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Section 907: Origins, Impact on US-Azerbaijan Relations, and Its 

Irrelevance  

Introduction 

US-Azerbaijan relations have entered a new strategic phase following the 

Washington summit on August 8, 2025. Alongside a series of positive developments, 

US President Donald Trump waived Section 907 of the Freedom Support Act, 

originally imposed on Azerbaijan in 1992, temporarily lifted during 2001-2023, and 

reinstated in 2024 under President Biden. 

The sequence and intensity of recent developments in bilateral relations 

demonstrate the growing strategic nature of these ties. In light of these positive 

dynamics, Section 907, though currently ineffective, remains a stumbling block and 

could be exploited by third parties in the future for destructive purposes. Therefore, 

it is necessary for the United States to reconsider this outdated provision and 

introduce appropriate changes. 

Historical background 

To understand the impact of Section 907 on US-Azerbaijan relations, it is important 

to revisit the historical context of its adoption, the conditions under which it was 

introduced, and the geopolitical realities of that period. 

The Freedom Support Act, a cornerstone of post-Cold War US foreign policy strategy, 

was principally sponsored by Representative Dante Fascell and Senator Claiborne 

Pell, who were among its leading architects. The Act aimed to foster democratic 

development and prevent newly independent republics from reverting to 

authoritarian rule. It introduced nuclear nonproliferation frameworks for the newly 

independent states of Eastern Europe, promoted open-market economies, and 

facilitated the transfer of American experience in democratic governance. 

Additionally, the Act outlined specific conditions under which states would be 

deemed ineligible for US assistance. 1 

But what factors urged US policymakers to adopt the Freedom Support Act? 

• First and foremost, the dissolution of the Soviet Union-long perceived as a 
principal adversary-was not viewed in Washington as a relief or cause for 
celebration, but rather as a significant strategic challenge. At the time, 

 
1 US Congress, S.2532 – Freedom Support Act, https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/senate-bill/2532  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/senate-bill/2532
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approximately 30,000 nuclear weapons were distributed across the 
constituent republics of the former Soviet Union, making it a top priority for 
the United States to secure these weapons safely. Washington helped Moscow 
financially to secure the return of these weapons to Russian territory and their 
eventual destruction.2  Thus, while during the Cold War the United States 
faced a single critical nuclear rival, it now confronted multiple actors, many of 
them fragile, entering the strategic landscape. 

• Secondly, the United States had to redefine its role after the Cold War. During 
the Cold War, containment was the primary driver of US foreign policy. It was 
not about spreading democracy, but about maintaining the global balance of 
power against the Soviet Union. In this context, the United States frequently 
supported authoritarian regimes. With the emergence of a “new world order,” 
however, the US was forced to make new strategic calculations. Many of the 
authoritarian regimes it had previously supported were subsequently 
portrayed as its most dangerous enemies. Saddam Hussein - once a recipient 
of US and European chemical weapons and nuclear technologies -later became 
one of the central figures of the so-called “axis of evil.” For example, the 
chemical weapons used in the 1988 Halabja massacre, which killed 5,000 
people, were derived from technology transferred from Rochester, New York, 
in 1975.3  

• Thirdly, the twentieth century was widely known as the “American Century,” 
and successive US administrations sought to preserve this dominance. Indeed, 
the Pentagon, in a leaked report of 1992 entitled Defense Policy Guidelines and 
drafted by Paul Wolfowitz, argued that the US should do everything possible to 
maintain its sole superpower status and prevent the emergence of a rival 
regional or global power. President Bush rejected the idea that the US should 
become the world’s policeman but in the wake of the Cold War, “as the only 
remaining superpower, it is our responsibility- it is our opportunity-to lead.”4  

All of these factors were crucial in prompting the United States to reconsider its 

policy toward the post-Soviet space. The Freedom Support Act can be viewed as one 

of the key instruments in this process, providing the US government with a defined 

timeframe to observe developments and allow events to unfold naturally. Rather 

than acting as an international police force, the United States positioned itself as a 

guarantor of values, particularly democracy and human rights.  

 

 
2 Fraser Cameron, “US Foreign Policy after the Cold War,” London and New York, Routledge 2005, page 16 
3 Yunus Şen, Eyüp Coşkun, “Babil yanarkən: Səddamın İraqı və bir çöküşün hekayəsi”, Bakı, 2021, pages 76-77 
4 Fraser Cameron, “US Foreign Policy after the Cold War,” London and New York, Routledge 2005, pages 16-17 
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Section 907 of the Freedom Support Act 

In October 1992, Representative Wayne Owens (Utah) and Senator John Kerry 
(Massachusetts), from the states with large number of Armenian Caucus members, 
proposed the Section 907 amendment to the Freedom Support Act. Section 907 
stipulates that US assistance under this or any other Act may not be provided to the 
Government of Azerbaijan until the President certifies to Congress that Azerbaijan is 
taking demonstrable steps to end all blockades and other offensive actions against 
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh.5 

The amendment was adopted and the act was signed into law by President George 
H. W. Bush on October 24, 1992. This section not only conditionally suspended aid to 
Azerbaijan but also undermined peace and stability for the next three decades, 
creating conditions in which a grey zone could flourish. 

US foreign policy is significantly influenced by diasporas and lobby groups; the 
Armenian Caucus has consistently been active in this regard. 

Armenian lobbyists often invited US Senators on short trips to Armenia, after which 
many developed sympathy for Armenian issues. They invite US Senators to visit the 
country, and many of those who participate later develop sympathy for Armenian 
issues. As a result, these Senators tend to speak in support of the Armenian diaspora 
and take actions that align with its interests, both in public and during Senate 
discussions. 

Interestingly, Senator Claiborne Pell, one of the principal sponsors and leading 

architects of the Freedom Support Act, visited Armenia on April 24, 1990. He told the 

US media and the Senate that he toured the region, spoke with Armenian refugees, 

and witnessed their suffering.6 

The adoption of Section 907 and its direct influence by the Armenian lobby has been 
extensively documented in scholarly publications by Armenian political scientists and 
other researchers. 

“Section 907 of this bill was the focal point and main contribution of the ANCA. The 
ANCA had finally achieved one of its policy goals it had pursed since the outbreak of 
the conflict. What would be known as Section 907 (a) "rider" to the overall legislation 
of the Freedom Support Act of 1992 was formulated in the late stages and was 

 
5 US Congress, S.2532 – Freedom Support Act,  https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/senate-
bill/2532/text  
6 Fatih Aydogan, “The Influence of The Armenian Diaspora on The American Foreign Policy”, University of South 
Florida, 2018, page 54 https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/senate-bill/2532/text
https://www.congress.gov/bill/102nd-congress/senate-bill/2532/text
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
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nudged into both the House and Senate through the direct support of specific 
lawmakers like John Porter, Bob Dole, and Ted Kennedy. As ANCA internal 
documentation and comments show, the lobbying efforts of the ANCA were 
instrumental in attaching this clause to the overall bill.” 7 

“The first statement on the Karabakh conflict in the United States was carried out by 
U.S. Secretary of State James Baker on December 12, 1991. In his speech, he cited 
Azerbaijan as an example and stated that some countries that were armed to fight 
did not receive any support from the West. Baker also underlined in a speech he made 
during his visit to Baku on February 12, 1992 that Washington would not help 
Azerbaijan without a solid guarantee of the rights of ethnic minorities in Nagorno-
Karabakh (Guliyev, 2004)”8 

All these facts and developments demonstrate that the Armenian lobby carried out 

organized efforts and succeeded in persuading members of Congress. Not only did 

they secure restrictions on aid to Azerbaijan, but they also managed to portray 

Azerbaijan as the aggressor.  

In fact, Azerbaijan itself was subjected to systematic aggression by the Armenian 

Armed Forces. On February 25-26, 1992, together with the former USSR’s 366th 

Motorized Rifle Regiment, Armenian troops razed the city of Khojaly to the ground. 

Human Rights Watch termed this event as the largest massacre in the conflict.9 As a 

result of the genocide carried out by Armenian militaries against the Azerbaijani 

civilians, 613 civilians were killed, including 106 women, 63 children, and 70 elderly 

people. A total of 1,275 civilians were taken hostage, and the fate of more than 150 

of them remains unknown. 

Later, in May of the same year, Armenian forces occupied the predominantly 

Azerbaijani-populated cities of Shusha and Lachin, where they also carried out ethnic 

cleansing and destroyed civilian infrastructure, religious sites, and mosques. 

 
7 Harry H. Terzian, “Case Study: Armenian and Cuban Ethnic Interest Groups in American Foreign Policy”, 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas December 2018, page 68, 

https://oasis.library.unlv.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4533&context=thesesdissertations 

8 Fatih Aydogan, “The Influence of The Armenian Diaspora on The American Foreign Policy”, University of 

South Florida, 2018, page 96 

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etdhttps://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi

/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd ) 
9 Human Rights Watch, Azerbaijan: Seven Years of Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, New York, 1994. 

https://oasis.library.unlv.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4533&context=thesesdissertations
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
https://archive.org/details/azerbaijanseveny00huma/page/6
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In short, the process surrounding Section 907 was largely orchestrated by the 

Armenian lobby and happened in the context of the Armenian occupation of the 

Azerbaijani territories.  

But was this “success” achieved solely through the efforts of the Armenian lobby, or 

did uncertainties and gaps within the US government also played a role? 

The answer lies in the fact that while the Armenian diaspora’s role was decisive, the 

unclear US strategy and the uncertainties of the post-Cold War period were equally 

influential. 

Looking back at history, Armenian groups repeatedly attempted to exert influence 

on US administrations, but their activities were constrained by the United States’ 

political strategy, which had clear objectives and left little room for interference by 

outside actors. 

For instance, according to CIA archival documents, on January 8, 1952, General Dro, 

former Minister of Defense of Dashnak Armenia, held seven meetings with officials 

from the US Department of State and the Department of Defense. While the United 

States sought cooperation primarily to counter the Soviet Union, Dro aimed to secure 

support for a “free, independent, and united Armenia,’ but Armenians were 

ultimately unable to achieve their objective.”10 This demonstrates that, although 

Armenian groups invested significant effort in advancing their agenda, the United 

States’ clear and well-defined political strategy prevented them from going beyond 

its established boundaries. 

So, unlike other periods, the early post-Cold War era was marked by significant 

uncertainty for US administrations, which lacked clear objectives regarding whether 

to prioritize domestic or foreign policy concerns. Fraser Cameron, in the second 

edition of his book “U.S. Foreign Policy after the Cold War”, provides a clear depiction 

of the dynamics and challenges of this period: 

“1992 was an election year and Bush, already under attack by his Democratic rival, 

Bill Clinton, for spending too much time on foreign policy. Clinton’s victory occurred 

when there was much speculation about America’s decline. A headline in Time 

magazine on 15 October 1992 asked ‘‘is the US in an irreversible decline as the world’s 

premier power?’’” 

 
10 Cavid Vəliyev, “Erməni millətçi irredentizmi və qarabağ müharibələri, BMTM, Bakı, 2024, səhifə 31, 
https://aircenter.az/uploads/_8YshSa2uP9Z.pdf  

https://aircenter.az/uploads/_8YshSa2uP9Z.pdf
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“One public relations adviser, who served both Republican and Democrat Presidents, 

estimated that Clinton spent less than 25 percent of his time on foreign affairs, unlike 

Bush who had spent 75 percent of his time on foreign policy (Gergen 2002)” 

The author further says that “Despite his emphasis on domestic policy, Clinton soon 

found that there was no escape from the world outside.” 

“Many critics, however, saw Clinton’s foreign policy as lacking in strategic focus and 

essentially reactive. Former Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, charged the 

President with intermittent attention to foreign affairs and pursuing ‘‘band aid 

diplomacy.’’ Republican Senator John McCain complained that Clinton had no 

conceptual vision for US foreign policy. One critic alleged that Clinton had missed a 

‘‘magnificent historical opportunity to mold a new international order’’11 

In a nutshell, a combination of global uncertainty, the well-organized and influential 
activities of the Armenian diaspora, and the cautious approach of US policymakers, 
shaped by a “Russia-first” policy toward the South Caucasus, created favorable 
conditions for the adoption of anti-Azerbaijani documents.  

As a result, US foreign policy attention focused primarily on the so-called “nuclear 
successor states” of the former Soviet Union (Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and 
Belarus), while the Caucasus and other Central Asian states received limited strategic 
consideration until 1994. This prioritization was reflected in President George H. W. 
Bush’s address to the United Nations General Assembly on September 21, 1992, in 
which he explicitly mentioned these nuclear states. Notably, Armenia was the only 
non-nuclear post-Soviet country mentioned in the speech, which further indicates 
the influence of the Armenian diaspora’s engagement with the Bush administration. 
12 

 

Long-Term Strategic Loss: How Section 907 Hindered US Engagement 

Azerbaijan spared no effort to repeal Section 907 and has consistently raised this 

issue in meetings with US officials. 

In February 1994, Senator John McCain held hearings on repealing the amendment, 

but his efforts to overturn the amendment were opposed by majority leader Senator 

George Mitchell from Maine. Senator Mitchell, whose major financier was an 

Armenian-American businessman Augustus “Gus” Barber, had strong “monetary” 

 
11 Fraser Cameron, “US Foreign Policy after the Cold War,” Second Edition, London and New York, Routledge 2025, 
2018, page 17-23 
12 https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-the-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-city 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-the-united-nations-general-assembly-new-york-city
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reasons to block an effort to repeal a pro-Armenian amendment. A year later, Senator 

David Pryor held hearings in a second, failed attempt to repeal the measure. Further 

attempts to repeal the measure failed in 1998 and 1999.13 

During his official visit to the US from July 27 to August 7, 1997, President Heydar 

Aliyev emphasized to President Bill Clinton and members of Congress the importance 

of repealing Section 907, which had negatively affected US-Azerbaijan relations. On 

August 1, Clinton assured Heydar Aliyev that US aid could be provided to Azerbaijan 

under certain conditions, after which Section 907’s repeal would be reconsidered. 14 

Similarly, in 2000, during his visit to the United States, President Heydar Aliyev met 

with US Secretary of Defense William Cohen to discuss military cooperation, which 

had largely been restricted by Section 907. Cohen stated that he would raise this 

matter before Congress in order to find ways to bypass Section 907 and create better 

opportunities for strengthening security cooperation between the two countries. 15 

However, all attempts ultimately reached a dead end, and the two major Armenian-

American organizations, including the Armenian Assembly of America and the 

Armenian National Committee of America hindered these efforts. 

In 1997, State Department Spokesman James Rubin admitted that the complete ban 

on aid to Azerbaijan hindered U.S. policy in the Caucasus and had “tied America’s 

hands in its ability to promote peace in the region.”16 

Senators, such as Richard Lugar, Terry Sanford, Nancy Kassebaum, and Mitch 

McConnel expressed their concerns during the discussions of 907: “By imposing 

sanctions against a specific country in the former Soviet Union, this amendment 

would establish a potentially dangerous precedent of choosing sides in conflicts which 

have deep historical roots. Indeed, we fear that this amendment would be an 

invitation to consider other such provisions in which the United States is asked to side 

with one state, nationality group, or religious entity, against another state, 

nationality, or other religious body within the former USSR. That would be 

unfortunate. We simply do not believe that the provision will have any positive effect 

on resolving the conflict.”17 

 
13 Raoul Lowery Contreras, “The Armenian Lobby & U.S. Foreign Policy”, Berkeley Press, 2017, Page 60 
14 “Heydar Aliyev Heritage” International Online Library 

https://lib.aliyevheritage.org/en/3711428.html 
15 “Heydar Aliyev Heritage” International Online Library 

https://lib.aliyevheritage.org/en/3711428.html  
16 “Azerbaijan-U.S. Relations: Charting A New Course for Strategic Partnership” AIR Center, Baku-2025, page 18 
https://aircenter.az/uploads/kcVSmGvDeO0J.pdf  
17 Raoul Lowery Contreras, “The Armenian Lobby & U.S. Foreign Policy”, Berkeley Press, 2017, Page 59 

https://lib.aliyevheritage.org/en/3711428.html
https://lib.aliyevheritage.org/en/3711428.html
https://aircenter.az/uploads/kcVSmGvDeO0J.pdf
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As the years passed, US administrations acknowledged the miscalculations in earlier 

policy decisions. In 1999, the Silk Road Strategy Act was adopted, amending the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to authorize specified assistance to the South 

Caucasus and Central Asian nations. The Act viewed the South Caucasus and Central 

Asia as parts of a single strategic region.18 It emphasized an active US role in energy, 

transportation, and trade, and reflected a comprehensive and inclusive approach 

aimed at strengthening the region. In the wide sense, the act intended to assert 

control over the regions in order to prevent Russia, China and Iran from dominating 

it. 

The first sentence of the Act draws particular attention: “The Silk Road Strategy Act 

is necessitated by the failure of current U.S. policy and assistance laws to resolve 

regional conflicts or effectively advance American interests in the South Caucasus 

and Central Asia.” 

One important point is that the document amends the Freedom Support Act by 

allowing the restriction on assistance to Azerbaijan to be waived if the President 

certifies to Congress that maintaining such a restriction would not be in the national 

interest of the United States.  

The moral and underlying logic of the Silk Road Strategy Act stood in clear contrast 

to Section 907. Even if not stated directly, it recognized that Section 907 was at odds 

with US interests.  

A major limitation of it is that the Silk Road Strategy Act of 1999 was more 

aspirational than operational. While it outlined an ambitious vision, a lack of political 

will, insufficient funding, legal contradictions, and shifting strategic priorities 

prevented its full implementation. 

As expected, the Silk Road Strategy Act has garnered support from every government 

in the South Caucasus and Central Asia, with the notable exception of Armenia.  

About a decade after this initiative, in 2011, then US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 

proposed the development of a New Silk Road, a trade and investment program to 

rebuild Afghanistan’s economy after the US troop withdrawal. At the time, neighbors 

like China were enthusiastic, but a few months later, then US Special Representative 

for Afghanistan and Pakistan Marc Grossman received an unusual request from 

Beijing. “My counterpart in the Chinese government came to me and said, you can’t 

use the term New Silk Road — that’s our term,” Grossman told me. “What would you 

 
18 US Congress, S.579- Silk Road Strategy Act of 1999  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/106th-congress/senate-bill/579/text 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/106th-congress/senate-bill/579/text
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like us to call it,” he asked. The Chinese diplomat said, “You can call it historic trade 

routes.” The US conceded and thus ended America’s brief dalliance with reviving the 

Silk Road. 

The rationale behind China’s objection became clear a year later when newly installed 

President Xi Jinping launched with fanfare an ambitious New Silk Road project on land 

and sea. Later dubbed “One Belt, One Road,” the massive strategic infrastructure 

project aims to connect 60 countries spanning four continents. 19 

Thus, the United States left a regional connectivity vacuum, which China filled 

through the Belt and Road Initiative, advancing its strategic and economic interests. 

Washington’s limited understanding of the South Caucasus nations, combined with 

the influence of the Armenian Caucus and certain biases, has hindered Washington 

from taking a proactive and comprehensive approach to the region. In the early 

1990s, US policy was largely pro-Armenian.  

Despite this problem, the US promoted important energy projects in Azerbaijan and 

supported the construction of vital energy pipelines – oil and gas ones stretching 

from Azerbaijan through Georgia to Türkiye – Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan and Baku-Tbilisi-

Erzurum subsequently. It manifested that the influence of the Armenian lobby 

occasionally was permitted or sidelined depending on the core US national interests. 

Azerbaijan’s gradual development and ambitious projects that significantly advanced 

its position, did not go unnoticed by US policymakers. This in turn increased 

contradictions and hesitations between Congress and the executive branch.  

On the other hand, by allocating large amounts of money to Armenia, the US 

contributed to the growth of illegal activities in the region.  

According to 2016 Report prepared by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Azerbaijan, 

Armenia is the only donor of financial and credit resources to the subordinate 

separatist regime. Annual subsidies from the Government of Armenia covered 52 

percent (45 billion Armenian drams) of spending of the separatist regime in 2015. In 

addition, since 1993 Armenia has provided state loans to fund the separatist regime 

and the illegal activities in the occupied territories. On 16 April 2015, the Government 

of Armenia approved another loan of $20 million.20 

 
19 Nayan Chanda, “The Silk Road: Old and New” 

  https://www.globalasia.org/v10no3/cover/the-silk-road-old-and-new_nayan-chanda  

 

20 Illegal Economic And Other Activities In The Occupied Territories Of Azerbaijan, Report By The MFA of 
Azerbaijan, 2016, page 20 https://geneva.mfa.gov.az/files/MFA_Report_on_the_occupied_territories_1.pdf   

https://www.globalasia.org/v10no3/cover/the-silk-road-old-and-new_nayan-chanda
https://geneva.mfa.gov.az/files/MFA_Report_on_the_occupied_territories_1.pdf
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In Washington, it should have been considered that funds allocated to Armenia could 
end up in areas where international law is not effectively applied, increasing the risk 
of misuse and illegal activities. Moreover, the ANCA urged Congress and the 
Administration to support “Nagorno-Karabakh” for Fiscal Years (FY) 2016, 2017, and 
2018: 

• Fiscal Year 2016: At least $5 million in U.S. developmental aid to Nagorno-
Karabakh. 

• Fiscal Year 2017: At least $5 million in aid to Nagorno-Karabakh for 
humanitarian and developmental programs. 

• Fiscal Year 2018: At least $8 million in U.S. developmental aid to Artsakh 
(Nagorno-Karabakh).21 

These funds were intended for an illegal entity. Additionally, more than $100 million 
were envisaged during these years for the Armenian government itself, which acted 
as the primary sponsor of its puppet regime established in Azerbaijan’s Karabakh 
region. 

MFA’s 2016 Report list include the following illegal activities in the occupied lands of 
Azerbaijan: 

1. Implantation of settlers from Armenia and abroad in the occupied territories. 
2. Extensive changes to social, economic, and transport infrastructure that 

support illegal control. 
3. Providing products, investments, technology, heavy machinery, and services 

that facilitate illegal economic activities. 
4. Exporting and selling goods unlawfully produced in the occupied territories. 
5. Extensive exploitation of agricultural and water resources without legal 

authority. 
6. Systematic pillaging, exploitation, and illicit trade of assets, natural resources, 

and other forms of wealth. 
7. Economic and financial profiteering by Armenia from the armed conflict and 

military occupation. 
8. Cutting of rare tree species for timber and other environmental damage. 
9. Archaeological excavations, embezzlement of artefacts, and altering the 

cultural character of the occupied territories. 

 
21 Fatih Aydogan, “The Influence of The Armenian Diaspora on The American Foreign Policy”, University of South 
Florida, 2018, page 93 
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etdhttps://digitalcommons.usf.edu/c
gi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd 

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8666&context=etd
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10. Promoting the occupied territories as a ‘tourist destination’ under illegal 
control. 

Despite the aforementioned facts and 30 years of Armenian aggression, US financial 

aid to both countries has reflected a disproportionate and unfair approach. According 

to the United States Department of State Office of the Coordinator of U.S. Assistance 

to Europe, Eurasia, and Central Asia (ACE) Foreign Assistance Fact Sheet, June 2021, 

USG assistance to Azerbaijan since 1992, constituted over $1.5 billion. 22 

Similarly, according to the United States Department of State Office of the 

Coordinator of U.S. Assistance to Europe, Eurasia, and Central Asia (ACE) Foreign 

Assistance Fact Sheet, June 2021 USG assistance to Armenia since 1992, constituted 

over $2.9 billion. 23 

The big difference says it all. Despite this imbalance, Azerbaijan managed to prosper 

thanks to its natural resources and a carefully calibrated foreign policy strategy. 

Meanwhile, the US inaction allowed its rival, Russia, to strengthen its influence 

through Armenia, which occupied one-fifth of Azerbaijan’s territory for nearly 30 

years. During this time, the Armenian state caused extensive destruction of physical 

infrastructure, disrupted economic and social networks, sabotaged supply chains, 

and engaged in the illegal exploitation and pillaging of natural resources, which were 

in direct contradiction to the objectives and principles outlined in the Freedom 

Support Act. 

Another question is why members of Congress are lobbying for a pro-Russian 

separatist republic. Adam Schiff, along with Representatives Frank Pallone and Jackie 

Speier, pushed Congress to provide $50 million of U.S. taxpayer money to ‘Artsakh,’ 

originally Azerbaijan’s Karabakh region, which the U.S. recognizes as part of 

Azerbaijan. In his article, Saul Anuzis rightfully poses this question. The author 

criticizes the congressmen’s actions as hypocritical, since these lawmakers previously 

accused Trump of being too close to Russia, yet here they are supporting a region 

aligned with Russia.24 

As a result, prioritizing lobby group interests cost the US more than one could 

imagine. As Samuel P. Huntington stated in his essay, “The Erosion of American 

 
22 US Department of State https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Azerbaijan_FY-2020-Country-
Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf  
23 US Department of State  https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Armenia_FY-2020-Country-
Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf  

24 Saul Anuzis, “Anuzis: Why are members of Congress lobbying for a pro-Russian separatist republic? 

https://www.bostonherald.com/2022/04/03/anuzis-why-are-members-of-congress-lobbying-for-a-pro-russian-
separatist-republic/  

https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Azerbaijan_FY-2020-Country-Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Azerbaijan_FY-2020-Country-Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Armenia_FY-2020-Country-Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Armenia_FY-2020-Country-Assistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://www.bostonherald.com/2022/04/03/anuzis-why-are-members-of-congress-lobbying-for-a-pro-russian-separatist-republic/
https://www.bostonherald.com/2022/04/03/anuzis-why-are-members-of-congress-lobbying-for-a-pro-russian-separatist-republic/
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National Interests” (1997), ethnic lobbies are entities that seek to promote goals 

outside the national interest of the United States. Thus, they are a threat to the will 

of the people, ultimately negating the foreign policy goals of the United States.25 

 

Repeal of Section 907: How Realistic is it? 

After the September 11, 2001 attacks, Azerbaijan’s geopolitical importance to the US 

increased dramatically.  On January 25, 2002, President Bush waived Section 907 of 

the Freedom Support Act for 2002, thereby lifting restrictions on United States 

Government Assistance to the Government of Azerbaijan. And every president has 

repeated this action on an annual basis until President Joseph Biden.  

“Although the Bush administration did pull back aspects of Section 907, the ANCA, 

however, continues its efforts in minimizing the rollback of Section 907. While some 

ground has been lost in terms of the impact of Section 907, one must still consider the 

achievements of the Armenian-American ethnic groups. It is important to consider 

that during the 2000s, although the Bush administration poked holes in Section 907, 

it did increase aid both in military and financial assistance to Armenia. Armenia’s per 

capita assistance ranks in the top ten of all nations as of 2004.”26 

Azerbaijan’s unconditional support has been crucial in overcoming these challenges. 

In the 2016 Waiver statement, Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs Thomas 

Shannon determined the waiver was necessary on several grounds: to support United 

States efforts to counter international terrorism, to support the operational readiness 

of US and coalition forces to counter international terrorism, to protect Azerbaijan’s 

border security. 27 

From this period until the early 2020s, ANCA’s attempts to block the waiver were 

unsuccessful. Presidential waivers continued under successive presidents until 2024, 

when the Biden administration halted the annual waiver of Section 907. 

“Because America needed Azerbaijan in its operations in Afghanistan – in terms of 

transport, logistics and other issues. Unfortunately, however, after the end of the 

American mission in Afghanistan – we all remember how it ended, and this can be 

 
25 Harry H. Terzian, “Case Study: Armenian and Cuban Ethnic Interest Groups in American Foreign Policy”, 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, December 2018, page 153, 
https://oasis.library.unlv.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4533&context=thesesdissertations 
26 Harry H. Terzian, “Case Study: Armenian and Cuban Ethnic Interest Groups in American Foreign Policy”, 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, December 2018, pages 82-83, 
https://oasis.library.unlv.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4533&context=thesesdissertations 
27 Raoul Lowery Contreras, “The Armenian Lobby & U.S. Foreign Policy”, Berkeley Press, 2017, Page 62-63 
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regarded as yet another disgrace of the Biden-Blinken administration, their chaotic 

escape from Afghanistan and the fact that they left their close allies there to the 

mercy of fate – the Biden administration stopped waiving this section. In other 

words, they no longer needed Azerbaijan, the mission in Afghanistan was over, and 

so this section was reintroduced,” President Ilham Aliyev stated in an interview 

with local TV channels in January 2026.28 

While Azerbaijan’s importance was not limited solely to its logistical and 

peacekeeping support in Afghanistan, the Biden administration sacrificed long-term 

strategic considerations in its relations with Azerbaijan in favor of Armenian lobby 

interests. By 2024, Azerbaijan had expanded its regional influence through active 

engagement with Central Asian countries and played a crucial role in shaping regional 

dynamics. Azerbaijan had also consolidated the outcomes of the liberation of its 

lands and established full control over all of its sovereign territories, indicating that 

new geopolitical realities have emerged in the South Caucasus. 

Things began to change after Donald Trump took office in 2025. The significance of 

the progress achieved in Washington on August 8, including the initialing of the peace 

treaty between Armenia and Azerbaijan, the Memorandum of Understanding on the 

establishment of a Strategic Working Group to develop a Charter on Strategic 

Partnership, high-level contacts between heads of state, and participation in the 

Board of Peace in January 2026, demonstrated that the United States views 

Azerbaijan not merely as an energy partner, but as a strategic partner across multiple 

sectors. 

Therefore, in the post-44-day war period, and especially following the Washington 

summit, the relevance of Section 907 has significantly diminished. This shift is not 

forced, but rather the natural evolution of regional political and strategic dynamics. 

• Firstly, the current geopolitical realities in the South Caucasus are settled. 
Unlike the post-Cold War period, the United States no longer faces uncertainty 
that would justify refraining from active engagement in the region. The conflict 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan has been resolved, both Azerbaijan and 
Armenia have initialed a peace treaty. In practice, Azerbaijan has 
demonstrated its goodwill toward partnership, including the shipment of oil 
and oil products to Armenia. All of this highlights the growing irrelevance of 
Section 907. Even the provisions of the Freedom Support Act no longer 
correspond to current geopolitical realities, as the countries concerned, are no 
longer newly independent states. Azerbaijan, in particular, has long become a 

 
28 “Ilham Aliyev’s Interview to Local TV Channels”, https://president.az/en/articles/view/71213  
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donor country. Moreover, with the launch of the TRIPP corridor, the region is 
poised to unlock its full potential for cooperation. Therefore, even the title 
“Freedom Support Act” in this context appears outdated and needs 
reconsideration, or repeal. 

• Secondly, during J. D. Vance’s visit to Azerbaijan on February 10, the United 
States and Azerbaijan signed a Charter on Strategic Partnership, in which the 
parties reaffirm their mutual support for sovereignty and territorial integrity 
and commit to strengthening their strategic partnership. The cooperation 
focuses on improving (1) regional connectivity through energy, transport, and 
digital projects; (2) expanding trade, investment, and AI collaboration; (3) 
enhancing energy security; and (4) deepening security cooperation in defense, 
counterterrorism, cybersecurity, and de-mining. The partnership will be 
implemented through joint working groups and regular dialogue. Vice-
President J.D. Vance stressed that “partnership of the United States and 
Azerbaijan will lead to greater peace and prosperity in the region”.29 

• Thirdly, maintaining Section 907 can damage the United States’ international 
reputation, which is of utmost importance to both Democrats and 
Republicans. If the US wants to preserve a balanced, neutral, and forward-
looking engagement, it must repeal this Section. Taking into consideration the 
previous experiences, the US must maintain the credibility of its commitments 
to avoid harmful lobby influences in the future. 

• Clearly, diasporas and lobby groups will never lose their influence and leverage 
over US administrations and Congress. They will always be an integral part of 
the system. However, US authorities should ensure that this influence plays a 
complementary role rather than a disruptive one. In ANCA’s case, this 
influence manifests itself in a symbiotic, more precisely, parasitic manner. Its 
policies go against the US’s core interests. ANCA opposed the Pashinyan 
government, and supported pro-Russian candidate Robert Kocharyan in 
Armenia’s June 2021 parliamentary elections.30  

• Finally, the geopolitical shift in the South Caucasus and Central Asia since 2020 
has opened the way for regional countries to diversify their alliances and 
pursue independent strategies, which present a unique opportunity for the 
United States that should not be missed. As Kamran Bokhari, Senior Director 
at the New Lines Institute, states in his article, “Within this emerging 
architecture, Azerbaijan serves as the principal connector linking the South 
Caucasus, Central Asia, and the broader Indo-Pacific basin.”31 

 
29 Azertag, “JD Vance: That is an amazing testament to President Ilham Aliyev's leadership”, 

https://azertag.az/en/xeber/jd_vance_that_is_an_amazing_testament_to_president_ilham_aliyev_039s_leadershi

p-4013707  
30 Aze.media “Overcoming the Armenian diaspora’s irredentist legacy”,  
https://aze.media/overcoming-the-armenian-diasporas-irredentist-legacy/  
31 Kamran Bokhari, “The Great Eurasian Realignment: Russia Weakens, America Advances 

https://azertag.az/en/xeber/jd_vance_that_is_an_amazing_testament_to_president_ilham_aliyev_039s_leadership-4013707
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Conclusion 

Section 907 of the Freedom Support Act, founded on bias and disinformation, lacks 

any political, legal, economic, or moral justification. There are no conflicting parties, 

as the former adversaries are now engaged in constructive peace negotiations. 

Therefore, in a system guided by strategic national interests, US policymakers should 

ensure that narrow, hate-driven initiatives by the Armenian diaspora do not interfere 

with the ongoing normalization efforts in the South Caucasus. 
 

Author: Turbat Baghirova, press officer at the Center of Analysis of International 

Relations (AIR Center) 
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