on
their intention to resolve the Karabakh issue by force of arms. Sometimes
things come to hysteria.

In this regard it is well to say that Baku should consider carefully all
the possible outcomes of new military ventures and keep in mind that if
they unleash a war, it will hardly turn out a parade march for the Azeri
army, which is still recovering from the recent military defeat.

Ignoring the outcomes of the war and demanding the Azeri side to
restore its jurisdiction upon NKR, would mean to present Karabakh on
the tray to the defeated side. As far as we know no such action has been
registered in the history. Ambassador Nelson Ledski, former head of US
National Institute of Democracy is quite right writing that "No doubt
Armenians successfully finished this war. The Azeri side should admit
that it has lost something'.

Consequently, recognition of new military realities, as well as legal
ones, will form a new political atmosphere and promote the denial of any
illTrsions and the adoption of realistic decisions on the Karabakh issue.
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Political Realities

Nagorno-Karabakh Republic is a de-facto independent state. In the

present case it doesn't really matter that it has not yet been granted

intemational recognition. It was borne due to the victory in the struggle

for existence and liberation and on the basis of the right for self-

determination with implementation of all legal and juridical mechanisms,

such as referendums, elections and so ofl, adopted within the

contemporary civilized societies. This state has its own territory,
population, President, government, parliament and other power bodies, its

State Emblem and flag, it functions pretty well, no worse than other
governments, preserving order within the country, the rights and duties of
its citizens.

The emergence on the political map of the South Caucasus NKR, a

new de-facto independent state, caused significant modifications in
political composition and arrangement of forces in the region.

Intemational or de-jure recognition of NKR could be still postponed, but
NKR as a state can no longer be ignored or disregarded as a political
factor. NKR became an organic part of political structure of the South

Caucasus, influencing upon its political climate. That's a political reality.
But the phenomenon of NKR, as a new political factor, is not

confined within the frames of South Caucasus. Its existence as the second

Armenian state definitely influences also upon the policy of neighboring
countries - Iran, Turkey and Georgia, each of which has its own interests

in the region, and understands the significance of NKR as military and

political factor, applying it in its policy in Caucasus'

Minks group of OSCE with its three co-chairmen - the USA, Russia

and France, as well as EU and IIN are on the verge of solving the

Karabakh issue.
Various international organizations, such as humanitarian, public,

health protecting, cultural, educational, etc. contact with NKR. All these

certify to the recognition of new political reality emerged with the

formation of NKR, and that NKR is not at all isolated from the external

world. NKR firrnly moves towards international recognition, that sooner

or later will fully come true.

And this carmot be denied under the pretext of preserving territorial
integrity of Azerbaijan. Nobody is infringing on territorial integrity of
Azerbaijan. But when regarding this point, the following should be taken
into consideration.

First, the principles of territorial integrity and the right on self-
determination are two fundamental principles of the contemporary
international law. Their confrontation is absurd and no contradictions can
be between them. These two principles are equivalent in strength and
none has priority over the other, as it is stated in the Helsinki declaration.
It proceeds that to every conflict a concrete, individual approach should
be applied.

Second, Karabakh has never been a part of independent Azerbaijan.
Only for a very short period it was by force put under Azerbaijan
domination, which has not had and does not have any historic, juridical
political and moral rights on it. Consequently, secession of Karabakh
from Azerbaijan by the constitutional way does not violate its territorial
integrity. This principle should be applied there and in those cases, when
it is really infringed. The nation of Karabakh just exercised its self-
determination right.

Third, as world practice shows, the principle of preserving territorial
integrity has never been absolutised, of which evidences the whole period
after the Second World War, which gives many examples of separation
and formation of new states, recognized by international community,
which later became UN members. To this category belong Bangladesh,
Singapore, Eritrea, and a fresh example, Eastern Timor, which became
the 190th member of tIN.

Typologically NKR belongs to this category of states. Formation of
NKR cannot be looked at as violation of territorial integrity of
Azerbaijan, and its admission as the 191st member of IIN is in full
harmony with the intemational practice, spirit and letter of the existing
principles.

So, it may be stated that the new historical conditionp, the new
juridical, military and political realities, the new distribution of forces and
the geopolitical situation in the South Caucasus, dictates a new approach
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to the solution of Karabakh issue. It is based on the following
fundamental principles;

First, on the denial of reestablishing of the old status, existed till
1988, and restoration of Azeri jurisdiction onNKR. NKR has to be out of
Azeri jurisdiction in any form.

Second, the relations of Republic of Azerbaijan and Nagomo
Karabakh Republic should be as equal with equal with no element of
subordination.

Third, the modifications in regards of the de facto independent status

of NKR could only be in the direction of its de jure independence.

Forth, NKR is already hnished with its enclave situation and can no

longer be put in it. It should be permanently and directly connected by
overground and air communication with Armenia, especially in case the

version of unification of Karabakh with Armenia doesn't work.
Fifth, ensuring of the security of NKR on intemational guarantee

should be added to the above mentioned.
All these issues can be solved behind a table of negotiations, and

NKR should be their equitable participant, for the young Krabakh state is

not an object, but is a subject ofnegotiations.
NKR is already a democratic state devoted to the European ideals' Its

further consolidation would mean triumph of European values in one of
the South Caucasus states, consequently, on the whole South Caucasus

geopolitical area.
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