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1. Introduction 

T 
he aim of this article is to examine and analyze the mediation of the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in the Nagorno-Karabakh (N-K) conflict from 1992 to 1996, 
and the internal and external difficulties that hampered its peacemaking efforts. Also, the aim is 

to analyze the positions of the external (Russia) and internal (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Karabakh leader
ship) actors with respect to the peace plans presented by the OSCE, and highlight the causes that con
tributed to their failure. In this context, much emphasis is put on the peace strategy implemented by 
the OSCE for conflict resolution in N-K, a.pd the position of Russia which tried to sideline the OSCE 
to keep the Southern Caucasus under its direct political and economic influence. This article also stresses 
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the role of Russia as a major regional actor in the N-K conflict and the prospects for possible cooper

ation between Russia and the OSCE from 1992 to 1996. 

2. The CSCE/OSCE Involvement 
in the N-K Conflict· 

(1992-199~) 

, The founding Helsinki Act in August 1975 that formally established the Conference for Securi

ty and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), OSCE since 1994, has been viewed as an organization without 

a strong mandate to promote the peaceful resolution of ethnic conflicts and other disputes between 

and within member states. 1 A key development in the mediation to resolve the N-K conflict was the 

United Nation's agreement in late 1992 to let the OSCE become the main leading international body 

in the management and resolution of the N-K conflict.2 The OSCE became officially involved in the 

N-K conflict on 24 March, 1992, when its Ministerial Council adopted a decision to convene in Minsk 

(Belarus) under the auspices of the OSCE to provide an ongoing forum for the negotiation of a peace

ful settlement of the N-K conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan3 (two former Soviet republics which 

declared independence after the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991). In this way the idea of a "Minsk 

Conference" was born. 
In this context, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and ten other OSCE members (the Czech Republic, Slo

vakia, Germany, Sweden, Belarus, France, Italy, the Russian Federation, the U.S. and Turkey) agreed 

to take part in the "Minsk Conference." Also, representatives of Karabakh Armenians and Azerbai

janis would participate. The "Minsk Conference" did not convene because of the escalation of the 

fighting in 1992 in N-K between the Armenians and Azerbaijanis. Hence, the "Minsk Conference" 

became instead the Minsk Group with the Italian deputy Foreign Minister as its first Chairman.4 At 

this period the aims of the OSCE were first to arr<l:nge a ceasefire in N-K and then commence nego

tiations between.the parties to the conflict. The OSCE Stockholm meeting on 14 December, 1992 

that was on the verge of implementing a full ceasefire agreement in N-K failed because of Azerbai

jan's refusal. 5 

The first Minsk Group "emergency preliminary" meeting was held in Rome in June 1992 in the 

absence of a Karabakh delegation. 6 The first two sessions of the talks continued and an agreement 

was reached on the need to send peacekeeping troops to N-K. Unfortunately, the Minsk Group during 

the Rome meeting did not clarify from the beginning that the peaceful resolution of the N-K conflict 

1 See: W.M. B~inton, "The Helsinki Final Act and Other International Covenants Supporting Freedom and Human 
. Rights," in: W.M. Brinton, A. Rinzler, Without Force or Lies, Voices from the Revolution of Central Europe in 1989-1990, 

Mercury House Press, U.S.A., 1990, pp. 53-56. 
2 See: N. Macfarlane, "Keeping Peace or Preserving Conflicts?" Warreport, No. 52, June-July 1997, p. 34. 
3 See: E. Fuller, "Ethnic Strife Threatens Democratization," in: Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Research Report 

(hereafter RFE/RLRR), Vol. 2, No. 1, January 1993, p. 22. 
4 See: J.J. Maresca, "Resolving the Conflict Over Nagorno-Karabakh: Lost Opportunities for International Conflict 

Resolution," in: Ch.A. Crooker, F.O. Hampson, P. Aall, Managing Global Chaos, Sources of and Responses to International 
Conflict, United States Institute of Peace :Press, Washington, D.C., 1996, p. 260. 

5 Ibidem. Despite the failure of the ceasefire attempt, "the Stockholm meeting was significant for the Nagorno-Ka
rabakh negotiations in a much broader way, for at this meeting Russian Foreign Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, gave a hard line 
speech that hinted at the direction that Russian policy would follow on issues such as N agorno-Karabakh in the months to 
come" (see: Ibid., p. 261). 

6 See: D.D. Laitin, R.G. Suny, "Thinking a Way Out of Karabakh," Journal of Middle East Policy (e-mail version), 
Vol. 3, No. 1, October 1999, p. 12. 
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would have to reconcile two fundamental principles: the territorial integrity of recognized states and 
the right to national self-determination of peoples.7 This lack of clarity probably gave the Karabakh 
Armenian leader"ship a "false signal that unilateral shifts in borders might be acceptable to the inter
national community."8 

In this context, even if the OSCE had not specified clearly in its Rome meeting in 1992 that 
shifts in international borders were unacceptable, the Karabakh Armenian leadership should have 
realized that the principle of national self-determination in the form of separate statehood would 
pose a threat to the existence of Azerbaijan. Apparently, the OSCE had advocated since 1992 a 
solution to such conflicts which combined respect for territorial integrity of the state while si
multaneously resp~cting the regional minority population's right to self-determination. There
fore, in order to resolve the N-K conflict the OSCE followed an approach that balanced Azerbai
jan's territorial integrity with an acceptable autonomous status for N-K within Azerbaijan. More
over, the Karabakh Armenians' declaration of independence from Azerbaijan on 6 January, 1991, 
and their attempt to cre~te a separate state on ethnic lines was not endorsed by the OSCE.9 In 
1992, the Minsk Group expected that Armenians and Azerbaij anis would establish rapport and 
negotiate on a political settlement. At a later stage, it would become possible to determine the 
final political status of N-K. 

In October 1993, the Minsk Group Chairman, Mr. Mario Raffaelli, presented a peace plan for 
the settlement of the N-K conflict which pinpointed the following: 

"l. The progressive withdra\yal of armed forces of Nagomo-Karabakh within one month from 
the different occupied territories. 

"2. Azerbaijan was to respond by lifting its blockade in a number of corresponding stages: first, 
. the gas pipeline, then second, the Idjevan-Kazakh railway and finally, all other lines of com
munication were to be unblocked. 

"3. All these stages were to be monitored by groups of CSCE experts." 10 

The plan was refused by Azerbaijan because it did not address the Armenian blockade of the 
Autonomous Republic of Nakhichevan (which belongs to Azerbaijan), and did not refer to the Lachin 
District (a land ~orridor that connects N-K with Armenia). Armenia agreed to the plan but the Kara
bakh Armenian leadership did not. On 8 November, 1993, the Minsk Group which met in Vienna, 
presented a new peace plan which took the Azerbaijani demands into consideration, ·particularly, the 
withdrawal of the Karabakh Armenian forces from the occupied Azerbaijani territories and the return 
of the Azeri refugees to their homes in N-K. The status of N-K was not stipulated because it would be 
discussed in the "Minsk Conference" that was never convened. 11 The Vienna meeting's results were 
criticized by the Azerbaijani Foreign Minister, Hasan Hasanov, who accused the Minsk Group of"siding 
with Armenia and of tacitly condoning an Armenian policy of ethnic cleansing." On the other hand, 
the Armenian presidential spokesman, Aram Abrahamian, assessed the Vienna meeting positively 
advocating combined mediatory among the OSCE, Russia and the UN .12 

7 See: R. Weitz, "The CSCE's New Look," in: RFEIRLRR, Vol. 1, No. 6, February 1992, p. 27. 
8 D.D. Laitin, R.G. Suny, op. cit., p. 12. 
9 See: Azerbaijan: Seven Years of Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, New York, Wash

ington, Los Angeles, London and Brussels, 1994, p. 2. 
· 

10 Report on the Conflict on Nagorno-Karabakh, Document 7182, presented to the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe (PACE), 17 October, 1994, p. 8, available at [http://stars.coe.fr/doc/doc94/edoc7182.htm]. 

11 See: OSCE Handbook, Field Activities, the Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict Dealt with by the Minsk Conference, 
4 April, 2000, p. 14, available at [http://www.osce.org/publications/handbook/5.htm]. 

12 See: E. Fuller, "Russia, Turkey, Iran, and the Karabakh Mediation Process," in: RFEIRLRR, Vol. 3, No. 8, 25 Feb-
ruary, 1994, p. 32. ' 
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The failure of the Minsk Group's first phase (January-December 1992) mediation can be attrib
uted to a number of causes. 

■ First, both parties to the conflict (Armenians and Azerbaijanis) were not tested on the bat
tlefield and had hopes of winning the conflict militarily. Also, both sides could not count 
on their politically weak governments "to risk being accused by their domestic opposi
tion of a sellout."13 In this respect, Karabakh Armenians and Azerbaijanis sought a mil
itary solution to the N-K conflict in the absence of international pressure to stop the war. 
Indeed, violence escalated in 1993 when both sides intensified their military operations 
to defeat the other. Politically, the nationalist political parties were strong in Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. In Armenia, President Levon Ter-Petrossian was unable to convince the par
liament to accept an initial peace settlement that would postpone the discussion of the status 
of N-K. 14 Similarly, in Azerbaijan, President Abulfaz Elchibey refused any compromise 
settlement before the withdrawal of the Karabakh Armenian forces from the Azerbaijani 
occupied territories. 15 

■ Second, the low-level interest of the Minsk Group in resolving the N-K conflict. It could be 
argued that this was a major difficulty that confronted the OSCE Stockholm meeting to 
implement a ceasefire in N-K. In this respect John J. Maresca, the U.S. ambassador to the 
OSCE, stated that "the Chairman of the Minsk Group did not even attend the Stockholm 
meeting. His absence signaled that no important developments were expected and ensured 
that (foreign) ministers would not focus" on the N-K case. 16 The Russians also did not send 
their Minsk Group negotiator. Perhaps, the Russian absence was deliberate in order to dis
tance Russia from any decision to be taken by the Minsk Group. Furthermore, "there was no 
official position of the U.S. representative to the Minsk Group despite the fact that the Minsk 
Group had been created because of high-level U.S. intervention."17 It seemed that the U.S. 
representative was not interested in a peace deal for the N-K conflict. 

■ . Third, there was doubt expressed by the Minsk Group Foreign Ministers in Stockholm re
garding a future peacekeeping operation or monitoring force, whether the OSCE could ac
tually provide such a force to be dispatched to N-K. 18 In principle, a very large majority in 
the Organization should take such a decision. Also, the OSCE can only engage peacekeep
ing missions in conflict zones after an effective ceasefire between the conflicting parties, 
and only after their consent and cooperation. Even if these conditions were provided in 1992, 
an OSCE peacekeeping force was not immediately available. 19 Hence, it was difficult to see 
how an OSCE peacekeeping force could be provided to monitor a ceasefire that would need 
quick deployment to prevent its collapse. 20 

To sum up, no doubt that these difficulties lessened the efficiency of the Minsk Group to attract 
the representatives of the parties to the conflict to serious negotiations. Hence, instead of showing the 

13 J.J. Maresca, op. cit., p. 261. 
14 See: Th.D. Waal, Black Garden, Armenia and Azerbaijan Through Peace and War, New York University Press, 

New York and London, 2003, pp. 226-227. See also: S. Goldenberg, Pride of Small Nations, the Caucasus and Post-Sovi
et Disorder, Zed Books Ltd., London and New Jersey, 1994, pp. 147-148. 

15 See: E. Fuller, "Armenia Votes Overwhelmingly for Secession," in: RFEIRLRR, Report on the U.S.S.R., Vol. 3, 
No. 39, 27 September, 1991, pp. 18-20. 

16 See: J.J. Maresca, op. cit. 
17 Ibid., pp. 261-262. 
18 See: Ibid., p. 262. 
19 See: Ibid., p. 263. 
20 See: J. Walker, "European Regional Organizations and Ethnic Conflict," in: R.O. Karp, Central and Eastern Eu

rope, the Challenge to Transition, Oxford University Press, Oxford and New York, 1993, pp. 55-56. 
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conflicting sides a strong commitment to resol_ve the N-K conflict, the Minsk Group seemed weak 
because of the lack of coordination among its members. Furthermore, the absence of an official posi
tion of the U.S. representative to the Minsk Group, and Russia's determination to distance itself from 
the Minsk Group could be considered important reasons for its failure to exert more political pressure 
on the conflicting sides and make them pursue a compromise. 

In addition to the above mentioned causes, there were also a number of internal factors at the 
domestic level that hampered the first phase of the negotiations in Stockholm. 

■ Firstly, given the committed.atrocities in 1992-1993 in N-K, the Armenian and Azerbaijani 
repre~entatives had little incentive to negotiate in good faith and were unready to make se
rious concessions to reach a compromise. It seemed that these representatives were not open 
to discussion, unprepared to listen to each other's needs and evidently unauthorized by their 
government~ to make concessions. 

■ Seco~dly·, the weak and the transitional nature of the Armenian and Azerbaijani newly in
. __ . . dependent states. In 1992 the nationalist intellectuals in both states were in power and "lib

erating" N-K was on top of their political agenda. Hence, they were unready to listen to the 
early peace initiatives of the Minsk Group. 

■ Thirdly, both Armenia and Azerbaijan W(?re newly independent states with weak democrat
ic experience and human rights standards. Probably, the Soviet legacy was dominating their 
relationships with each other as neighboring states. With strong ethno-national radical or
ganizations which emerged as a result of the mobilization of ethnic identity in both repub
lics for the cause of N-K, perhaps the expectations of the Minsk Group in 1992 seemed too 
much with respect to a compromise resolution. 

Therefore, the failure of the Minsk Group to attain a ceasefire in N-K during this period in Stock
holm was the result of all these external and internal factors. We turn now to examine the role of Russia 
and its weak cooperation with the OSCE in the N-K peace process. 

3. Possible Cooperation Between 
the OSCE and Russia 

(1992-1993)? 

The eclipse of the OSCE efforts to hammer out a political solution to the N-K conflict in 1992 
encouraged Russia to step in strongly in the Southern Caucasus. Russia found the political situation 
conducive to enforce a unilateral peace agreement. On 20 February, 1992, with the initiative of the 
Russian Foreign Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, the Armenian and Azerbaijani Foreign Ministers met in 
Moscow and pledged "an immediate ceasefire, the restoration of communications, dispatch of human
itarian aid and continuing negotiations on a settlement of the conflict."21 The parties disagreed over 
the participation of the N-K leadership in future negotiations, and the possibility of the deployment of 
U .N. peacekeeping troops in the region. 

Russia's major aim was to return the Southern Caucasus to its direct political influence as it was 
before the collapse of the U.S.S.R. in 1991. Russia wanted to broker a ceasefire and play a leading 

21 E. Fuller, "Nagomo-Karabakh: Internal Conflict Becomes International," in: RFEIRLRR, Vol. 1, No. 11, 13 March, 
1992, p. 3. 
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role in the N-K negotiations to keep its leverage in both Armenia and Azerbaijan. In principle, Russia 
was not against the deployment-of U .N. peacekeeping troops in Karabakh provided that they would 
be replaced at a later stage by Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) peacekeeping forces. 
Russia was promoting the status of the CIS to be recognized as a regional and international organ
ization along with the U.N. and _the OSCE.22 Russia was even encouraged to do so in the absence of 
international support for a U.N. peacekeeping role in the Caucasus as the U.S. State Department 
stated that "the U.S.A. would not support a move to deploy U.N. troops in Nagorno-Karabakh at 
this time."23 

The Minsk Group in its second phase of mediation (January-August 1993) also faced Russia. 
Russian insistence on peacekeeping on the territories of the Former Soviet Union (FSU) was proclaimed 
by President Yeltsin in a speech in February 1993: "Stopping all armed conflicts on the territory of the 
former U.S.S.R. is Russia's vital interest. I believe the time has come for distinguished international 
organizations, including the U.N., to grant Russia special powers as guarantor of peace and stability · 
in the regions of the former U.S.S.R."24 

Moscow's "deny access" strategy at this period was applied in its diplomatic relations with the 
OSCE. Moscow did not hesitate to exploit every opportunity to "make trouble" and prevent consen
sus on important decisions in the Organization. Moscow wa~ worried about the OSCE's increased 
involvement in the management of the N-K conflict because that would undermine and marginalize 
its role in the Caucasus.25 

As a cover to its "deny access" strategy, Yeltsin's personal mediator for N-K, Vladimir Kazimi
rov, declared in the summer of 1993 that Russia decided to conduct its diplomatic activity on four 
levels to attain a peaceful resolution to the N-K conflict: "as a member of the Minsk Group, within the 
U.N., acting independently, and on the basis of bilateral consultations."26 

Parallel to Kazimirov's declaration, the U.S. interest resumed in favor of finding a peaceful res
olution to the N-K conflict by means of introducing an international rather than Russian peacekeeping 
force. Maresca, who was preparing a peacekeeping proposal, offered Kazimirov a list of seven condi
tions for a joint supervision of a ceasefire in N-K. Had the Russians responded, it could have paved 
the way for Russian-international cooperation under the auspices of the OSCE.27 

By the end of 1993, a change in the Chairmanship of the Minsk Group from the Italians to the 
Swedes made it difficult to pursue U.S.-Russian negotiations on cooperative arrangements in the 
Caucasus. The Swedish Chair, Jan Eliason, decided to terminate private meetings and pursue the peace 
process through shuttle diplomacy, an approach which according to Maresca "downgraded the U.S. 
role in the process even though the U.S. was the only voice the Russians took seriously."28 Maresca 
argued that the reason behind Eliason's decision to conduct shuttle diplomacy was that "the Swedes 
had not participated actively in the earlier work of the Minsk Group and they had been influenced 
decisively by the failure in Stockholm."29 They thought that shuttle diplomacy could achieve a break
through in the negotiations. 

The second phase of the OSCE mediation also did not produce tangible results. A number of 
external and internal factors contributed to the failure of brokering a lasting ceasefire and resump
tion of negotiations. First, the Russian policy objective of keeping other countries out of its declared 

22 See: S. Crow, "Russia Promotes the CIS as an International Organization," in: RFEIRLRR, Vol. 3, No. 11, 18 March, 
1994, p. 33. 

23 E. Fuller, "Nagorno-Karabakh: Internal Conf1ict Becomes International." 
24 J.J. Maresca, op. cit., p. 263. · 
25 See: P.K. Baev, "Going It Alone in the Caucasus," Warreport, No. 52, June-July 1997, p. 36. 
26 E. Fuller, "Russia, Turkey, Iran, and the Karabakh Mediation Process," p. 32. 
27 See: D.D. Laitin, R.G. Suny, op. cit., p. 13. 
28 Ibid., p. 14. 
29 J.J. Maresca, op. cit., p. 265. 
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sphere of influence in the Caucasus. Second, the lack of consistent and explicit Russian stance to 

engage in serious negotiations to resolve the N-K conflict. Third, the transfer of the Chairmanship 

of the Minsk Group to Eliason30 who underestimated the positive effect of the group meetings of 

the Minsk Group that apparently discouraged Russia to conduct unilateral negotiations with the 

conflicting parties. 
Internally, Armenia, Azerbaijan and the N-K Leadership were not interested in serious negoti

ations. Their political positions in the second phase of the OSCE mediation more or less remained the 

same. It should be acknowledged that the ongoing war in 1993 in N-K, and Russia's biased relations 

with Armenia and Azerbaijan affected significantly the peaceful resolution of the N-K conflict. In 

Armenia, the official position of the government gave more ascendancy to Russia's role in the N-K 

conflict rather than the OSCE's role. This was expressed clearly when Gerard Libaridian, former 

Armenian presidential advisor, stated that "the Minsk Group lags behind the unfolding of events ... [it] 

advances no initiatives, it only waits till the conflicting sides make their conditions."31 Perhaps, Ar

menia's stance stemmed from its perception concerning Russia's protection of its borders with Tur

key, particularly, in the absence of a lasting ceasefire in N-K and good neighborly relations with Turkey 

and Azerl;,ai j an. 
In Azerbaijan, the newly elected President Heydar Aliev in 1993 vowed publicly to introduce 

peacekeepers in N-K, restore Azerbaijan's sovereignty and secure the return of the refugees to their 

homes. However, in order to fulfill his agenda he had to "maneuver between Azerbaijani nationalism 

and support for reconsolidation with Russia. "32 In this respect, while Kazimirov was visiting Baku 

along with Erevan and Stepanakert (N-K's Capital) and was criticizing the Minsk Group by stating 

that "it lacked mechanisms for enforcing an eventual ceasefire," Aliev too made similar comments. 

Indeed, Aliev said: "the Minsk Group had achieved virtually nothing."33 Aliev' s position could have 

stemmed from the weakness of the U.N. in failing to implement Security Council Resolutions 822 and 

85334 enforcing an unconditional withdrawal of the Karabakh Armenian forces from the Azerbaijani 

occupied territories. 
The stance of the N-K leadership was not conciliatory too. It insisted on Karabakh Armenians' 

right to self-determination and refused to accept a peace agreement that would not guarantee outright 

independence from Azerbaijan. 
Therefore, for all these external and internal difficulties the peace attempts by the OSCE and 

Russia in 1992 and 1993 remained abortive. However, on 12 May, 1994 Russia succeeded unilateral

ly to reach a ceasefire agreement known as the "Bishkek protocol," in the Kirghizstani capital, be

tween Armenia, Azerbaijan and the N-K leadership.35 Russia considered the ceasefire achievement a 

political victory over the OSCE. After mid-May 1994, Russia and the Minsk Group continued to pull 

in opposite directions as both tried to introduce different peace plans for the N-K conflict. The main 

contested issues were the composition and leadership of the peacekeeping force that would be deployed 

in N-K. What became clear was that any peace plan would need "harmonization" between the OSCE 

and Russian efforts. 36 

30 See: Ibidem. 
31 E. Fuller, "Russia, Turkey, Iran, and the Karabakh Mediation Process.'~ See also: E. Fuller, "The Near Abroad: 

Influence and Oil in Russian Diplomacy," Transition, Vol. 1, No. 6, 28 April, 1995, p. 32. 
32 I. Bremmer, A. Richter, "The Perils of Sustainable Empire," Transition, Vol. 1, No. 3, 15 March, 1995, p. 14. 
33 E. Fuller, "The Near Abroad: Influence and Oil in Russian Diplomacy," p. 32. 
34 See: Annual Report on OSCE Activities, Section 2.9 on Conflict in the Area Dealt with the Conference on Nagorno-

Karabakh, 1993, available at [http://www.osce.org/e/docs/anualrep/anrep93e.htm]. · 
35 See: M.P. Croissant, The Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict, Causes and Implications, Praeger, Westport, Connecticut 

and London, 1998, pp. 110-111. 
36 See: Annual Report on OSCE Activities, Section 2.2 on the Conflict in the Area Dealt with by the Conference on 

Nagorno-Karabakh, 1994, available at [http://www.osce.org/e/docs/anua1rep/anrep94e.htm]. 
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At the same time, the U.S. involvement in the N-K confli~t i~tensified as the Clinton adminis
tration tried to give new impetus to the QSCE efforts at mediation. As a result, Mare~ca in the summer 
of 1994 presented a new proposal to the warring parties for the settlement of the N-K conflict which 
included the following terms: 

"1. That Karabakh be recognized as the rep?blic of Nagorno-Karabakh withi~ the sover~ign re
public of Azerbaijan. 

"2. That Armenia and Azerbaijan sign a treaty on mutual transit rights across· each other's ter-
ritory. 

"3. That refugees be allowed to return to their homes. 

"4. That all of Armenia and Azerbaijan, including Karabakh, be a free-trade zone. 

"5. That the settlement be guaranteed by the OSCE and the U.N. Security Council."37 

As the preparations started for the OSCE Budapest summit in the fall of 1994, the issue of "sphere
of-influence peacekeeping" or "third-country peacekeeping" in N-K rose on top of the international 
agenda and was discussed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin at their meeting in September 1994 in 
Washington. Although the U.S. did not object to the presence of Russian troops in N-K, Clinton tried 
to make Russia acquiesce to a "less dominant role" in an OSCE peacekeeping force. Yeltsin argued 
that Russia was committed to resolve the conflict and preferred to preserve its control in the "near 
abroad."38 No agreement was reached between the U.S. and Russia concerning deployment of peace
keeping troops. 

4. The OSCE Summit 
in Budapest in December 1994 

The member states of the OSCE met in Budapest from 5 to 6 December, 1994 to discuss strength
ening the Organization's role in resolving conflicts in Europe and the FSU. Among other issues, the 
participating states debated the possibility of organizing a multinational peacekeeping force to send it 
to N-K within the framework of the Helsinki document of 1992 which provided a general mandate for 
OSCE peacekeeping operations.39 

The conflict over N-K was addressed and a general agreement was· reached on the idea of a 
joint OSCE-Russian peacekeeping force for N-K. Russia dropped its insistence on keeping its dom
inant role in peacekeeping in its sphere of influence and expressed willingness to participate in such 
a force under OSCE auspices. Agreement was reached on a 3,000 OSCE force40 to be dispatched to 
the region following the signing of a pe~ce agreement between the warring parties, and on the es
tablishment of a High-Level Planning Group (HLPG) to plan the formation, composition and rules 
of engagement of such a force which also needed an adequate resolution from the U.N. Security 
Council.41 

37 D.D. Laitin, R.G. Suny, op. cit., pp. 14-15. 
38 See: J.J. Maresca, op. cit., p. 266. 
39 ·see: OSCE Handbook, Field Activities, The Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict Dealt with by tlie Minsk Conference, 

p. 15. 
40 See: C. Migdalovitz, a paper on "the Armenian Azerbaijani Conflict" (e-mail version), p. 8, available at [http:// 

www .geocities.com/master8885/Forces/fas.htm]. 
41 See: Annual Report on OSCE Activities, ·Section 2.2, on the Conflict in the Area Dealt with by the Minsk Confer

ence, 1995, available at [http://www.osce/e/docs/annualrep/anrep95e.htm]. 
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Concerning the N-K conflict, the summit achieved two positive steps: first, it supported the 
previous U.N. Security Council resolutions on the N-K conflict, which called for the immediate with
drawal of the Karabakh forces from the Azerbaijani occupied territories and "enter into intensified 
substantive talks" for a political settlement under the auspices of the OSCE. Second, the summit ap
proved to deploy a multinational OSCE peacekeeping force to N-K following the conclusion of a 
political agreement between the warring parties. 42 

Despite the general accord on a combined peacekeeping force reached at the OSCE Budapest 
summit, two major issues continued to block a final agreement: first, who will command the force, 
and second, the percentage of the force to be provided by Russia.43 Apparently, the OSCE and Russia 
were pursuing the same goal. Both of them had a stake in an internationally supervised peacekeep
ing force for the N-K conflict. For Russia it was a major opportunity to prove its "post-Cold War 
conflict resolution role," and for the OSCE it was an assertion for its "vision of the OSCE as the 
central international organization for Europe in which it foresaw a major role for itself."44 Maresca 
argued that had the Clinton administration provided more pressure on the Russians, a more tangible 
agreement on the composition and guidelines for a.p. OSCE peacekeeping force would have been 
accomplished.45 

Russian peacekeeping interests in N-K were recognized by the OSCE as it was granted perma
nent co-Chairmanship of the Minsk Group on 6 January, 1995 together with France and the U.S. This 
political move facilitated to bring Russian peace initiatives under OSCE supervision46 and allowed 
Moscow to exert leverage in any negotiating format. 

Despite the positive steps achieved in Budapest there was no final agreement on a peace plan to 
present to the conflicting parties. As the peace proposals of the OSCE and Russia had not been united 
and as there was np final clear structure of the proposed international peacekeeping force the choice 
of the conflicting parties varied. Apparently, each side proposed its point of view on the peacekeeping 
force and on. the way in which the conflict should be resolved. 

Armenia wanted not only a permanent ceasefire but also "the cessation of all hostile actions" 
like the removal of the Azerbaijani and Turkish blockades and the reopening of the lines of commu
nication. In this context, Armenia welcomed either a CIS or an OSCE international peacekeeping 
force t~ monitor the ceasefire and control the lines of land and rail communication with Azerbaijan. 
Armenia's main objective at this stage was to "find .an acceptable end" to the N-K conflict to re
build its shattered economy.47 The government of Armenia also favored the acceptance of the N-K 
leadership as an independent party in the negotiations with Azerbaijan, and granting the Armenian 
population of N-K "security guarantees" because that would give new impetus to the dynamics of 
the negotiations.48 

Azerbaijan, on the other hand, wanted an "unconditional" withdrawal of the Armenian Ka
rabakh forces from the occupied territories, including Shusha and Lachin, and the return of all the 
refugees to their homes in N-K. Moreover, at this stage Azerbaijan did not present a "clear proposal 
concerning the legal status of N-K" because it considered N-K part of its territory. Azerbaijan also 
refused to conduct bilateral neg<;>tiations with the Armenian leadership of N-K because it viewed the 

42 See: The OSCE Budapest Summit 1994, Intensification of CSCE Action in Relation to the Nagorno-Karabakh 
Conflict, available at [http://www.osce.org/docs/english/1990-1999/summits/buda94e.htm]. 

43 See: D.D. Laitin, R.G. Suny, op. cit., p. 15. 
44 J.J. Maresca, op. cit. 
45 See: Ibidem. 
46 See: E. Herzig, The New Caucasus, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 

London and New York, 1999, p. 69. 
47 See: Report on the Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, Document 7182, presented to the Parliamentary Assembly of 

the Council of Europe (PACE), 17 October, 1994, p. 10, available at [http://stars.coe.fr/doc/doc94/edoc7182.htm]. 
48 See: Ibidem. !-
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republic of Armenia as its main negotiating partner. Direct negotiations with the leadership of N-K 
would mean accepting N-K's independence.49 In regard to peacekeeping forces, Azerbaijan wanted 
an international peacekeeping force under the aegis of the OSCE. 

The N-K leadership insisted on international recognition of its independence. Further, it wanted to 
be recognized as an official party to the conflict. In addition, it wanted to use the issue of the occupied 
territories as a bargaining chip in the negotiations. These territories would be returned only after Azerba
ijan would recognize N-K's status, and after N-K would be granted iritemational security guarantees.50 

In regard to peacekeeping forces, the N-K leadership favored a Russian or a CIS separation force. 
Returning to international politics, we realize that after the Budapest summit, negotiations dragged 

on in various European capitals and Moscow. Bilateral and trilateral contacts were suggested by the 
OSCE to narrow the differences between the conflicting parties. We tum now to examine the OSCE 
Lisbon summit. 

5. The OSCE Summit 
in Lisbon in December 1996 

The OSCE Lisbon summit from 2 to 3 December, 1996 addressed the security challenges facing 
the member states and wondered about cooperative approaches in facing them. The summit endorsed 
the Lisbon Declaration on a Common and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the 21st 
Century and "framework for arms control."51 The summit also addressed the N-K conflict. 

The statement inade by the Chairman-in-Office (CIO) of the OSCE, which included the Azerbai
jani demand for its territorial integrity, was supported by all the participating states except Armenia. 
The statement emphasized the following three principles as part of the comprehensive settlement of 
the N-K conflict: 

"1. Territorial integrity of the republic of Armenia and the Azerbaijan republic. 

"2. Legal status of Nagomo-Karabakh defined in an agreement based on self-determination, 
which confers on Nagomo-Karabakh the highest degree of self-rule within Azerbaijan. 

"3. Guaranteed security for Nagomo-Karabakh and its whole population, including mutual ob
ligations to ensure compliance by al~ the parties with the provisions of the settlement. "52 

The Armenian delegation protested against the statement's reference to Azerbaijan's territo
rial integrity which predetermined_ the outcome of negotiations between the parties to the conflict 
to reach a political agreement on the status of N-K.53 From an Armenian perspective it would be 
difficult to reach a solution on the status ofN-K without negotiating directly with the Armenian lea~
ership of N-K. In the words ofLibaridian, "Azerbaijan should have negotiated seriously withdrawals 
and status rather than hijacking the OSCE Lisbon summit."54 

49 See: Report on the Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, Document 7182, presented to the Parliamentary Assembly of 
the Council of Europe (PACE), 17 October, 1994, p. 10, available at [http://stars.coe.fr/doc/doc94/edoc7182.htm]. 

50 See: Azerbaijan, Seven Years of Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, p. 110. 
51 R. Giragosian, a paper on the "Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the Nagorno

Karabakh Conflict: A Compilation of Analysis," Washington, July 2000, p. 5. 
52 OSCE Lisbon Summit, 1996, Annexes, Annex 1, Statement of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office, available at [http:// 

www.osc~.org/docs/eng1ish/1990-1999/summits/lisbo96e.htm]. 
53 See: OSCE Lisbon Summit, 1996, Annexes, Annex 2, Statement of the Delegation of Armenia, available at [http:// 

www.osce.org/docs/eng1ish/1990-1999/summits/lisbo96e.htm]. 
54 G:J. Libaridian, The Politics of Promises, a paper presented at a conference on The Transcaucasus Today, Pros

pects for Regional Integration, Erevan, Armenia, 23 June, 1997. 
' -
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The N-K leadership supported a compromise solution based on the right to self-determination 
and "within an equitable negotiation framework that requires balanced concessions by both parties." 
A different approach was endorsed at the Lisbon summit which prevented progress. The N-K leader
ship then called the OSCE to act as a "neutral mediator and refrain from prejudicial actions and pre
conditions. "55 

The Azerbaijani delegation accepted the statement issued by the CIO because it supported the 
territorial integrity of Azerbaijan and Armenia. Azerbaijan remained committed to a peaceful solu
tion based on the Lisbon principles and was ready to provide security guarantees to the "whole pop
ulation of N-K, which means that Azerbaijanis could return to their lands safely but that Armenians 
would also be protected as residents there. "56 

Azerbaijan won a diplomatic battle by presenting itself subject to Armenian aggression with 20 
percent of its territory occupied by the Karabakh Armenian forces. The International e:ommunity had 
been unwilling to change inter-state borders because that might lead to irredentist claims elsewhere. The 
OSCE' s support for the tepitorial integrity of Azerbaijan ended Erevan' s hopes concerning the possibil
ity of international recognition of an independent "N-Krepublic," or unification ofN-K with Armenia.57 

Irrespective of the different views of the conflicting parties, at least the OSCE Lisbon summit 
was an attempt by the international community for a peaceful settlement in the region. Also, the ap
proach adopted by the OSCE in Lisbon in regard to the status of N-K as part of Azerbaijan remained 
politically important. Although the parties to the conflict did not achieve full compliance to the state
ment issued by the CIO, the main elements for a peaceful settlement became clearer to all sides. These 
are summarized in the table below: 

Table 

Main Elements for a Peaceful Settlement According to CIO 

/ I 

1. A status of broad autonomy for Nagc;,rno-Karabakh, under the continuing 
sovereignty of Azerbaijan. 

2. Some form of guarantee for the security of Nagorno-Karabakh. 

3. Armenian withdrawal from Azerbaijan's occupied territories. 

4. Special arrangements for the Lachin corridor and Shusha District, which would 
' 
' permit the Nagorno-Karabakh Armenians access to Armenia (possibly coupled 

wit~ similar arrangements between Azerbaijan and Nakhichevan). 

5. Arrangements which will permit at least" the major portion of the refugees on 
both sides to return to their homes. 

' 

I 

6. A major international reconstruction effort. I 

r 
Source: B. Blair, "Forging a Lasting Peace, the Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict," quoted ~ 

from an interview with John J. Maresca (Spring 1996), Azerbaijan International, 
No. (4.1 ), available at [http://www.azer.com]. 

55 Ibidem. 
56 V. Guluzade, "Karabakh, The Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict," Azerbaijan International, No. 6 (2), Summer 1998, 

available at [http://www.axer.com]. For an Azerbaijani perspective on self-determination, see: Ya.T. Aliev, "U.N. Reaffirms 
the Sovereignty and Territorial Integrity of Azerbaijan," Azerbaijan International, No. 6 (4), Winter 1998, available at [http:// 
www .azer.com]. , 

57 See: L.T. Petrossian, "War and Peace? Time for Thoughtfulness," Armenpress, 3 November, 1997. 
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Until December 1996 all the OSCE draft peace proposals avoided to discuss the problem of the 
status of N-K that was the most contentious issue. Further, the issues related to the N-K mediation 
process could be divided into two categories: first, "military technical" issues or "the removal of the 
consequences of the war." These included the occupied territories, the blockades, the refugees, and 
humanitarian issues. Second, the issue of the status of N-K.58 It was preferable to discuss issues that 
belonged to the first category in order to establish grass root contacts between both sides and imple
ment step-by-step solutions leaying the problem of the status to a later stage of negotiations. 

6. Conclusion 
This article examined the limits of the OSCE mediation in the N-K conflict. This article also 

examined and analyzed the various peace plans that were presented to the conflicting parties by the 
OSCE from 1992 until 1996. 

The aim of the Minsk Group was to attain a sustainable ceasefire and attract the conflicting parties 
to a negotiated settlement. Initially, this aim was hampered due to di~agreements with Russia. Indeed, 
Russia pursued unilateral initiatives and considered its engagement in the various conflicts in the terri
tories of the FSU as natural and important for its geostrategic interests. As a result, the misunderstanding 

.and rivalry between the OSCE and Russia from 1992 to 1994 enabled the conflicting parties to play off 
the Minsk Group against the major regional peace broker, Russia. In this period, the OSCE failed to keep 
its commitments in regard to the deployment of peacekeeping troops in N-K mainly because of disagree
ments with Russia over the nature and composition of the intended international peacekeeping force. In 
addition, the lack of cooperation among the members of the Minsk Group hampered the peace process. 

The failure of the Minsk Group mediation in 1992 and 1993 could also be attributed to the con
flicting parties. Armenia, Azerbaijan and the N-K leadership had little incentive to negotiate in good 
faith and were unready to make concessions to attain peace. The N-K leadership's insistence on inde
pendent statehoo.d, and Azerbaijan's insistence on its territorial integrity and withdrawal of the Kara
bakh Armenian forces from the occupied territories prior to any negotiations over the political status 
ofN-K hampered the mediation of the Minsk Group. Further, the nationalist politicians in both repub
lics were unable to understand each other's needs and unready to listen to each other's demands with 
respect the N-K conflict. Hence, they prevented progress in the peace process. 

Nevertheless, the major political events that renewed the Minsk Group's dynamism as the ex
clusive mediator in the N-K conflict were the OSCE Budapest and Lisbon summits in 1994 and 1996, 
respectively. Despite the fact that the OSCE was unable to deploy an international peacekeeping force 
in N-K, it submitted a proposal in its Lisbon su~t as a framework of settlement of the N-K conflict 
based on Azerbaijan's territorial integrity, and at the same time providing a high degree of autonomy 
for the Karabakh Armenians in Azerbaijan. 

From the aforementioned~ it is reasonable to assume that a sustainable peace in the Southern 
Caucasus in general and N-K in particular was difficult to achieve without the cooperation and will
ingness of Armenia, Azerbaijan and the N-K leadership. Hence, the international community and the 
OSCE should not be held solely responsible for the failure of the peace process in N-K because peace 
cannot be enforced from above on the conflicting parties: · 

58 See: G.J. Libaridian, The Challenge of Statehood, Armenian Political Thinking Since Independence, Blue Crane 
Books, U.S.A., 1999, pp. 55-56. 
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