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AIR Center’s Response Clarifying Misinterpretations in Clingendael’s 

policy brief “Armenia and Azerbaijan: Peace or Pause?” 
 

We at the Center of Analysis of International Relations (AIR Center) value the 

longstanding role of international research institutions in fostering informed analysis 

and constructive dialogue on South Caucasus affairs. It is in this spirit of professional 

engagement that we reviewed Clingendael’s recent policy brief “Armenia and 

Azerbaijan: Peace or Pause?” 1  published in September 2025. After careful 

examination, we concluded that several formulations and assessments presented in 

the brief contain factual inaccuracies, legal misinterpretations, and analytically 

consequential omissions that risk creating misunderstandings about the dynamics of 

Azerbaijani–Armenian relations. 

 

Our decision to provide a detailed response is therefore not driven by disagreement 

for its own sake, but by our institutional responsibility to uphold clarity, accuracy, 

and adherence to international legal standards in discussions of sensitive interstate 

matters. Certain characterizations in the paper—such as the use of terms implying 

an unlawful “takeover,” the suggestion of “Azerbaijani occupation” of Armenian 

territory, the depiction of Azerbaijan’s transit proposals as “extraterritorial,” and the 

description of population movements in the Karabakh region using legally 

unsubstantiated labels—required correction to prevent the reinforcement of 

misleading narratives. Likewise, the brief’s interpretations of the negotiations, the 

status of the OSCE Minsk Group, Armenia’s constitutional cross-references, the legal 

basis of mutual interstate claims, and the implications of the TRIPP connectivity 

arrangements do not fully align with established records or the documented 

positions of the parties. 

 

Because think tanks and policy research institutions play a vital role in shaping 

international perceptions and informing diplomatic decision-making, precision in 

terminology and contextual accuracy are essential. When policy analysis departs, 

even unintentionally, from verified facts or the legal frameworks governing inter-

state relations, it may undermine the conditions necessary for lasting peace, 

generate confusion among stakeholders, or inadvertently contribute to 

misinterpretations that can hinder ongoing processes. 

 

 
1 https://www.clingendael.org/publication/armenia-and-azerbaijan-peace-or-pause  

https://www.clingendael.org/publication/armenia-and-azerbaijan-peace-or-pause
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For these reasons, and out of respect for the importance of rigorous, evidence-based 

scholarship, we prepared the enclosed clarification document. Our aim is to 

contribute constructively to the international policy conversation by providing 

grounded, verifiable information and by ensuring that ongoing debates reflect the 

reality of the relations, the positions of the parties, and the legal and historical 

context in which they operate. 

 

We remain committed to open professional dialogue with Clingendael and all 

research institutions and believe that joint efforts rooted in accuracy and mutual 

respect are essential to supporting sustainable peace and regional stability. 
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Clarifications and Factual Corrections to Clingendael’s Policy Paper 

“Armenia and Azerbaijan: Peace or Pause? 
 

“This latter point has been an Azerbaijani demand ever since its take-over of Nagorno-

Karabakh in 2023, and by now did not face significant objections by the Armenian 

government.”  

Page 2 (of 10), section “What exactly has been agreed?”, left column, paragraph 2 

 

The term “takeover” suggests an unlawful seizure. The events of 19 to 20 September 
2023 constituted Azerbaijan’s local counterterrorism measures on the internationally 
recognised territory of the Republic of Azerbaijan and resulted in the restoration of 
sovereignty and constitutional order. 
 
The label “Nagorno-Karabakh” refers to a Soviet period administrative unit called the 
Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast. That unit was abolished by the Supreme 
Council of the Republic of Azerbaijan on 26 November 1991. In current usage, the 
legally accurate term is “the Karabakh region of the Republic of Azerbaijan.” If an 
administrative designation is needed, the official name is “Karabakh Economic 
Region,” which was established by Presidential Decree of the Republic of Azerbaijan 
on 7 July 2021. For historical references, it is appropriate to use “former Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast (Soviet period)”. (Note: “Oblast” means “province” or 
“administrative region” in the Soviet system.) 
 
The document, consisting of 17 articles, was not signed, however, as Azerbaijan put 

forward two preconditions: the disbandment of the OSCE Minsk Group, and an 

amendment of the Armenian constitution.  

Page 3 (of 10), section “Peace and Inter-State Relations,” left column, paragraph 1 

(second sentence) 

 

The Armenian Constitution contains a reference to Armenia’s Declaration of 

Independence, which in turn contains a reference to “Nagorno-Karabakh”. Although 

the agreed peace deal explicitly states that no provisions of their internal legislation 

can be invoked as justification for failure to perform the agreement, Baku objects to 

the indirect reference, describing it as a potential territorial claim, and demands it be 

taken out before the peace deal can be signed. Page 3 (of 10), section “Peace and 

Inter-State Relations,” left column, Footnote 4 (beneath the main text block) 

 

Right after the 44-day war, Azerbaijan declared its readiness to open a new page in 

relations with Armenia based on mutual recognition of territorial integrity and 
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sovereignty. In February 2021 Azerbaijan proposed concluding a peace treaty with 

Armenia, and on 14 March 2022 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of 

Azerbaijan publicly set out five basic principles for normalisation (mutual recognition 

of sovereignty and territorial integrity, no territorial claims, non-use of force, border 

delimitation, and opening of transport links under national jurisdiction), noting these 

had been transmitted to Yerevan. On 31 August 2022 in Brussels, President of 

Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev and Prime Minister of Armenia Nikol Pashinyan, facilitated 

by European Council President Charles Michel, instructed their foreign ministers to 

begin drafting the treaty. At the first working session in Geneva on 2 October 2022 

Azerbaijan presented elements of a draft. The negotiation process lasted from 

October 2022 to summer 2025. Despite several attempts to derail the process from 

the Armenian side, the negotiations produced positive results, as they were 

conducted on a strict bilateral basis by the requirement of the Azerbaijani side, free 

from any kind of external interference.  

 

From the outset of the negotiations, and in parallel with Azerbaijan’s five principles 

for normalization, Azerbaijan set two prerequisites for the signature of the peace 

treaty: the closure of the OSCE Minsk Group, whose mandate and purpose had 

expired, and the alignment of the Constitution of Armenia to remove provisions that 

could be construed as territorial claims against Azerbaijan. These two prerequisites 

were presented at the beginning and were continuously reiterated during the whole 

negotiation process, even presented in written form by the Azerbaijani side.  

First, the OSCE Minsk Group, established in 1992 to facilitate a settlement of the 

Azerbaijan-Armenia Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, had ceased to serve any practical 

purpose. It did not resolve the conflict over three decades. After the 2020 hostilities 

and the restoration of constitutional order in September 2023, and once both 

Armenia and Azerbaijan affirmed mutual recognition of each other’s territorial 

integrity and Armenian leadership repeatedly recognize Karabakh as a part of 

Azerbaijan, the Karabakh question was settled. Keeping that legacy format would 

only create parallel tracks and legal ambiguity. Closing it was a necessary institutional 

step to align the peace process with the direct interstate track.  

 

Second, Armenia’s Constitution needed to be brought into line with a final peace, 

because its preamble cites the 1990 Declaration of Independence, which in turn 

refers to the 1 December 1989 decision on “reunification” with “Nagorno-Karabakh”, 

language that can be read as a territorial claim against the internationally recognized 

territory of Azerbaijan. If left unchanged, this cross-reference could become a case 

to Armenia’s Constitutional Court and put any peace treaty at risk. In this light, saying 
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the text of the agreement “was not signed because Azerbaijan added conditions” 

misleads the reader. Durable peace can be guaranteed only if Azerbaijan reaches 

peace not only with the ruling government, but also with the people of Armenia and 

the entire Armenian political spectrum. 

 

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, which broke out roughly in 1988, centred around the 

region of Nagorno-Karabakh, populated by a majority of ethnic Armenians but 

included within the borders of the Soviet Socialist Republic of Azerbaijan by the 

Bolshevik leadership of the emerging Soviet Union in 1922, which after 1991 became 

the internationally recognized borders of independent Azerbaijan. As the Armenians 

of Nagorno-Karabakh sought separation from Azerbaijan – for a potential unification 

with Armenia later on – to the backdrop of a crumbling Soviet Union, the situation 

descended into conflict and eventual war with a series of escalations. The conflict has 

known three major wars (1988-1994, Sept-Nov 2020 and Sept 2023) and at least one 

major escalation in April 2016, that is often referred to as “the four-day war.” With 

the final takeover of Nagorno-Karabakh by Azerbaijani forces in 2023, practically the 

entire Armenian population left the region in a mass exodus, which many experts 

believe constituted an ethnic cleansing.  

Page 2 (of 10), section “What exactly has been agreed?”, left column, Footnote 2 

(entire note) 

 
Any balanced account of population composition must begin with the fact that the 
Karabakh area has been historically inhabited by Azerbaijanis. Following the 
incorporation of these territories into the Russian Empire in the nineteenth century, 
imperial authorities facilitated the resettlement of Armenians from the Ottoman 
Empire and from Persia into the South Caucasus, including Karabakh, thereby 
artificially increasing the Armenian share of the population with the support and 
protection of the Tsarist administration. This policy served to consolidate a loyal 
Christian demographic base in a strategically sensitive frontier. In the twentieth 
century, Soviet-period policies further encouraged Armenian immigration into the 
Armenian SSR and into Karabakh, while Azerbaijanis were expelled from Armenia in 
successive waves. Even a commemorative monument unveiled in 1978 marked the 
150th anniversary of Armenian resettlement to Karabakh (In 1978, the Armenian 
community living in Nagorno-Karabakh erected a monument "MARAGA 150" in the 
village of Maragha in the former Aghdere region on the occasion of the 150th 
anniversary of the resettlement of the first 200 Armenian families from Iran to 
Nagorno-Karabakh after the Turkmenchay Treaty). 
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Equally important are the legal and administrative facts. Throughout the twentieth 
century and to the present day, the area in question has remained within Azerbaijan 
in law. On 5 July 1921 the Caucasus Bureau decided that the Karabakh area would 
remain within, but not included the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic with 
autonomy. In 1923 a Soviet-era autonomous oblast was created inside the Azerbaijan 
SSR. The historical administrative centre of the region was Shusha, but the centre 
was later moved to Khankendi, a settlement that was subsequently granted city 
status and renamed Stepanakert in honour of Bolshevik figure Stepan Shaumyan. 
These were administrative acts within the Azerbaijan SSR. They did not create a 
separate sovereign subject and did not alter the fundamental fact that the territory 
lay within Azerbaijan. 
 
The conflict began in 1988, when the Armenian majority of the former Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Oblast initiated a political demand to leave the Azerbaijan SSR 
and join the Armenian SSR, which not only welcomed this decision, but initiated the 
process of annexation.   That was a clear territorial claim which triggered a crisis 
inside what was still a single Soviet state. The armed hostilities and unlawful 
occupation that followed the dissolution of the Soviet Union culminated in the 1992 
to 1994 war, the occupation of 20% of Azerbaijan’s territory, and the forcible 
displacement of over one million Azerbaijanis. In 1993 the UNSC adopted resolutions 
822, 853, 874, and 884, demanding the immediate, complete, and unconditional 
withdrawal of occupying forces from the territories of the Republic of Azerbaijan – 
all which were ignored by Armenia. The major escalation occurred in April 2016, 
followed by the 44 day war of 27 September to 9 November 2020, which resulted in 
the liberation of the territories of the Republic of Azerbaijan from Armenian 
occupation. On 19 to 20 September 2023, Azerbaijan carried out local 
counterterrorism measures on its internationally recognized territory, after which 
sovereignty and constitutional order were restored. After the ceasefire was recorded, 
humanitarian corridors were opened, and a reintegration dialogue was initiated with 
local Armenian representatives. Residents who departed did so by their own choice 
and at the same time, offers to remain as equal citizens and return guarantees were 
publicly set out. In the absence of competent legal determinations, categorical labels 
such as “ethnic cleansing” should not be presented as fact. A neutral formulation is 
“restoration of sovereignty and constitutional order (19–20 September 2023)”, 
accompanied by humanitarian measures and voluntary departures. 
 
Armenia’s fears focus on the current Azerbaijani occupation of territory inside 

Armenia’s borders and Baku’s rhetoric of “Western Azerbaijan” that seemed to lay 

claim on territory within Armenia. 

Page 3 (of 10), section “Peace and Inter-State Relations,” left column, paragraph 3 

(in the sentence beginning “Another article stipulates…”) 
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The assertion of a “current Azerbaijani occupation of territory inside Armenia’s 

borders” is incorrect. There is no internationally recognized Armenian territory under 

Azerbaijani occupation. After the Soviet Union collapsed, Armenia and Azerbaijan 

inherited an un-delimited Soviet administrative line. Because that line was never 

precisely fixed on the ground, some sections of the frontier have been subject to 

differing cartographic interpretations. Both sides have therefore created state 

commissions on delimitation and demarcation and agreed to settle every 

outstanding stretch lawfully and peacefully. On 19 April 2024 the two commissions 

met on the border and agreed a 12.7 km stretch in the Gazakh (Azerbaijan) – Tavush 

(Armenia) area. On 24 May 2024, following joint field measurements, Azerbaijan’s 

State Border Service took control of the territories of four Azerbaijani villages 

(Baghanis Ayrim, Ashagi Askipara, Kheyrimli, Gizilhajil) in line with the commissions’ 

protocol. This practical progress illustrates the point: where the line is agreed, 

implementation follows, and claims of “occupation” fall away. 

 

It is also important to recall that several Azerbaijani villages and exclaves have 

remained under Armenian occupation since the early 1990s, which is a matter 

expressly placed before the Azerbaijan-Armenia delimitation and demarcation 

commissions. Azerbaijan has consistently stated that all such issues, including 

enclaves and non-enclave villages, must be resolved through delimitation on the 

basis of the lawful interstate border. The Armenian side has publicly acknowledged 

and confirmed this approach and these outcomes, including that the remaining 

enclaves and other segments will be addressed by the state commissions on 

delimitation and demarcation under the agreed procedures. 

 

With regard to the “Western Azerbaijan” point, this is not a territorial claim against 

the Republic of Armenia. It refers to the historical presence and lawful rights of 

Azerbaijanis who lived on the territory of present-day Armenia and who were 

expelled in successive waves in the twentieth century, notably 1905–1906, 1918–

1920, 1948–1953 and 1988-1992. Azerbaijan’s position, repeatedly stated by its 

leadership and institutions, is that Western Azerbaijanis have a human right to return 

to their homes in safety and dignity, and that this demand does not imply any claim 

to Armenia’s sovereignty or borders. Official statements have made this explicit. The 

desire of Western Azerbaijanis to return does not imply a territorial claim against 

Armenia. The issue is framed in terms of human rights, property rights, and 

reconciliation, not in terms of redrawing borders. 
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For readers who are new to the history, two background facts explain why the term 

“Western Azerbaijan” appears in our public record. First, on 29 May 1918 the 

Azerbaijan Democratic Republic (ADR) one day after proclaiming independence 

ceded the city of Irevan (Yerevan) to Armenia so that a new Armenian state could 

have a political center. The ADR had proclaimed independence only one day earlier 

(28 May 1918). Baku remained under Bolshevik control, the fighting was spreading 

across the South Caucasus and the newly proclaimed Armenian polity required a 

political centre to enter treaty relations and bring its forces under responsible 

authority. At the Council’s sitting in Tiflis on 29 May, Prime Minister of ADR Fatali 

Khan Khoyski reported on talks between the Azerbaijani and Armenian National 

Councils and argued that, given the military situation and the need to reach an 

immediate modus vivendi, cession of Irevan was necessary to secure peace and 

regular inter-state relations. The Council approved the proposal (contemporary 

Azerbaijani records note 16 in favour, 1 against, 3 abstentions), and Khoyski notified 

Baku’s delegation in Batumi that disputes with the Armenians had been brought to 

an end and that Irevan had been ceded. The decision of 29 May is described as a 

pragmatic concession intended to: (i) halt immediate hostilities, (ii) anchor Armenia 

within a recognized capital and regular treaty framework, and (iii) consolidate a 

broader regional settlement in which each new state Azerbaijan and Armenia would 

build normal relations on mutually recognized borders. 

 

Second. In November 1920, as Soviet power was imposed across the South Caucasus, 

a series of Bolshevik decisions reconfigured the administrative map to the detriment 

of Azerbaijan’s territorial continuity. On 29 November 1920, Soviet rule was 

proclaimed in Armenia. With the political declaration of the Azerbaijan Revolutionary 

Committee (Azrevkom) from 30 November 1920 imposed by Moscow Bolshevik 

regime, published on 1 December 1920, the western part of Zangezur (today’s 

Syunik) was attached to the Armenian SSR, while the eastern part remained within 

Azerbaijan; a reallocation that broke the overland link between the main part of 

Azerbaijan and Nakhchivan. This is why, in Azerbaijan’s official record, the episode is 

remembered as the separation of West Zangezur from Azerbaijan. These steps are 

part of our historical memory and they do not translate into a present-day territorial 

claim by the Republic of Azerbaijan. 

 

The agreement also stipulates the withdrawal of any international legal claims, an 

Armenian concession mainly related to its pending cases against Azerbaijan at the 

International Court of Justice (ICJ) and the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR).  
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Page 3 (of 10), section “Peace and Inter-State Relations,” left column, paragraph 3 

(mid-paragraph) 

 

Armenia has filed four cases against Azerbaijan at the ECHR, with accusations of 

violations against the Armenian population of Nagorno-Karabakh during the 2020 

war, the 2023 war and in between, as well as the Azerbaijani attacks on 

internationally recognized Armenian territory. Armenia’s case at the ICJ involves 

accusations of racial discrimination. Azerbaijan has filed counter-claims. 

Page 3 (of 10), left column, Footnote 7 

 

Armenia releases map of territories ‘seized by Azerbaijan’ since 2020. 

Page 3 (of 10), left column, Footnote 6 

 

Framing the withdrawal of international claims as a one-sided Armenian concession 

is incorrect. Any such clause operates reciprocally, because Azerbaijan has its own 

active inter-State proceedings. Azerbaijan has brought its own inter-State 

proceedings detailing Armenia’s wrongful conduct. At the ICJ (CERD), Case 

“Azerbaijan v. Armenia” filed on 23 September 2021, Azerbaijan alleges a long 

pattern of racial discrimination against Azerbaijanis, including incitement and 

promotion of racial hatred in Armenia and conduct impeding the safe return of 

displaced Azerbaijanis. In December 2021 the Court ordered, inter alia, that Armenia 

“take all necessary measures to prevent the incitement and promotion of racial 

hatred”, and Azerbaijan’s January 2023 request set out new evidence of Armenian-

manufactured 2021 landmines and booby-traps discovered on Azerbaijani territory, 

a matter recorded in UN and Azerbaijan’s MFA documents. In ECHR, Azerbaijan’s 

inter-State case “Azerbaijan v. Armenia” (no. 47319/20), lodged during the 2020 

hostilities and taken up by the Grand Chamber alleges serious Convention violations 

arising from Armenia’s actions during and after the conflict (including right to life, 

prohibition of torture and ill-treatment, liberty and security, private/family life, and 

property rights); both governments’ inter-State filings were formally received by the 

Court in January-February 2021. In The Hague, at the Permanent Court of Arbitration, 

Azerbaijan has initiated two further inter-State cases: under the Bern Convention 

(Notice of Arbitration 18 January 2023), alleging widespread environmental 

destruction (illegal logging, mining, damage to reserves) in the formerly occupied 

districts; and under the Energy Charter Treaty (Notice of Arbitration 27 February 

2023), alleging interference with and unlawful exploitation of Azerbaijan’s energy 

resources and infrastructure during the occupation. 
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As to “maps of territories seized by Azerbaijan since 2020,” such materials are 

political graphics and do not create legal rights or obligations. The authoritative 

forum for outstanding frontier issues is the bilateral delimitation and demarcation 

process. This practice confirms that remaining questions concern delimitation along 

the lawful interstate border, not “occupation,” and that any clause on litigation 

withdrawal must be read and applied symmetrically. 

 

Following its victories in the 2020 and 2023 Nagorno-Karabakh wars, Azerbaijan had 

demanded unimpeded – in essence, extraterritorial – access to Nakhchivan through 

Armenia, while Armenia insisted on its sovereignty and jurisdiction over roads in its 

territory. 

Page 4 (of 10), section “Trump’s Route for International Peace and Prosperity 

(TRIPP),” left column, paragraph 1 (sentences 2–3) 

 

The characterisation that Azerbaijan “demanded unimpeded — in essence, 

extraterritorial — access to Nakhchivan” is incorrect. Azerbaijan’s position has 

consistently been to implement paragraph 9 of the 10 November 2020 trilateral 

statement by restoring road and rail transit to Nakhchivan across Armenia’s territory 

under Armenia’s sovereignty and jurisdiction, with safe, unimpeded movement of 

persons, goods and vehicles. “Unimpeded” in this context means no undue hindrance 

to lawful transit, not any form of extraterritorial arrangement. From 2020 onward, 

Azerbaijan proposed practical, internationally familiar modalities, border and 

customs formalities at designated points, common technical standards for safety and 

inspection, and time limits and digital procedures to prevent arbitrary delay, so that 

transit works seamlessly within Armenia’s legal control while connecting two parts 

of Azerbaijan. 

 

Despite the clarity of that obligation in the 2020 statement, implementation did not 

materialise for years, leaving Nakhchivan physically isolated for more than three 

decades. Azerbaijan’s approach has been consistent and lawful: restore transit across 

Armenia’s territory under Armenia’s sovereignty, apply reciprocal and non-

discriminatory procedures, and ensure continuous, safe movement as envisaged in 

paragraph 9 of trilateral statement. 

 

Do the envisaged “reciprocal benefits” mean Armenia gets its wish of reciprocal 

access to Azerbaijani infrastructure, as seems to be Yerevan’s interpretation? 

Page 4 (of 10), section “Trump’s Route for International Peace and Prosperity 

(TRIPP),” left column, paragraph 1 (final sentences) 
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The question implies that “reciprocal benefits” would simply give Armenia access to 

Azerbaijani infrastructure. That is not an accurate reading of the connectivity 

package. From the outset Azerbaijan has proposed a reciprocal, lawful transit regime 

under Armenia’s sovereignty and jurisdiction that restores road and rail links 

between Azerbaijan’s mainland and Nakhchivan and, at the same time, opens 

Armenia to multiple directions: westward to Nakhchivan and Türkiye (access to large 

consumer and logistics markets), southward via Nakhchivan-Julfa toward Iranian rail 

and road networks, eastward through Azerbaijan’s national network and Caspian 

ports to Central Asia, and northward to Russia along established regional rail 

corridors to wider markets. In practical terms, Azerbaijan is already building the 

missing links on its side to make these routes bankable and time-reliable, whereas 

Armenia still lacks the internal connections that would give it a direct rail outlet to 

Iran and a seamless west-east transit across its territory. The net effect of the 

package is therefore mutual gain. Azerbaijan secures internal connectivity to its 

exclave Nakhchivan, while Armenia gains diversified export and import routes across 

several axes and reduces its landlocked vulnerability. Against this backdrop, framing 

“reciprocal benefits” as Armenia’s “wish for access to Azerbaijani infrastructure” is 

misplaced. The concept is reciprocity in both directions, lawful transit under 

Armenia’s control, predictable procedures at designated points, and synchronized 

standards, so that both sides obtain concrete economic value from normalisation 

rather than a one-sided concession narrative. 

 

And does “inadmissibility of the use of force for acquisition of territory after the 

conflict,” stipulated in the agreement, cover the occupied territories within Armenia’s 

internationally recognised borders, necessitating Azerbaijani troops’ withdrawal, or 

not? 

Page 4 (of 10), section “Trump’s Route for International Peace and Prosperity 

(TRIPP),” left column, paragraph 1 (final sentence) 

 

The initialed Peace and Inter-State Relations Agreement is a reciprocal, forward-

looking instrument. It confirms that neither Party may use force to alter borders after 

the conflict. It does not draw the border itself, nor does it transform undelimited 

frontier segments a legacy of the Soviet administrative line into a legal finding of 

“occupation.” The Armenia-Azerbaijan boundary remains undelimited in several 

sectors; by mutual decision, its course is being determined by the bilateral 

delimitation and demarcation commissions on the basis of agreed cartographic 

materials and procedures. Accordingly, the location of border forces on either side is 
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provisional and will be adjusted only pursuant to those commissions’ decisions and 

coordinated technical protocols, including reciprocal and phased steps. 

 

While Moscow still has plenty of influence and leverage, notably on Armenia, it has 

nevertheless gone from an unquestionable leader and key decision-maker, to being 

completely and conspicuously absent from an issue of strategic importance to 

Moscow. 

Page 4 (of 10), section “International implications — Russia: a dramatic loss of 

dominance,” left column, paragraph 2 

 

The claim that Moscow is now “completely and conspicuously absent” from issues of 

strategic importance in Armenia, where enduring security, institutional and 

economic levers remain in place. Armenia has not abolished its treaty commitments 

with Russia; rather, it froze participation in the CSTO in February 2024, while 

continuing to be treated as a member in formal terms. A Russian military presence 

remains in Armenia under long-standing basing agreements the 102nd base in Gyumri 

continues to operate and officials have stated that no withdrawal is under discussion. 

Border arrangements have been adjusted but not eliminated. Armenia has begun 

assuming fuller control at certain checkpoints, yet Russian border troops remain 

engaged on segments of the frontiers with Turkey and Iran. Russia also retains 

institutional and infrastructure leverage. Armenia is a member of the Eurasian 

Economic Union, its entire national railway operator is run under concession by a 

100% subsidiary of Russian Railways and bilateral trade surged to record levels in 

2024, even if moderation has followed in 2025. These facts are incompatible with the 

proposition that Moscow is “absent”, rather, they show that Russia continues to 

possess significant tools of influence in Armenia. 

 

By contrast, Azerbaijan’s posture has been one of strategic independence and region-

wide connectivity developed outside Russian platforms. Energy and transport 

corridors such as the Southern Gas Corridor (TANAP/TAP), the Baku–Tbilisi–Ceyhan 

oil pipeline, and the Baku–Tbilisi–Kars railway, together with the Trans-Caspian 

“Middle Corridor,” underpin European energy security and Eurasian logistics without 

reliance on Russian infrastructure. This independent, multi-vector approach is 

precisely why Baku is seen as a reliable partner by a broad range of international 

actors. 

 

In short, Moscow is not “completely absent”. It retains security, border, 

infrastructure and trade levers in Armenia. At the same time, Azerbaijan pursues a 
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sovereign, non-aligned to any political, economic and military blocs that advances 

regional stability and serves wider European and Asian markets on its own terms. 

 

The summit in Washington also coincided with a low point in Russian-Azerbaijani 

relations, with a number of escalatory moves by both parties in the political-

diplomatic sphere. The spat began in December 2024, when Russian air defence 

apparently mistakenly shot down an Azerbaijani civilian airplane. The row escalated 

further in June 2025, when Russian law enforcement arrested ethnic Azerbaijanis in 

Yekaterinburg as part of a criminal investigation. When two of the detainees died in 

custody under suspicious circumstances, Azerbaijan retaliated by making its own 

arrests of ethnic Russians in Azerbaijan and cancelling all Russian cultural events. The 

row with Russia may have played some role in President Aliyev’s decision to give US 

President Trump the “win” of the Washington deals.  

Page 5–6 (of 10), section “International implications — Russia: a dramatic loss of 

dominance,” left column, Footnote 12 (the note begins on p. 5 and continues on p. 

6) 

 

The reason behind the current tensions in Azerbaijani–Russian relations regarding 

Azerbaijan Airlines Flight J2-8243 is not only the fact that it was apparently 

mistakenly shot down by Russian air defence on 25 December 2024 over Russian 

airspace, but also Russia’s subsequent cover-up of the incident. Azerbaijan’s position 

is that Russia bears responsibility (regardless of intent), and Baku has formally 

demanded acknowledgment of guilt, accountability for those responsible, and full 

compensation, a position reiterated by President of Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev on 6 

January 2025, while 28 December 2024 saw only a general apology from the Russian 

side without admission of responsibility. Equally, the formulation that “Azerbaijan 

retaliated by making its own arrests of ethnic Russians” mischaracterises lawful 

measures. In Azerbaijan, enforcement actions are grounded in conduct and 

applicable law, not ethnicity; the Constitution prohibits discrimination, consular 

access is provided under international obligations, and the temporary pause of 

certain cultural programmes was a clearly signalled diplomatic protest following the 

June 2025 Yekaterinburg tragedy in which two Azerbaijani nationals died in custody, 

an event that raised legitimate consular-protection concerns. Finally, the suggestion 

that a “row with Russia” played a role in “giving a win” to a third country misreads 

both chronology and substance. The Washington step formed part of a structured, 

merits-based process initiated and shaped by Azerbaijan well before those incidents, 

beginning with the public articulation of five basic principles on 14 March 2022, the 

leaders’ mandate in Brussels on 31 August 2022 to commence drafting, and 



15 
 

ministerial drafting rounds in May-June 2023 and reflects Azerbaijan’s sovereign 

objective of a legally robust, reciprocal interstate settlement with Armenia, 

independent of fluctuations in relations with any other state. 

 

Russian border guards have been deployed to the Armenian-Turkish and Armenian-

Iranian borders since 1992, and along the Armenian-Azerbaijani border since 2020. 

In 2024, amid souring relations with Russia, Armenia started requesting the 

withdrawal of Russian border guards, pushing them out from the Zvartnots 

International Airport in Yerevan, the sole checkpoint along the Armenian-Iranian 

border, the non-functioning Margara checkpoint along the closed Armenian-Turkish 

border and sections of the Armenian-Azerbaijani border (2025). Armenian officials 

have conditioned further withdrawals on Armenia’s capacity to prepare its own 

border guards. 

Page 6 (of 10), section “International implications — Russia: a dramatic loss of 

dominance,” left column, Footnote 22 (full note) 

 

Russian border guards have been stationed on Armenia’s Turkey and Iran frontiers 

since 1992. They were not deployed “along the Armenian-Azerbaijani border since 

2020”. What occurred after 2020 were limited, Armenian-side deployments on 

specific segments (notably in Syunik/Gegharkunik) at Yerevan’s request, as 

acknowledged by Armenia’s own officials.  

 

Likewise, the suggestion that in 2025 withdrawals concerned “sections of the 

Armenian-Azerbaijani border” misstates the record. The 2024-2025 steps publicly 

announced and implemented by Armenia focused on Zvartnots International Airport 

and the Agarak/Meghri checkpoint on the Iran border (with phased handovers to 

Armenia’s Border Guard Troops), not a general pullback from the Armenia-Azerbaijan 

border.  

 

Iran: accepting the unavoidable? 

When it came to Azerbaijan’s demands, which essentially assigned an extraterritorial 

nature to the connection, Iran’s interest squarely aligned with Armenia’s, against any 

extraterritoriality. 

Page 8 (of 10), section “Iran: accepting the unavoidable?”, left column, paragraph 

1 (sentences 2–3) 

 

The author’s line overlooks why Tehran’s posture aligns with Yerevan and miscasts 

Azerbaijan’s connectivity proposal. Azerbaijan has never sought an extraterritorial 
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corridor. Azerbaijan’s position has consistently been lawful, reciprocal transit across 

Armenia’s territory under Armenia’s sovereignty and jurisdiction, with safe, 

unimpeded movement between the mainland and Nakhchivan. By contrast, Iran and 

Armenia has close ties. The gas-for-electricity swap has operated since 2009 and was 

extended and expanded to 2030 on 10–11 August 2023. Trade has risen toward $1 

billion by 2024–2025 and Armenia serves as Iran’s northern Eurasian Economic Union 

(EAEU) gateway, with the EAEU-Iran Free Trade Agreement entering into force on 15 

May 2025. The Meghri Free Economic Zone on the border has functioned since 

December 2017 and new Araz River bridge capacity has been advanced for 2025 to 

scale the Agarak–Norduz axis. Politically and symbolically, Iran opened a Consulate-

General in Kapan (Syunik) on 21–22 October 2022, anchoring its presence in 

Armenia’s south. Militarily, it has signalled discomfort with Azerbaijan’s restoration 

of control by staging large-scale drills on the Araz river in 19–20 October 2022 and 

later held joint drills with Armenia on 10 April 2025, all while publicly rejecting any 

wording it reads as “extraterritorial.” Relations were further strained by the terrorist 

attack on Azerbaijan’s Embassy in Tehran on 27 January 2023, during which one 

embassy staff member was killed (the gunman was executed on 21 May 2025), and 

Azerbaijan's long-standing concerns that during the years of illegal occupation, 

uncontrolled territories were used for illegal transit. Another decisive factor in 

Tehran's position is its hostility towards Israel and dissatisfaction with Azerbaijani-

Israeli cooperation, which was intensified by the opening of the Azerbaijani embassy 

in Israel on March 29, 2023, as well as ongoing ties in the energy and technology 

sectors. In sum, Iran’s alignment with Armenia is shaped by considerations related to 

energy, access, trade, and security, as well as by its hostility toward Israel and 

apprehension regarding the Azerbaijan–Israel partnership. In contrast, Azerbaijan’s 

position is grounded in legal principles and practical considerations, advocating for 

reciprocal and non-extraterritorial transit arrangements under Armenia’s 

sovereignty. 

 

Another aspect of the TRIPP plans is whether it will be enough for Ankara to open the 

Turkish border with Armenia, which has been closed since 1993 out of solidarity with 

Azerbaijan. 

Page 8 (of 10), section “Türkiye’s expanding influence,” left column, paragraph 2 

 

Connecting the Turkish-Armenian border question to “solidarity with Azerbaijan” is 

an incomplete characterisation of a much wider, sovereign calculus in Ankara. The 

crossing was closed in 1993 in the immediate aftermath of Armenia’s occupation of 

Azerbaijani districts outside the former Soviet-era autonomous area most notably 
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Kalbajar district, so for Türkiye it was not a symbolic gesture but a response to a grave 

breach of regional legality and stability. Since then, Türkiye has treated normalisation 

with Armenia as a separate bilateral track with its own preconditions and 

sensitivities, irrespective of any third arrangement such as TRIPP. That bilateral file 

includes: (i) unequivocal recognition of existing borders and renunciation of any 

territorial claims that Ankara reads into Armenia’s foundational documents and 

public symbolism; (ii) a de-politicised historical agenda, avoiding campaigns that 

frame relations through accusatory narratives against Türkiye; (iii) security 

assurances and non-hostile rhetoric, so that opening the frontier does not import 

political risk into Türkiye’s border provinces; and (iv) practical readiness on customs, 

transport and consular modalities to ensure a predictable, rules-based crossing once 

opened. 

 

From Azerbaijan’s vantage point, TRIPP can improve the context-by knitting the 

region together through lawful, reciprocal connectivity and by reducing transaction 

costs for all, but it cannot substitute for the Türkiye-Armenia normalisation track or 

predetermine Ankara’s decision. Equally, advancing Azerbaijan-Armenia peace 

facilitates a more benign environment, yet does not automatically unlock the Turkish 

border absent direct, bilateral understandings between Ankara and Yerevan on the 

issues above. 

 

For Türkiye, an open border would boost the economic development of its poorer 

Eastern regions. 

Page 8 (of 10), section “Türkiye’s expanding influence,” left column, paragraph 2 

(mid-paragraph) 

 

Framing border opening chiefly as a tool to “boost the economy of Türkiye’s poorer 

Eastern regions” misreads the asymmetry of benefits. Eastern provinces such as Kars, 

Iğdır, Ağrı and Erzurum are indeed less industrialised than western Türkiye, yet they 

are already integrated into national corridors and regional routes the Baku–Tbilisi–

Kars railway, east–west highways, and established logistics hubs, so any near-term 

gain from a new gate with Armenia would be incremental. By contrast, for Armenia’s 

small, land-locked economy the impact would be transformational: direct access to 

Türkiye’s market and ports, shorter and cheaper supply chains, broader investor 

interest and diversification away from single-route dependence. In other words, 

while Ankara values regional connectivity for strategic reach into the South Caucasus, 

the purely economic upside of opening this particular crossing lies predominantly on 

the Armenian side. Consequently, Türkiye’s decision will rest less on a promise of 
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dramatic uplift in its east and more on whether core bilateral conditions with 

Armenia are met unequivocal recognition of borders and renunciation of claims, a 

non-confrontational historical agenda, security assurances, and operational 

readiness, since only a stable, rules-based framework can convert any potential 

economic gain into durable benefit for both sides. 

 

With the US now taking a leading role on a crucial part of the dossier – the peace 

process and the TRIPP – and the EU Monitoring Mission’s fate on the line, Europe has 

been designated a less prominent, but potentially not insignificant role. 

Page 9 (of 10), section “Can the EU still claim a role?”, left column, paragraph 1 

(final sentences) 

 

Portraying Europe’s prospective role through the prism of the EU Monitoring Mission 

overlooks a core point in the initialled 17-article Peace and Inter-State Relations 

Agreement between Azerbaijan and Armenia, in which Article VII explicitly states that 

“the Parties shall not deploy along their mutual border the forces of any third party,” 

and provides for mutually agreed confidence-building measures pending delimitation 

and demarcation. Once signed and ratified, this clause becomes operative and, by 

definition, precludes any continued external footprint “on the border,” including 

monitoring presences. Durable stability should instead be delivered by direct 

Armenia-Azerbaijan mechanisms (delimitation/demarcation decisions, incident-

prevention channels, coordinated redeployments, demining, and lawful 

connectivity). 

 

In general terms, on paper Armenia gains an assurance of no further military 

escalations…… ………from Azerbaijan and retains sovereignty and jurisdiction over its 

territory. 

Page 10 (of 10), section “Conclusions,” left column, paragraph 2 (mid-paragraph) 

 

The line implies a one-sided “assurance” as if Armenia were receiving a new pledge 

from a party inclined to escalate, which is not Azerbaijan’s position. Azerbaijan has 

never had territorial claims against Armenia and has never pursued objectives inside 

Armenian territory. Azerbaijan’s policy has been consistent and limited to restoring 

and safeguarding Azerbaijan’s sovereignty and territorial integrity within its 

internationally recognized borders. Any security posture by Azerbaijan is defensive, 

aimed at deterring or responding to concrete threats to that integrity, not at 

acquiring territory or opening routes by force. In the connectivity track, Azerbaijan 

advocates lawful, reciprocal transit to Nakhchivan across Armenia’s territory under 
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Armenia’s sovereignty and jurisdiction and notions that Azerbaijan would “enter 

Armenia to force a corridor” are unfounded. The initialled peace text codifies 

reciprocal commitments on non-use of force, respect for sovereignty and territorial 

integrity, and resolution of frontier issues through delimitation and demarcation, not 

through coercion. 

 

There are, however, no mechanisms or guarantors in place to prevent the region from 

descending into renewed conflict if US attention shifts, which presents a real risk, 

considering Baku’s hesitation in committing itself to a signed peace deal. 

Page 10 (of 10), section “Conclusions,” left column, paragraph 2 (mid-paragraph) 

 

The assertion that stability depends on “US attention” and that there are “no 

mechanisms or guarantors” misreads both the architecture of the initialled peace 

text and Azerbaijan’s position. The agreement is designed to be self-executing 

between the Parties. It codifies mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial 

integrity, non-use of force, and the settlement of frontier issues through bilateral 

delimitation and demarcation, alongside practical confidence-building and lawful 

connectivity, not through external guarantors. Azerbaijan’s stance on signature is not 

hesitation, but a legal safeguard. Armenia must align its Constitution by removing or 

neutralizing references that can be construed as territorial claims against Azerbaijan. 

Without this step, any signed treaty would be exposed to challenge in Armenia’s 

Constitutional Court, undermining durability and enforceability. Requiring 

constitutional alignment before signature is a sovereign, legitimate, and standard 

measure to ensure that the peace agreement, once signed and ratified, is fully 

operable. It does not add new conditions, nor does it rely on third-party 

“guarantees.” 

 

There is a number of ways in which the EU can still play an important role in the 

difficult task ahead, of the implementation of the Washington agreements: Make 

sure the initialled peace agreement is signed. The EU should apply diplomatic, 

political, even economic pressure to make sure the text of the agreement is sealed 

with the signatures of the Armenian and Azerbaijani leaders. Azerbaijan’s 

precondition of changing the Armenian constitution presents a complicated hurdle, 

where assistance or mediation may also be needed. In parallel, the EU should explore 

ways of convincing Baku to drop the condition, perhaps in exchange for other 

assurances, as this would by far be the easiest and fastest route to a signed peace 

deal. At the very least, the EU should help ensure no additional conditions are put 

forward. 
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Page 10 (of 10), section “Recommendations,” left column, introductory line and 

bullet point 1 (entire bullet) 

 

The recommendation that the EU should “apply diplomatic, political, even economic 

pressure” to force signatures, or “convince Baku to drop” its constitutional-alignment 

requirement, is unacceptable and counter-productive. Azerbaijan is a sovereign, 

equal party, not an object of leverage and will not tolerate coercive approaches that 

prejudice the balance painstakingly achieved in the initialled text. Azerbaijan’s 

position is clear and consistent: constitutional alignment in Armenia is not a 

bargaining chip, but a legal safeguard to ensure the treaty cannot be struck down in 

Armenia’s Constitutional Court the day after signature. Removing this safeguard 

would create a high risk of post-signature invalidation and would undermine the very 

durability the EU says it wants. A constructive European role is facilitative, not 

coercive: support the parties’ self-executing architecture (mutual respect for 

sovereignty and territorial integrity, non-use of force, settlement of frontier issues by 

bilateral delimitation and demarcation, lawful connectivity), assist Armenia in 

completing its internal legal adjustments so the treaty is operable, and provide 

technical help (cartography, demining, trade and transit standards). Framing 

Azerbaijan’s standing requirement as an “obstacle” or urging “no additional 

conditions” misstates the record. These parameters were set from the outset and are 

integral to a stable peace. Any attempt to pressure Azerbaijan to waive its lawful 

safeguards would erode confidence, compromise the agreement’s enforceability and 

is therefore rejected. 

 

Increase support for Armenia’s resilience and independence. 

Page 10 (of 10), section “Recommendations,” left column, bullet list — item 4 

(“Increase support for Armenia’s resilience and independence.”) 

 

The call to “increase support for Armenia’s resilience and independence” is 

presented as if assistance were a one-way proposition, whereas the needs and 

responsibilities on the Azerbaijani side are at least as great and, in several domains, 

demonstrably larger. Over three decades of unlawful occupation left vast areas of 

Azerbaijan devastated; national assessments place direct damage at a minimum of 

USD 150 billion, while today’s reconstruction to modern standards high-tech 

highways and tunnels, rail, airports, utilities, smart villages and cities requires 

multiples of that figure. The single biggest obstacle to recovery is heavy land-mine 

contamination, which both endangers civilians and delays economic revival. Scaled 

EU support for clearance assets, mapping technology, training and sustained 
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financing would have immediate humanitarian and development impact. Azerbaijan 

also faces the difficult legacy of about 4000 missing persons from the 1990s and 2020 

hostilities, enhanced forensic capacity, data-sharing and satellite imagery access are 

essential to bring closure to families and meet legal obligations. Beyond 

humanitarian and reconstruction needs, Azerbaijan underpins Europe’s energy 

security from the Southern Gas Corridor to prospective additional gas volumes, grid 

interconnections and green-energy exports, yet these public goods require capital, 

technology and regulatory support to expand safely and sustainably. In short, if the 

EU’s objective is genuine regional resilience, assistance should be even-handed, 

needs-based and apolitical. It should match support for Armenia with commensurate 

support for Azerbaijan’s demining, reconstruction, returns, missing-persons work 

and energy/connectivity investments. Such a balanced approach serves the peace 

process, stabilizes the South Caucasus and advances Europe’s own energy and 

connectivity interests. 

 

A conflict that still features lingering and unresolved issues, as has been discussed in 

this paper, and has seen the Armenian leadership make painful and unpopular 

concessions in the negotiating process.  

Page 10 (of 10), section “Recommendations,” left column, bullet list — item 4 

(“Increase support for Armenia’s resilience and independence”), final sentences 

 

Framing this as “painful concessions” is misleading. In legal terms it is simply a return 

to the basic rules of international law: recognition of each other’s sovereignty and 

territorial integrity, no use of force, respect for the borders as they stood in 1991, 

and settlement of the frontier by bilateral delimitation and demarcation. Armenia 

became independent in 1991 and joined the UN within the borders inherited from 

the Armenian SSR; nothing in the peace track alters those internationally recognised 

borders. The core step now is for both sides to codify mutual respect for sovereignty 

and territorial integrity, renounce force, and settle the frontier by bilateral 

delimitation and demarcation, while opening lawful, reciprocal connectivity under 

Armenia’s own jurisdiction. Acknowledging that the Karabakh region is part of the 

Republic of Azerbaijan is not a concession extracted from Armenia. It is alignment 

with the international legal reality that existed in 1991 and ever since. No Armenian 

territory is being ceded or exchanged, the only material change since 2020–2023 is 

that Azerbaijan restored control over its own internationally recognized territory. If 

constitutional adjustments are discussed in Yerevan, they are an internal step to 

ensure the treaty’s durability under Armenia’s legal order, not a “price” paid to 

Azerbaijan. Politically, some of these moves may be difficult domestically, but in 



22 
 

interstate terms they are standard obligations and they create tangible opportunities 

for Armenia (diversified trade routes, access to wider markets and a more predictable 

security, and investment environment). In short, the peace architecture reflects 

reciprocal commitments and legal normalization, not one-sided “concessions.” 

 

Destabilization can come from Azerbaijan’s (renewed) territorial ambitions. 

Page 10 (of 10), section “Recommendations,” left column, bullet list — item 4 

(“Increase support for Armenia’s resilience and independence”), final sentences 

 

The claim that “destabilization can come from Azerbaijan’s (renewed) territorial 

ambitions” is unfounded. Azerbaijan has no territorial claims against the Republic of 

Armenia and has acted strictly within international law to restore its own sovereignty 

and territorial integrity on territory internationally recognized as part of Azerbaijan. 

If Baku harbored ambitions beyond that, its capabilities would have allowed it to 

pursue them. The key difference between Azerbaijan and Armenia lies in the fact 

that, thirty years ago, with the support of foreign powers, Armenia enjoyed military 

superiority and occupied 20 percent of Azerbaijan’s territory. Thirty years later, when 

the military balance shifted in Azerbaijan’s favour, Azerbaijan merely restored its 

territorial integrity by liberating its lands from occupation. Instead, Azerbaijan did not 

advance into Armenian territory and consistently promotes a rules-based agenda: 

mutual recognition of sovereignty and borders, non-use of force, and settlement of 

the frontier exclusively through bilateral delimitation and demarcation with 

coordinated, reciprocal redeployments. In connectivity, Azerbaijan advocates lawful, 

reciprocal transit to Nakhchivan under Armenia’s sovereignty and jurisdiction, not 

coercion, not “corridors by force.” Stability will come from implementing these 

principles and the initialled peace text, not from speculative narratives about 

intentions Azerbaijan neither holds nor pursues. 

 

 


