Bunyck 113

ITOAITUYHI HAYKH

Tires

7. Huxosckast JI. W. I'paxkaaHckoe 00IIECTBO M MPOTECTBI: YTO 3a
HUMH CTOUT / MOHUTOPUHT 001ecTBeHHOro MHeHus. 2012. Ne 4 (110).
[Dnexrponnsiii pecypc]. — Pesxum nocryna: http://weiom.ru/fileadmin/
Monitoring/110/2012_110_01_nikolskaya.pdf

8. O Ge3omnacHocTH [DnekTpoHHbIH pecypc]: PenepanbHblii 3ak0H
ot 28 nmexabpst 2010 . Ne 390-®3. [DrekTpoHHBIH pecypc]. — Pexnm
nocrymna: http:/www.rg.ru/2010/12/29/bezopasnost-dok.html

9. PamukoB M. B. Be3zomacHocTh denoBeka: peasbHOCTh WIH
¢uxums? // Be3omacHOCTh dYeloBeKa B KOHTEKCTE MEXTyHAapOTHON
MOJUTUKU: BONPOCHl TEOPUM M IPAKTHKH: MAaTepHabl HAyYHOIO
cemuHapa. M.: M3x1. MockoBckoro yauepcureta, 2011. C. 30-44.

10. Crparerust HauuoHanbHOW Oe3omacHoct PO no 2020 roxa.
[Dnexrponnbiii pecype]. — Pexxum gocryma: http://www.scrf.gov.ru/
documents/99.html

References

1. Arbatov A.A., Belova M.A., Feygin V.I. Rossiyskie uglevo-
dorodyi i mirovyie ryinki / Rossiya v globalnoy politike. Ne 5, Sentyabr-
Oktyabr, 2005, [Elektronnyiy resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa: http:/www.
globalaffairs.ru/numbers/16/4797.html

2. Gornyiy M. B. Vzaimodeystvie nekommercheskih organizatsiy
i organov vlasti: sravnitelnyiy analiz zakonodatelstva / Zhurnal
issledovaniy sotsialnoy politiki. 2010. T. 9. Ne 2. S. 219-231.

3. Gulyutin A. Territoriya lobbistov / Novyie izvestiya,
11.03.2005. / [Elektronnyiy resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.
newizv.ru/economics/2005-03-11/21120-territorija-lobbistov.html

4. Krauch K. Postdemokratiya. M.: Izd. dom Gos. un-ta — Vyisshey
shkolyi ekonomiki, 2010. 192 s.

5. Lyubimov A. P. Istoriya lobbizma v Rossii. M.:
Liberalnaya missiya», 2005. 208 s.

6. Natsionalnaya bezopasnost Rossii v otsenkah ekspertov
(analiticheskiy otchet po rezultatam ekspertnogo oprosa). [Elektronnyiy
resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.vestnik.isras.ru/files/File/
Gorshkov_analit.otchot.pdf

7. Nikovskaya L. I. Grazhdanskoe obschestvo i protestyi: chto
za nimi stoit / Monitoring obschestvennogo mneniya. 2012. Ne 4 (110).
[Elektronnyiy resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa: http://wciom.ru/fileadmin/
Monitoring/110/2012_110 01 nikolskaya.pdf

8. O bezopasnosti [Elektronnyiy resurs]: Federalnyiy zakon ot 28
dekabrya 2010 g. Ne 390-FZ. [Elektronnyiy resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa:
http://www.rg.ru/2010/12/29/bezopasnost-dok.html

9. Radikov 1. V. Bezopasnost cheloveka: realnost ili fiktsiya? //
Bezopasnost cheloveka v kontekste mezhdunarodnoy politiki: voprosyi
teorii i praktiki: materialyi nauchnogo seminara. M.: Izd. Moskovskogo
universiteta, 2011. S. 30-44.

10. Strategiya natsionalnoy bezopasnosti RF do 2020 goda.
[Elektronnyiy resurs]. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.scrf.gov.ru/
documents/99.html

«Fond

Levenets S., post-graduate student of the department of development
of the political system, NISS, (Ukraine, Kyiv), s.levenets@ukr.net

The peculiarities of the impact of groups of interest on the
formation of Russia’s national security policy

The aim of this paper is to study and a brief analysis of the features of impact
that groups of interest have on Russia’s national security policy. The article stresses
the importance of national security for the modern states in the conditions of
transformations of a globalizing world, which actualize the need for an effective
functioning of national security system, meaning a formation of a proper national
security policy. Some attention is given to the peculiarities of modern Russia'’s
approach to defining and understanding of national security, the subjects of national
security, national interest and the threats for national security. The author analyses the
interconnection between national security and groups of interest to show their impact
on formation of national security in Russia.

Keywords: national security, national interest, the subjects of national security,
national security policy, groups of interest.
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Oco0eHHOCTH BJIMSIHUSI TPYII HHTEPeCcOB Ha (hopMHUpOBaHUeE
MOJIMTHKH HAIMOHATbHOH Ge3omacHocTH Poccuniickoii @enepanun

H&'lb}o OGHHOU  cmambu  SGISACMCs  UCCIe006aHUe U Kpamkuﬁ aHanus
ocobennocme 6 epynn pecos Ha ¢ (POBAHUE NONUMUKU HAYUOHATLHOU
bezonacnocmu 6 COBP&WEHH(H; Poccuiickotl d)ebepauuu Ommeuaemcesi 6aznNcHOCMb
HaYUOHANbHOT GE30NACHOCMUL Ol COBPEMEHHBIX 20CYOapCcms, Komopble HaX00amcs
6 ycnogusax mpancgopmayuil  en100anuzuUpyIOWeeocs Mupa, wmo obycrosiusaent
HeoOX0OUMOCIb  d(PheKkmusHo20  HYHKYUOHUPOBAHUS — CUCMEeMbl  HAYUOHATLHOL
68307!(1(,’H0(}mll, 0671/(,'4'106’,7146’11}{ 1[7up,tmpoeaﬂue coomeemcmeymmeﬁ NOIUMUKU 6
C(f)(_’[)e uat;b'ej‘onacuncmu. Pacc,\rtampusa/omwz KIIOUeeble 0CObeHHOCmU onpebaaeuml
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HAWUOHANbHOU 6e30nacHocmu, CyOvbekmos ee 006ecnedenus, yepo3 HayUOHAIbHOU
Oe3onacHocmu U NOHUMAHUE — HAYUOHANLHBIX — UHIMEPEco8 8 — COBPEMEHHOU
Poccuu. Ananusupyemcs 63aumocesizb.  Medlcoy HAYUOHANLHOU O€30NACHOCMbIO
U epynnamu uHmepecos, d MAKHce OCODEHHOCMU GIUAHUA ZPYNN  UHMEPecos
Ha  opmuposanue noaumuku Hayuoarehou Gesonacrocmu. Onpedensiiomcs
OCHOBHbIE MUNbL COBPEMEHHbIX POCCULCKUX 2PYRN UHMEPecos U UX CROCOOBHOCMb
GIUAMb HA  (PopMuUposaHue NOAUMUKU HAYuoHanbHou 6esonachocmu. Coenanvi
8b1600b1 00 OCOOEHHOCMAX NUAHUA 2PYNN UHMEPECO8 HA NONUMUKY HAYUOHATbHOLU
oezonacrnocmu PO.

Kniouesvie cnosa: nayuonanvnas 6e30nacHocms, HAYUOHANbHbIE UHMEPECHL,
CYOBeKmbl HAYUOHATLHOU GE30NACHOCIU, NOAUMUKA HAYUOHATLHOU Oe30nacHOC,
2pynnel uUHMepecos.
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THE NAGORNO-KARABAKH CONFLICT
AND THE US POSITION ON THE CONFLICT

As a result of Armenia—Azerbaijan, Nagorno—Karabakh conflict Nagorno—
Karabakh region and its 7 surrounding regions belonging to Azerbaijan were
occupied by Armenians. The Republic of Azerbaijan supports the resolution of the
conflict within the framework of international law and for this purpose, this issue is
a priority in relation to a number of international organizations, as well as, states.

The position of the USA has a contradictory character related to Armenia —
Azerbaijan, Nagorno—Karabakh conflict. One the one hand, as one of the co—chairing
states of Minsk Group since 1997, while proposing the resolution of the conflict within
the territorial integrity and independence of the Republic of Azerbaijan, on the other
hand, it allocated (1998-2013 fiscal years) millions of financial funds for the so—
called Nagorno—Karabakh. And the «Section 907» is not reversed which was adopted
due to political inexperience of the 1990s and bans the state—level assistance of the US
to Azerbaijan. While Azerbaijani soldiers actively supported the US struggle against
terrorism as a part of NATO-led peacekeepers in Kosovo, Iraq and Afghanistan,
the state terrorism by Armenians to which the Azerbaijani people is subjected is not
perceived ambiguously.

Keywords: USA, Minsk Group, Nagorno—Karabakh conflict, Section 907,
Armenians.

(cmamms OpyKyEmMvCsa MOBOIO OPULIHATY)

It becomes clear while conducting research on the history
of Caucasus that this territory has been in the center of
attention of a number of major states in the surrounding area
for its geographical location, rich fauna and flora. Historically,
empires sought to use the region both as trade and buffer
zone. And as local peoples were relatively weak, ethnically
more diverse and could not gather under the single political
governance, they gave this opportunity to largest states.

Since the nineteenth century, Caucasus getting out of the
status of the space in which only the regional states showed
interest, started to take place in the foreign policy strategy
of globally powerful states and since that period, the world
countries turned the region into an arena of competition in
order to have rich natural resources. The events in the region
were called «big game» [7, p. 150] and it is an indication that
since then, the smallest states of the region inevitably became
small, even insignificant players of this big game. In modern
age, geo—strategic and geo—economic interests of a super
power in the region, such as the US are met.

The features such as the US super power, its advanced
position in comparison with the leading states on political,
economic, military, cultural and other indicators in the world,
its reputation and casting vote in a number of international
organizations etc. have prompted the Republic of Azerbaijan
to constantly develop its relations with this state. And the
main reason that makes necessary the desire of Azerbaijan to
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raise this partnership to a higher level can be expressed as the
experience of the Nagorno—Karabakh war resulted in the loss
of territory after gaining its independence and its need for the
US support in the resolution of the issue.

In turn, the US has special interests in the oil strategy
implemented by the Republic of Azerbaijan [5, p. 219]. As
well, Azerbaijan, as one of the first Muslim states supporting
the anti—terror coalition led by it after the attacks of 11
September 2001 for the US, is significant as a state that has
given consent for the use of its territory and airspace as a
transit country for the comprehensive supply of the NATO
forces in the implementation of operations in Afghanistan.

Factors that might hinder the settlement of the conflict

The first statement of the US related to the Nagorno—
Karabakh conflict was made by James Baker, the official
representative of the US on December 12, 1991 and he
unfairly accused Azerbaijan for many reasons. In his speech,
he noted that the west would provide no support for the
countries armed to wage war mentioning Azerbaijan as an
example. If this claim were really true, Azerbaijan at least
had not lost its lands. In fact, it is Armenia that is armed for
waging war due to which our lands are under occupation.
This was the result of that the Armenian propaganda machine
in the US were working tirelessly against Azerbaijan in the
direction of achieving its desires. The lack of information
about Azerbaijan in the US public and government offices
made easier the activity of Armenian lobby. In February 1992,
the Secretary of State James Baker visiting Azerbaijan as a
first official representative of the US once again mentioned
in his speech that Washington will not help Azerbaijan
without getting a solid security related to Armenians living in
Nagorno—Karabakh [3, p. 153].

The US Administration decided to assist the former soviet
republics from material and spiritual point of view in 1992 in
order to effectively benefit from the historical chance arisen
with the collapse of the USSR. Such a behavior was necessary
for a country both with strong material opportunities and
experience in terms of historical, democratic and liberal values.
A project entitled «Freedom Support Act» was developed and
it was planned to apply it to the republics of post— soviet space.
Ideas such as democracy, market economy and formation of
an open society and the funds allocated for their realization,
of course, should be attractive for these republics that had
continued their activities in a closed system for many years, and
it was also important along with being seemed attractive. The
difficult economic situation caused after the USSR collapse,
created a particular need for such financial support in the way
of their revival. However, unfortunately, that document whose
entry into force was planned to be in January 1993 would not
have any benefit for Azerbaijan. So, while the draft law act was
discussed at the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of
Representatives, a special section—Section 907 about a ban on
assistance to Azerbaijan was added to the draft. We had neither
diplomatic representation and ambassador to the US nor the
supporters in the Congress to defend our position and express
our protest against that amendment while the discussions were
being conducted.

As a result, the draft including that special section
successfully accepted by two chambers was signed in October
1992 by the president George Bush. So, the «Freedom Support
Act» to which «Section 907» was added entered into force in
January 1993. Now, the position of the US on the conflict was
clear after the above — mentioned statement of James Baker.

36ipHuK HaykoBux npaLp «lines: HayKoBuWiA BICHUK»

However, it was unbelievable that this position would also
be in the same heavy content as Section 907. So, according
to this Section, «This or any other assistance by the US for
the Government of Azerbaijan could not be provided unless
the US President defined that the Government of Azerbaijan
had taken certain steps to eliminate blockade and other use of
force against Armenia and Nagorno—Karabakh and reported
to Congress».

Thus, it became clear that the US had punished Azerbaijan
for its blockade against Armenia and Nagorno—Karabakh.
If we would take into account that Armenia does not have
borders only with the Republic of Azerbaijan, but also it has
borders with other countries such as Georgia, Iran and Turkey,
it was unfair to make such a decision based on the assumption
of blockade situation. On the other hand, it is out of question
that there would be no any economic, political, trade and
generally, any other relation between two states during the
war. As, at that time, it was such a phase that during which
bloody fights of Armenian—Azerbaijani conflict still continue.
The territorial integrity of Azerbaijan and inviolability of
its borders were being violated and our lands were being
occupied by Armenians. It was a part of the game historically
planned by Armenians. However, the processes were dressed
differently, our state was introduced as an aggressor, but
Armenia as a suffering party and this was the successful
propaganda of Armenian lobby. The US official delivered a
blow to the newly established bilateral relations between the
US—Azerbaijan without investigating the facts and making a
biased decision, so the only state in the post— soviet space was
the Republic of Azerbaijan that could not benefit from this
assistance.

There was no need for discussing whether which party
was more guilty after the adoption and entry into force of the
decision. Now, it was a necessary condition to implement a
sustainable policy in the mitigation, suspension and finally,
cancellation of this decision. The projects such as «Helms
project», «Wilson amendment», «Porter amendment» to
name a few were put forward till the end of the 1990s in
order to make changes in the Section. Fortunately though the
Section, Azerbaijan has received aids even with a non—state
line. However, the suspension of the section occurred in a
strategic important phase for the US, that is, after terror acts
on September 11, 2001. Just due to active involvement in the
coalition of George Bush against terrorism and creation of
conditions for the use of its territory to support operations in
Afghanistan, Azerbaijan matched the national interests of the
uUs.

At present, «Section 907» has not yet been canceled, the
conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan has not found its
solution, and this means that at any time, the US can restore
this Section. According to some researchers, such a behavior
serves the geostrategic interests of the US rather than the
interests of Armenian lobby. As, the interests of Armenian
Diaspora about 1 million cannot prevail over the interests of
the US of 300 million. Only the assumption to use it as a means
to control the position of Azerbaijan which is growing day by
day in the region, exert continuous influence and pressure.

Another issue that though not directly, but indirectly
expresses the position of the US in the Nagorno—Karabakh
conflict is the decisions adopted about the recognition of
«independence» of the Nagorno—Karabakh Republic at the
level of several states of America which impede the settlement
process of the conflict. Although these documents do not
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express a specific meaning from legal point of view, they are
politically significant. In May 2014, the number of such States
reached 5 after the decision adopted at California State Senate
where more than 40 thousand Armenians live. Of course, only
5 out of 50 States of America taking such a step is still not a
great indicator. However, increase in such decisions from year
to year is not a positive step. And also, as the California State
is the State which is represented by the most representatives
in the House of Representatives according to the number of its
population, it has a significant advantage while supporting the
decisions of the House.

And another fact is that the US always declares that it
supports the territorial integrity of the Republic of Azerbaijan.
However, at the same time, from 1998 to 2013 the US
Congress also allocated its financial aid of millions of dollars
forillegal regime in Nagorno—Karabakh. So, financial resource
approximately in the amount of 400 million was allocated for
the Armenians in Nagorno—Karabakh during 1999-2010 [8, p.
1]. Even if it is a humanitarian aid, it is impossible to control
over its spending, and of course, it does not arise doubt for
the expansion of military operations of separatist body and
serving to illegally obtaining arms. As, the Nagorno Karabakh
region and its surrounding areas of Azerbaijan occupied by
Armenian armed forces are considered one of the uncontrolled
gray zones where the extremist terrorist groups in the world
sheltered. And this directly causes the continuation of tension
in the region and delay in the resolution of the conflict through
peace.

The US is the only country that provided financial
assistance directly and without the consent of Azerbaijan to
the separatist regime formed in the Nagorno—Karabakh region
which is the territory of Azerbaijan. We have not observed
the fact in which Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Chechnya,
Transnistria, or the Northern Cyprus was delighted by such
assistance. However, we cannot say this about Nagorno—
Karabakh. While assistance in the amount of millions of
US dollars was provided for 50.000 Armenians living in the
Nagorno—Karabakh region by establishing a separatist state, it
was prohibited to provide direct assistance in the state level to
Azerbaijan which has about 1 million refugees and internally
displaced persons expelled from that region during the
Nagorno—Karabakh war according to the «Section 907» [2].

If we’ll consider this issue according to the principles of
international law, generally accepted norms of international
organizations and acts, it is not right to provide direct
assistance to Nagorno—Karabakh which is a body existing
within the borders of Azerbaijan Republic without the notice
and permission of Azerbaijan regardless of purpose.

The US as one of the co—chairs of the OSCE Minsk
Group

In the early years, the US Administration did not go
against the efforts of Russia in the regulation of the conflict.
This was related to mainly not being ready for dominance in
the Southern Caucasus in the initial phase after the collapse
of the Soviet Union and its participation in the regulation of
many conflicts such as Haiti, Somalia, the former Yugoslavia
conflicts. Even its active involvement in the OSCE Minsk
Group began from 1997. Since that period, the US has been
one of the 3 co—chairs playing a leading role in the Minsk
Group along with Russia and France. The plan of proposals
in the resolution of the conflict was put forward in June and
October 1997. According to the first proposal «Package» or
«Complex plany, the issues of the withdrawal of armed forces
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from the occupied territories and the status of Nagorno—
Karabakh were to be resolved simultaneously, that’s, in
parallel. According to the second proposal which was called
gradual regulation, the invader had to withdraw its armed
forces from 6 regions surrounding Nagorno—Karabakh
(Lachin region was not meant at it plays the role of corridor
between Nagorno Karabakh and the Republic of Azerbaijan),
and civilians should return to their homes and communication
must be restored in the initial stage, and the status of Nagorno
Karabakh, Lachin and Shusha should be determined in the
second stage. However, both proposals were rejected by
Armenia. The plan common state suggested by co—chairs in
1998 was not accepted by Azerbaijan as it was in contrary to
the international legal standards. As, giving the status of state
to Nagorno—Karabakh means to give it the powers same with
Azerbaijan, this, at the same time, is contrary to the principle
of protection of territorial integrity of the state which is one
of the fundamental principles of international law. Doctor of
Historical Sciences, Professor Aghalar Abbasbeyli called this
body «symbiosis» similar to the federal government which
is not found in the world practice [1, p. 254]. As previously
suggested two plans could not be implemented due to their
being met with the discontent of Armenians. While there were
no any provision that can violate the principles of international
law in those suggestions, but the latter put the fundament
principle of international law in doubt. Even if this proposal
had been accepted, its probability to cause numerous wars
would be high being applied as precedent to many regions
in the world. British journalist and writer on the Caucasus
Thomas de Waal noted that these plans declared by the Minsk
Group should serve to the verification of public opinion and
determination of public reaction and form a basis for the
fourth and a different project for the solution of this problem
[10, p. 267].

In 1999, the two sides enough came closer to peace with
the support of the USA. So, the leaders of South Caucasus
Countries were invited to Washington to participate in the
fiftieth anniversary of NATO and the US Secretary of State,
Madeleine Albright created conditions for the Presidents of
Armenia and Azerbaijan, Kocharyan and Aliyev to meet face
to face, exchange views and discuss the process. It was being
considered a new format, as it was the first meeting after
confidential Moscow negotiations of the two sides in 1993
[10, p. 311].The negotiations were being carried out on the
Project Goble. The discussions failed unsuccessfully being
met too harsh and even had resulted bloody action in the
Armenian parliament.

In 2001 the US State Department had again attempted
in the direction of regulation of Armenian —Azerbaijani,
Nagorno—Karabakh conflict. In April, the State Secretary
Colin Powell invited the heads of state of the Republics of
Armenia and Azerbaijan to Key West, the US state of Florida.
However, Key West attempts could not positively contribute in
the resolution of the conflict. As the negotiations were restored
in France, the discussion of 3 projects which were proposed in
1997-1998 was conducted in this stage that is called «Paris
principles» and again the points that had not satisfied the two
sides were investigated. According to the information of some
confidential sources, 80-90 percent agreement was reached on
the regulation of the problem during Key West negotiations
[10, p. 267]. The discussions were conducted behind the
closed doors and the leader of Armenian separatists, A.
Gukasyan stated that Nagorno—Karabakh did not participate
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in negotiations, therefore it remained the right to reject any
peace agreement [6, p. 104]. During 5 days negotiations,
some information was leaked to the media which reflected the
expressions such as territorial exchange, corridor in order to
verify the public opinion. However, we can note with certainty
that our former president H. Aliyev would not sign any
document that could pose a threat to the territorial integrity of
the Republic of Azerbaijan and violate the rights of the people
of Azerbaijan relying on His political experience and in—depth
world outlook.

Generally, since the 90s, if we’ll look at the activity of the
US in the regulation of conflict, we can remember the period of
Colin Powell attempts being an active stage. Even according
to some researchers, Key West was «the lost Dayton moment»
of the West [11]. At that time, the US had enough chance to
regulate the conflict, as both the Russian Federation was weak
and also international relations system was not in crisis. It is
priority for the US to persuade both Armenia and Azerbaijan
at the same time and strengthen in the region. Many years
after Dayton agreement, the declaration of independence of
Kosovo being separated from Serbia and active support by
western parties for this process shows that this was not a
«lost» monument for the Republic of Azerbaijan. On the other
hand, of course, it is not right to compare Nagorno—Karabakh
and Kosovo. Kosovo Albanians are about two million people
that were subjected to ethnic cleansing before the international
community and their rights were defended due to armed
intervention by the international community. And also, it was
declared for several times by the western states recognizing
the Republic of Kosovo that the situation in Kosovo is unique
and it is unlikely that it can be precedent for other bodies
which declare themselves independent.

In 2004, the process of negotiations was again restored
and meetings at the level of Foreign ministers of the two
states took place in Prague. In November 2007, the official
representatives of three co—chairs, Foreign ministers of the
republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan gathered at this time in
Madrid to discuss the options of alternative regulation of the
Nagorno—Karabakh conflict. These projects entered into the
history as Prague process, the Madrid principles based on the
principles to not use force, protect the territorial integrity of
the states and provide the equal rights and self- determination
of nations which were the main principles of the Helsinki
Final Act [9]. In 2009, the updated Madrid principles, signed
at the level of the presidents of co—chairs in L’Aquila, Italy
and declared by the press agency of the US President, is still
considered the last option declared related to the resolution of
the conflict.

In May 2014 after the events in Crimea, the newly
appointed US Ambassador James Warlick on the Nagorno—
Karabakh conflict expressing that he is concerned about the
situation of the conflict, noted that the peace agreement would
open a new period of development in the entire region, reduce
security threats, create the opportunity to solve the problem
of internally displaced people in the region, contribute to the
development of new trade opportunities and the importance
of sitting at the negotiating table as Armenia could escape
international isolation and most importantly, the death of
people on the border could be put to an end.

He stated the opinion that the process of the resolution of
conflict between the two states should be based on 6 principles:

1. The two sides should determine the final legal status of
Nagorno—Karabakh in its complex historical background with
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mutual consent and legal responsibility. The interim status of
Nagorno—Karabakh should be temporary;

2. The territories should be given an interim status in terms
of the provision of minimum security and self- governance
within the borders of the former Nagorno—Karabakh
Autonomous Oblast which is not governed by Baku at present;

3. The occupied territories surrounding Nagorno—
Karabakh should be returned to the jurisdiction of Azerbaijan
and Azerbaijan should restore sovereignty over these regions.
There shouldn’t be any settlements that violate the sovereignty
of Azerbaijan;

4. There should be a corridor that connects Armenia with
Nagorno—Karabakh, this corridor must be wide enough in
terms of ensuring the safe passage, but it should not cover the
entire Lachin region;

5. Long — term peace agreement should recognize the right
of return of all refugees and internally displaced persons to
their homes;

6. Peacekeeping activities getting the confidence of all
parties should include the provision of international security
[12].

According to a number of researchers, this American
option of the regulation of conflict does not coincide with the
interests of Azerbaijan in terms of listing of the resolution
of issues. However, the joint statement of the Minsk Group
related to the 20th anniversary of ceasefire agreement signed
in May 12, 1994, that’s, shortly after the proposal of James
Warlick eliminated the confusion created by the American
co—chairman. So, according to this statement, the sequence of
processes in the regulation of conflict should be implemented
taking into account Madrid principles, that’s, first of all, the
regions surrounding Nagorno—Karabakh should be returned,
then communications must be restored and placing peace
observers, Azerbaijani community should be returned to
Nagorno—Karabakh and finally, the legal status of Nagorno—
Karabakh within Azerbaijan should be determined. We hope
that the conflict will be resolved as soon as possible under
these principles.

Conclusion. Today both western countries and influential
organizations approach the Nagorno—Karabakh conflict
from wait and see position. Though the main authority
in the resolution of the conflict is given the OSCE Minsk
Group, there is no any real result in hand. It is 20 years that
negotiations between the two countries are conducted with the
mediation of the OSCE Minsk Group co—chairs, meetings are
held and millions of dollars are spent. However, lack of a real
result makes the importance of all of these efforts to equal to
zero. Still, the perspectives of the resolution of this conflict
are not seen, so the solutions and working mechanisms for the
conflict should be changed. It is thought that the best option
can be the compromise of both sides. It resulted in the loss
of 1/5 of war territory for Azerbaijan. It means the violation
of the article on the provision of territorial integrity of states
which is one of the fundamental principles in the regulation
of processes occurring in the world. In this case, how can
the Republic of Azerbaijan compromise?! So, the only part
that should compromise is Armenia. And Armenia neither
compromise nor they force Armenia to do it.

Nagorno—Karabakh, South Ossetia and Abkhazia
conflicts pose major obstacles for peace and stability, regional
cooperation of South Caucasus. The resolution of these
conflicts will give an impetus to an economic development,
the creation of safe vacuum outside the state control, and
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create ideal conditions for the elimination of threats such as
illegal migration, and terrorism [4, p. 192].

We have witnessed that Russia is always ready to use
military force firstly after the events in Georgia and then in
Ukraine. So, Russia always uses ethnic conflicts in order to
implement is its own aspirations, their prestige and position.
It seems that the key of the Nagorno—Karabakh conflict
is in the hands of Russia. The United States, making some
compromises, such as not accepting the border states of
Russia to the membership of NATO, can call Russia not to
ignite the ethnic conflicts. Such a hypothesis can be put
forward that the Russian Federation which has a leading role
in the management of Caucasus conflicts is now stronger
and the US is not ready to be in conflict with it without any
serious «reason». And another assumption is that the US
cannot support the resolution of this conflict based on the
international law drastically for the sake of justice due to the
strong activity of Armenian lobby in the US, at the same time,
lack of a special sympathy of Muslim Azerbaijan.
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Teiioaposa X., acnipanmka, Incmumym 3 npag 1oOuHu
Aszepbaiiodncancoroi Hayionanvnoi Axademii Hayk
(Asepbaiioxcan), xatira.geydarova@mail.ru

Haripno-Kapa6axcekuii koHduiikT i no3unis CIIA
1010 KOHPITIKTY

B pesynemami  eipmeno—asepbaiioncancvkozo,  Hazipno—Kapabaxcekozo
xongpnixmy, Haeipnuii Kapatax i 7 npuneanux 00 nb020 mepumopiti, wo Haielcams
Asepbaiioxcany  6ynu  oxkynosani - gipmenamu. Asepbaiiovcanceka Pecnyonika
niOmMpuMye eupiuienis KOHIIKNY 6 pamKax MiJCHAPOOHO20 Npasa, i 3 Yicio Memoio,
ye 151 € OOHUM 3 NPIO] i6 w000 YiNo2o pady MIACHAPOOHUX OpeaHi3ayill,
a maxodxic, cmanis.

Hosuyia CIIA mac cynepeunusuil xapakmep, noe’s3anuii 3 GipmeHoO—
aszepbationcancokum, Haeipno—Kapabaxcoxum xongaikmom. 3 o00nozo 6Ooky, 6
skocmi oonici 3 kpain—cnigeonie Mincokoi epynu 3 1997 poky, ¢ moii uac npononyiouu
BUDILEHHS KOHQIIKMY 6 PAMKAX MepumopiaibHoi YinicHocmi i He3anieHCHOCmi
Asep6aiiodcancokoi Pecnybniku, 3 inuioeo 60ky, in eudinue (1998-2013 gickanvhux
POKi8) minblionu ¢hinancosux rowmie Ha max 3eanuti Hazipno—Kapabaxcexui
peacum. 1 «Po3oin 907», ne nionseae 6ionosnentio, Axuil 6y npuiiHAMuIL y 36 3Ky
3 noaimuunor Hedocgiouenicmio 1990—x i 3a60poHums Oepiicasny 0onomo2y
pisna CLIA 6 Azepbaiidocani. Y moii yac sk azepbaiio’cancoKi conoamu akmueHo
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niompumyeanu o6opomvoy CLLUA npomu mepopusmy 6 cknadi ouoniosanux HATO
mupomeopuux cun 6 Kocoeo, Ipary i Apeanicmani, Oepircagnozo mepopusmy 3
60Ky 6ipmelt, 00 K020 a3epOarONCANCLKULL HAPOO NIOOACMbCS He CRPUILMACIbCS
HEOOHO3HAUHO.

Knwouosi cnosa: CILIA, Mincoka epyna, Hacipno—Kapabaxcokuil xonghnixm,
Po3oin 907, sipmenu.

TI'eitoaposa X., acnupanmka, Hucmumym no npasam uenogexa
Asepbaiioacanckoi Hayuonanvnoii Akaoemuu Hayx
(Azepbatioocan), xatira.geydarova@mail.ru

Haropno—Kapa6axckuii koudaukT n no3unus CHIA
1o KOHMPIUKTY

B pesynemame  apmano—aszepbaiiodcancrkozo,  Hazopno—Kapabaxcrozo
rkongauxma, Hazopuwviti Kapabax u 7 npuneeaiowjux Kk Hemy meppumoputl, npuHao-
Jevcawux  Asepbatiodicarny, v OKKynuposamvl apmsxamiu. Asepbatiodcanckas
Pecnybnuka noodepicusaem paspeuienue KOHGIUKMA 6 PaAMKAX MeHCOYHAPOOHO20
npasa, u ¢ 9MoU Yenvlo, MON BONPOC AGIACMCS OOHUM U3 NPUOPUMEMOS 6
OMHOWEHUU YeTI020 PAOA MEHCOYHAPOOHBIX OP2AHU3AYUL, 4 MAKHCE COCMOAHUIL.

Hosuyus CLLUA umeem npomusopeuugvlii Xapakmep, CE;A3GHHbINL C APMAHO—
asepbatiodcanckum, Haeopno—Kapabaxckum xongpnukmom. C oonoil cmoponsl, 6
Kavecmese 00nou uz cmpan—conpeoceoameneti Munckoii epynnot ¢ 1997 200a, 6 mo
spems npeonazas peuienue KOHPIUKMAa 6 PamKax meppumopuaibHoll YeroCmHocmu
u  Hezagucumocmu Aszepbaiiodcanckoi  Pecnybnuku, ¢ Opyeoi  cmopoHwl, OH
svroenun (1998-2013 guckanvhvix rem) MuLIUOHbl GUHAHCOBLIX CPEOCME HA MAK
Haszvieaemviii Hazopno—Kapabaxckuit pexcum. M «Paszoen 907», ne nodnesxcum
goccmanoenenuio, Komopbulii ObLl np 6 cesa3U C N YecKkoll HeonbIMHOCMbIO
1990—x u 3anpemum 2ocyoapcmeennyro nomows yposus CILUA 6 Azepbaiidncane. B
mo epems Kak asepbauddicanckue cordamuvl akmusho noodepoicusanu 6opvoy CLIA
npomue meppopusma 6 cocmage eosenagiiemvix HATO mupomeopueckux cun 6
Kocoso, HUpaxe u Ageanucmane, 2ocyoapcmeennozo meppopusma co CmopoHbl
apmaH, KOMopomy azepoaiodCanckuil Hapoo nooeep2aemcs, He BOCHPUHUMACMCA
HEOOHO3HAUHO.

Knroueswie cnosa: CILA, Munckas epynna, Haecopno—Kapabaxckuii kongauxm,
Pazoen 907, apmsne.
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