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A Response to the Carnegie Endowment’s Russia and Eurasia Center 

article “Azerbaijan’s ‘Neither War Nor Peace’ Strategy Is Limiting 

Rapprochement with Armenia”  

 

         On January 7, an article titled “Azerbaijan’s ‘Neither War Nor Peace’ 

Strategy Is Limiting Rapprochement with Armenia” by Bashir Kitachaev was 

published on the website of the Carnegie Endowment’s Russia and Eurasia Center 

(hereinafter, the Carnegie).1  

 Unfortunately, it is not the first time the Carnegie has promoted a one-sided 

view of Armenia–Azerbaijan relations, whether during the period of active conflict or 

in the context of the current peace process. The Carnegie’s ideological rigidity has 

impeded a balanced assessment of developments between Armenia and 

Azerbaijan. A review of several op-eds and research publications, such as 

“Azerbaijani Control of Nagorno-Karabakh Will Not Stop the Conflict in the South 

Caucasus” by Vladimir Solovyov and a number of diatribes by Anna Ohanyan, 

demonstrate that some of these assessments and predictions have not been borne 

out by subsequent developments. Despite this record, the Carnegie has declined to 

engage in substantive dialogue on these issues, including in response to outreach 

efforts by the AIR Center.    

In the same vein, the article in question advances the dubious argument that 

Azerbaijan has deliberately adopted an ambiguous post-conflict strategy, formally 

promoting peace while sustaining adversarial narratives toward Armenia for 

domestic political purposes. A closer examination, however, suggests that this 

interpretation rests on a selective reading of recent developments and an incomplete 

assessment of the legal, historical, and structural realities shaping the former 

Armenia–Azerbaijan conflict and the ongoing peace process between them. This 

response contends that the article minimizes tangible progress achieved since the 

end of the conflict following the liberation of the occupied Azerbaijani territories in 

2020 and 2023, misrepresents Azerbaijan’s postwar policies, and evaluates domestic 

discourse without adequate consideration of the conflict’s long-term social and 

institutional legacy.         

       The year 2025 marked a series of milestone developments in the peace 

process between Azerbaijan and Armenia, creating a realistic foundation for long-

term stability in the South Caucasus. The first major breakthrough occurred on March 

 
1Kitachaev, B., “Azerbaijan’s ‘Neither War Nor Peace’ Strategy Is Limiting Rapprochement with Armenia”, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, January 7, 2026, Available at: 
https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/politika/2025/12/azerbaijan-political-strategy?lang=en (Accessed: 
January 12, 2026).  

https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/politika/2025/12/azerbaijan-political-strategy?lang=en
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13, when the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of both countries announced the 

completion of negotiations on the text of the Treaty on the Establishment of Peace 

and Inter-State Relations.2 Comprising a preamble and 17 articles, the draft treaty 

reflects core principles of international law, outlines the conditions for conflict 

termination, and establishes a framework for future bilateral cooperation. A second 

significant development followed on August 8 in Washington, where, with the 

facilitation of U.S. President Donald Trump, Azerbaijan and Armenia signed the 

Washington Peace Declaration.3  Through this declaration, both sides reaffirmed 

their commitment to the peace agenda, expressed readiness to remove the remnants 

of the past conflict, and signaled the opening of a new phase of normalization. During 

the same meeting, the parties initialed the peace treaty text and jointly called for the 

dissolution of the OSCE Minsk Group, whose mediation efforts had failed to resolve 

the conflict. The declaration also emphasized the reopening of regional 

communication lines, including the Zangezur corridor, also referred to as the TRIPP 

Corridor (Trump Route for International Peace and Prosperity) as a key element in 

advancing sustainable peace between the two countries. 

      As emphasized in the Washington Declaration, the transition from negotiated 

texts to a durable peace requires further practical steps leading to the signing and 

ratification of the agreement. From Baku’s perspective, achieving sustainable peace 

necessitates addressing the institutional remnants of the past conflict, an approach 

reflected in Azerbaijan’s call for constitutional amendments in Armenia that would 

eliminate references implying territorial claims. This understanding has been 

reflected in ongoing diplomatic and technical engagement. In this context, officials 

from both countries recently met in Gabala, Azerbaijan to discuss further steps on 

border delimitation and demarcation. Azerbaijan and Armenia have also agreed to 

pursue confidence-building measures, including reciprocal visits by representatives 

of civil society, as part of efforts to foster normalization. In practical terms, 

Azerbaijan has authorized the transit of Kazakhstani and Russian grain through its 

territory to Armenia, an arrangement that did not exist during the three decades 

of conflict. In a further unprecedented step, Baku recently facilitated the delivery 

 
2 Mfa.gov.az, “Statement on the Conclusion of the Negotiations on the Text of the Draft Agreement on Peace and the 
Establishment of Interstate Relations between Azerbaijan and Armenia”, Press Release, March 13, 2025, Available at: 
https://mfa.gov.az/en/news/no10525 (Accessed: January 10, 2026).  
3State.gov, “Joint Declaration between the Republic of Azerbaijan and the Republic of Armenia”, August 8, 2025, 
Available at: https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/2025JointDeclaration.AzerbaijanArmenia.pdf  
(Accessed: January 12, 2026).  

https://mfa.gov.az/en/news/no10525
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/2025JointDeclaration.AzerbaijanArmenia.pdf
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of petroleum products to Armenia via Georgia, signaling a readiness to advance 

normalization through concrete, confidence-enhancing actions.4  

       Despite these positive developments, several analytical narratives 

continue to approach Azerbaijan’s postwar policy with skepticism. One such 

interpretation is advanced in the article by Bashir Kitachaev, which examines 

Azerbaijan’s post-conflict approach and argues that Baku has deliberately adopted 

an intermediate position by formally promoting a peace agenda while simultaneously 

sustaining narratives of hostility. According to this reading, such an approach allows 

the Azerbaijani leadership to benefit from stability and international legitimacy 

without engaging in deeper reconciliation that could potentially weaken internal 

political cohesion. Peace, in this interpretation, is therefore presented not as a 

terminal objective, but as a managed condition that coexists with the continued 

construction of an external adversary.5    

     The central claim that Azerbaijan deliberately seeks a condition of “neither 

peace nor war” rests on an analytically problematic assumption: that peace is 

primarily a moral or rhetorical transformation rather than a strategic and legal 

process. By treating internal discourse as decisive evidence of external intent, this 

interpretation conflates statecraft with social psychology and underestimates the 

historical, security and regional conditions under which post-conflict transitions 

typically unfold. The article attributes the persistence of adversarial narratives in 

Azerbaijani society primarily to deliberate political mobilization, yet it gives limited 

attention to the historical origins of these attitudes. In practice, residual distrust 

toward Armenia in parts of Azerbaijani society is closely linked to the experience 

of the First Karabakh War, during which Armenian forces occupied roughly 20 

percent of Azerbaijan’s internationally recognized territory and displaced more 

than 700,000 people. Despite repeated demands by international institutions, 

including binding UN Security Council resolutions, calling for the withdrawal of 

occupying forces, the situation remained unchanged for nearly three decades. The 

conflict was also marked by episodes of ethnically targeted mass violence against 

Azerbaijani civilians, including in Khojaly, Aghdaban, and Bashlibel, which continue to 

shape collective memory and societal perceptions. These factors provide important 

context for understanding the persistence of post-conflict narratives and cannot be 

analytically separated from discussions of Azerbaijan’s internal discourse. It is also 

 
4Reuters.com, “Azerbaijan Sends First Gasoline Shipment to Armenia After Decades of War”, December 18, 2025, 
Available at: https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/azerbaijan-sends-first-gasoline-shipment-armenia-after-
decades-war-2025-12-18/ (Accessed: January 11, 2026). 
5Китачаев, Б., “Эпоха мира, но с врагом. Почему Азербайджан не хочет ни мира, ни войны с Арменией”, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, December 19, 2025, Available at: https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-
eurasia/politika/2025/12/azerbaijan-political-strategy?lang=ru (Accessed: January 12, 2026). 

https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/azerbaijan-sends-first-gasoline-shipment-armenia-after-decades-war-2025-12-18/
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/azerbaijan-sends-first-gasoline-shipment-armenia-after-decades-war-2025-12-18/
https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/politika/2025/12/azerbaijan-political-strategy?lang=ru
https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/politika/2025/12/azerbaijan-political-strategy?lang=ru
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worth noting that legislative bodies in a number of countries, including Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Honduras, Jordan, Mexico, Pakistan, 

Panama, Peru, Romania, and Sudan, as well as in more than ten U.S. states, have 

adopted parliamentary resolutions recognizing the Khojaly tragedy.6 In addition to 

the occupation and large-scale displacement, the conflict was accompanied by 

extensive destruction of Azerbaijani towns and villages, including damage to 

mosques and historical and cultural sites in Karabakh and the surrounding regions, 

contributing to the erosion of Azerbaijani cultural heritage. 

      Returning to the article’s treatment of domestic rhetoric, the analysis focuses 

on manifestations of anti-Armenian discourse in Azerbaijan while largely abstracting 

them from their historical context, including the violence, displacement, and 

destruction associated with the First Karabakh War and the prolonged experience of 

displacement faced by Azerbaijani internally displaced persons. At the same time, the 

article pays little attention to parallel dynamics within Armenian society, where anti-

Azerbaijani sentiment has also been present in political discourse, public debate, 

educational materials, and social media.7 This asymmetrical analytical focus narrows 

the scope of the assessment and risks presenting post-conflict narratives in isolation 

from the reciprocal nature of societal attitudes shaped by decades of confrontation. 

Building on this logic, the article implicitly suggests that Azerbaijan cultivates enmity 

toward Armenia as a means of preserving political authority. Such a reading, 

however, relies on a narrow analytical frame that gives insufficient consideration to 

the historical context of mass violence and displacement experienced by Azerbaijanis 

during the First Karabakh War, while also overlooking contemporary internal political 

dynamics in Armenia, including widespread crackdowns on opposition figures, 

members of the clergy, and other societal actors.8  This interpretation reflects a 

selective analytical focus that underplays parallel dynamics within Armenian political 

discourse. More broadly, the suggestion that the Azerbaijani leadership relies on 

anti-Armenian resentment as a primary source of legitimacy reduces a complex 

governance structure to a single explanatory variable. While the trauma of the First 

Karabakh War undeniably played a mobilizing role in earlier periods, Azerbaijan’s 

contemporary sources of legitimacy are more diverse and rest largely on economic 

 
6 Un.mfa.gov.az, “International Recognition of The Khojaly Genocide”, 26 February, 2016, Available at: 
https://un.mfa.gov.az/en/news/xocali-soyqiriminin-beynelxalq-taninmasi (Accessed: January 10, 2026). 
7 Aircenter.az, Azerbaijanophobia in Armenia: hostility in the prewar and post-war discourse of Armenians, analysis, 
May, 2021, Available at: https://aircenter.az/uploads/files/hate%20speech%20english.pdf  (Accessed: January 10, 
2026).         
8Minoyan, H., “Crackdown Intensifies Ahead of Pashinyan-Aliyev Talks in Abu Dhabi”, Armenian Weekly, July 9, 2025, 
Available at: https://armenianweekly.com/2025/07/09/crackdown-intensifies-ahead-of-pashinyan-aliyev-talks-in-
abu-dhabi/ (Accessed: January 10, 2026).  

https://un.mfa.gov.az/en/news/xocali-soyqiriminin-beynelxalq-taninmasi
https://aircenter.az/uploads/files/hate%20speech%20english.pdf
https://aircenter.az/uploads/files/hate%20speech%20english.pdf
https://armenianweekly.com/2025/07/09/crackdown-intensifies-ahead-of-pashinyan-aliyev-talks-in-abu-dhabi/
https://armenianweekly.com/2025/07/09/crackdown-intensifies-ahead-of-pashinyan-aliyev-talks-in-abu-dhabi/
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performance, a multi-vector foreign policy, energy diplomacy, and its role in regional 

connectivity. 

       In a subsequent section, the article suggests that references by Azerbaijani 

officials to “historical Azerbaijani territories” imply ongoing territorial claims against 

Armenia. However, Azerbaijan’s official position, repeatedly articulated by 

President Ilham Aliyev, has been that the conflict is over and that Baku does not 

maintain territorial claims against Armenia. 9  Following the restoration of its 

territorial integrity, Azerbaijan has framed its postwar policy around opening a new 

chapter of peace and has consistently promoted normalization initiatives. These 

efforts have included steps to expand political and economic engagement, facilitate 

the transit of grain and petroleum products through Azerbaijani territory, and 

support meetings between representatives of civil society as confidence-building 

measures. At the same time, a core concern for Azerbaijan remains the fate of more 

than 250,000 Azerbaijanis who were forcibly deported from the Armenian SSR 

between 1988 and 1992. International legal instruments, including the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights, the Geneva Conventions, the European Convention on 

Human Rights, the Refugee Convention, and the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights, affirm the right of return, and Azerbaijan has indicated its readiness 

to support the realization of these rights within a broader peace framework.  

    Finally, the article once again advances a biased argument suggesting that 

Azerbaijan is not in a hurry to advance the peace process and, on the contrary, seeks 

to prolong it as much as possible. Such a claim does not reflect reality. Despite having 

been the party subjected to occupation for many years, it was Azerbaijan that 

initiated the peace process after the Second Karabakh War by proposing five peace 

principles fully consistent with international law.10 However, the mere signing of an 

agreement does not always lead to lasting peace between the countries. The Tartu 

Treaty, signed in 1920 between the Soviet Union and Finland, the Briand-Kellogg Pact 

(1928), and other agreements illustrate that specific political, economic, legal, and 

social conditions must also be satisfied to achieve enduring peace. For instance, the 

peace established between France and Germany, which had been adversaries for 

nearly a century and were on opposing sides during World War II, was only formalized 

 
9Apa.az, “President: We Do Not Have Any Territorial Claims to Armenia and Don’t Want Them to Have Any Territorial 
Claims to Azerbaijan”, APA, August 2, 2023, Available at: 
https://en.apa.az/official-news/president-we-do-not-have-any-territorial-claims-to-armenia-and-dont-want-them-to-
have-any-territorial-claims-to-azerbaijan-408850 (Accessed: January 10, 2026). 
10Aa.com.tr, “Analysis: Azerbaijan, Armenia Take Important Steps for Ultimate Peace”, April 10, 2022, Available at: 
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/analysis/analysis-azerbaijan-armenia-take-important-steps-for-ultimate-peace/2559367 
(Accessed: January 11, 2026).  

https://en.apa.az/official-news/president-we-do-not-have-any-territorial-claims-to-armenia-and-dont-want-them-to-have-any-territorial-claims-to-azerbaijan-408850
https://en.apa.az/official-news/president-we-do-not-have-any-territorial-claims-to-armenia-and-dont-want-them-to-have-any-territorial-claims-to-azerbaijan-408850
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/analysis/analysis-azerbaijan-armenia-take-important-steps-for-ultimate-peace/2559367


7 
 

with the signing of the Élysée Treaty in 1963.11 By that time, however, numerous 

initiatives had already been implemented to foster mutual trust and institutional 

cooperation between the two countries. Against this background, Azerbaijan’s 

position following the conclusion of negotiations on the text of the peace treaty 

should be understood as an effort to remove the remaining vestiges of the past 

conflict. This approach included calls for amendments to Armenia’s constitution, 

which still contains references implying territorial claims against Azerbaijan, as well 

as for the disbandment of the OSCE Minsk Group, whose mandate had become 

obsolete after the resolution of the conflict. Notably, the Minsk Group was effectively 

dissolved following a joint appeal by Baku and Yerevan during the signing of the 

Peace Declaration in Washington.12  

        With regard to constitutional issues, it should be emphasized that the 

presence of territorial claims in a state’s highest legal document and related 

normative acts poses a serious obstacle to achieving sustainable peace between 

the two countries. Historical precedent demonstrates that constitutional 

amendments have, in certain cases, served as instruments for improving bilateral 

relations and resolving long-standing disputes, as illustrated by the 1995 Belfast 

Agreement and the 2018 Prespa Agreement. In this context, it would be neither 

unprecedented nor unreasonable for Armenia to consider similar steps. The author 

further argues that the draft peace treaty explicitly stipulates that domestic 

legislation cannot serve as a basis for territorial claims, thereby effectively 

neutralizing the reference in the preamble of the Armenian Constitution to the 

Declaration of Independence, which mentions Karabakh. However, this 

interpretation overlooks a key legal reality: under Article 5 of the Armenian 

Constitution, the Constitution possesses the highest legal force within the national 

legal system. Consequently, international treaties do not enjoy supremacy over the 

Constitution, and in cases of conflict between an international agreement and 

constitutional provisions, the Constitution prevails. This legal hierarchy underscores 

why constitutional amendments remain a necessary element of a comprehensive 

and durable peace settlement.13 For this reason, Azerbaijan has called on Armenia 

to amend its constitution in order to ensure that future political authorities cannot 

 
11Zahidov, S., “Breaking the Gordian Knot: The Path to Sustainable Peace Between Azerbaijan and Armenia”, EU 
Reporter, March 27, 2025, Available at:https://www.eureporter.co/world/azerbaijan-world/2025/03/27/breaking-
the-gordian-knot-the-path-to-sustainable-peace-between-azerbaijan-and-armenia/ (Accessed: January 11, 2026).  
12Karimli, I., “OSCE Minsk Group Officially Dissolved Following Joint Appeal by Baku and Yerevan”, Caspian News, 
September 1, 2025, Available at: https://caspiannews.com/news-detail/osce-minsk-group-officially-dissolved-
following-joint-appeal-by-baku-and-yerevan-2025-9-1-0/ (Accessed: January 11, 2026). 
13ConstituteProject.org, “Constitution of the Republic of Armenia”, The Constitute Project, 2015, Available at: 
https://www.constituteproject.org/constitution/Armenia_2015 (Accessed: January 12, 2026). 

https://www.cvce.eu/en/obj/treaty_between_the_french_republic_and_the_federal_republic_of_germany_on_french_german_cooperation_22_january_1963-en-68956f73-75cb-4749-a6e2-344c8aad84ba.html
https://www.eureporter.co/world/azerbaijan-world/2025/03/27/breaking-the-gordian-knot-the-path-to-sustainable-peace-between-azerbaijan-and-armenia/
https://www.eureporter.co/world/azerbaijan-world/2025/03/27/breaking-the-gordian-knot-the-path-to-sustainable-peace-between-azerbaijan-and-armenia/
https://caspiannews.com/news-detail/osce-minsk-group-officially-dissolved-following-joint-appeal-by-baku-and-yerevan-2025-9-1-0/
https://caspiannews.com/news-detail/osce-minsk-group-officially-dissolved-following-joint-appeal-by-baku-and-yerevan-2025-9-1-0/
https://www.constituteproject.org/constitution/Armenia_2015
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advance territorial claims against Azerbaijan or undermine the peace treaty by 

invoking constitutional provisions. 

      It is worth noting that following the First Karabakh War, Azerbaijan 

engaged in nearly three decades of negotiations with Armenia in an effort to 

resolve the conflict through diplomatic means. However, Armenia’s persistent 

unwillingness to reach a compromise and withdraw from the occupied territories 

ultimately compelled Azerbaijan to resort to countermeasures to restore its 

territorial integrity. Although the Armenian occupation has since ended and direct 

violence has ceased, structural and cultural forms of violence continue to persist. 

These are manifested in territorial references embedded in Armenia’s constitution 

and other legal instruments, as well as in the growing discourse of revanchism 

directed against Azerbaijan. In his seminal work “What Is Peace Research?”, Johan 

Galtung distinguishes between negative and positive peace. Negative peace refers to 

the mere absence of direct violence and war, whereas positive peace denotes the 

elimination of structural and cultural violence that sustain conflictual relations. 

Galtung argues that negative peace alone is insufficient for achieving sustainable 

peace; rather, a genuine peace process must aim for positive peace through 

confidence-building measures, cooperation, and societal integration. He further 

emphasizes that lasting peace requires conditions such as development, cultural 

coexistence, and equality. 14  Viewed through this theoretical lens, Azerbaijan’s 

approach reflects not merely an interest in the rapid signing of a peace treaty, but a 

commitment to establishing the necessary prerequisites for durable peace and 

mutual trust in the region. Absent these foundations, a fast-tracked peace agreement 

risks remaining purely formal and fragile and may ultimately undermine rather than 

consolidate the peace process itself.  

 

 

 
14Ercoşkun, B., “On Galtung’s Approach to Peace Studies”, DergiPark, January 2021, Available at: 
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1282610 (Accessed: January 12, 2026). 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1282610

