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Chapter V
CONTESTED BORDERS IN THE CAUCASUS

Russia's Search for an International
Mandate in Transcaucasia
Dmitri Danilov
1. Introduction
For centuries, the Caucasus has been a sphere of vital Russian interests. The
Northern Caucasus is actually an inalienable part of Russian territory. After
the disintegration of the USSR, Russia strove to take an active part in the
conflicts both in this region and in Transcaucasia. Its role in the Northern
Caucasus is very different from the one it is striving for in Transcaucasia. In
the Northern Caucasus, Russia emphasized above all the legitimate exercise
of power functions by the federal authorities, although, as the events in
Chechnya have shown, such an exercise of power does not always correspond
to international norms. Russia's actions vis-a-vis the independent and
sovereign Transcaucasian republics, on the other hand, have to rely on
international organizations and agreements. Russian policies in relation to
international organizations, and the drawing up of rules and mechanisms for
its intervention which may be acceptable to the international community, are
very different, from a legal and political point of view, from its policies in the
North Caucasian region. The present article focuses exclusively on
Transcaucasia.

2. Stages in the Settlement Process in Transcaucasia
No clearcut chronological limits may be discerned in the different stages
through which the settlement process in Transcaucasia has passed. The first
stage was characterized by Moscow's efforts to preserve the integrity of the
USSR and to shore up the central power. The interethnic and national
conflicts in the Caucasus were regarded by Moscow as, first and foremost, an
effective means of achieving its objectives within a broader political
framework. At this stage of the process, any intervention by the international

community in the settlement in Transcaucasia would clearly have run counter
to the imperial premises of Moscow's political course. Such intervention
would have been regarded as interference in the internal affairs of the USSR
and would therefore have met with strenuous resistance. But the lack of
political will on the part of the Soviet leadership to reach a settlement in
Transcaucasia, followed by the consequent loss of levers of control over the
situation, provoked an escalation of the conflicts and led the opposing forces
to stake their solution on military means.
As a result, the crises during the second stage of the settlement process (after
the break-up of the USSR) in Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia and South
Ossetia took place in a situation where - despite the changed status in
international law of the states in this region - the external means of achieving
this settlement were extremely limited. A high pitch of nationalism in the
policies of all the Transcaucasian states proclaiming their independence, their
desire to rid themselves of Russia's influence at all costs, political instability
and the grave miscalculations in Moscow's internal and military policy made
it impossible for the latter to play an effective role in the settlement process.
Russia's attempts at political manoeuvring and power politics undermined its
authority and diminished its peacemaking capability even further.
At the same time, the West's unwillingness to become involved in conflicts in
the East, the manifest unpreparedness of the international security
organizations for local crises and interethnic conflicts (and their inability to
manage them), the concentration of their efforts on other regions (in
particular, Yugoslavia and the Persian Gulf zone) and on other problems - all
this precluded recourse to international levers for a real settlement.
During the next stage, continuing up to the intervention in Chechnya at the
end of 1994, there was a growing understanding of the need to place greater
reliance on Russia's peacekeeping efforts - both on the part of the
international community, which realized the clearly inadequate means of
effective action at its disposal, and on the part of the conflicting sides. The
latter, however, counted on using Russia as a power capable of exerting
influence on their opponents, rather than relying on it as an authoritative
arbiter and peacemaker.(1) Nevertheless, Russia managed to secure for itself
the role of active intermediary in the settlement process.
Initially, Russia's efforts at mediation were not in fact supplemented by
serious practical action by the international organizations. This is attested to,
among other things, by the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh, which remained
the most acute crisis zone after the break-up of the USSR. At a time when the
conflicting sides were already relying on Russia's practical support for a
settlement of the Karabakh conflict, the international organizations merely
"did not rule out" a possible contribution by the international community.
Russian officials, for their part, noted that international recognition of
Russia's mediating function was clearly inadequate and that more concrete
and practical assistance in its efforts was required.(2)
Russia's search for international legitimation of its peacekeeping efforts in
Transcaucasia coincided with the wish expressed by the Transcaucasian
governments for an international component to the settlement process, in
order to control Russia's policies in the region. Both factors facilitated action
by the international organizations in the Transcaucasian conflict zones. As a

result, a political vacuum in the area of settlement in Transcaucasia, which
had formed at the preceding stage, gradually began to be filled, while an
intensive - but conflictual - interaction gradually developed between the
international community and organizations on the one hand and Russia on the
other. Although this interaction did not acquire a systemic character, and was
based, not on a division of labour and distribution of responsibilities, but
rather on competition in mediating initiatives in the region, it nevertheless
involved the recognition by both sides of the need to combine Russia's efforts
with those of the international organizations.
This interaction may be described as a mirror image of the usual practice of
international crisis management. As a rule, that practice provides for active
participation by states in settlement efforts which are being made by the
international organizations (e.g., in Yugoslavia). The settlement process in
Nagorno-Karabakh, and later in other zones of the Caucasus, was based on an
inverse logic: Russia's peacekeeping activity required reinforcement on the
part of the international community. This difference explains Russia's request
to be granted special responsibility in crisis management in Transcaucasia.
The Policies of International Organizations in Transcaucasia Russia's policies
in Transcaucasia may be seen as a consequence of the ineffectiveness of the
international organizations in responding to security challenges in the region.
Their inadequacy is manifested on two main planes:
horizontally: the absence of a unified system of practical mechanisms
for the warning, localization and settlement of conflicts which would
enable the international community to cope effectively with instability
crises in the CSCE (now OSCE) zone;
vertically: the fragility of the "Eastern pole" of European security,
associated in large measure with the relatively slow formation of a
partnership between West and East, the lack of a clear perspective in
their relationships and the unwillingness, or inability, of Western states
and European organizations to shoulder in the East a burden of
responsibility similar to that borne by them at the "Western pole".(3)
The inadequacy of the international security system to meet modern security
challenges is attested to by the international organizations' slowness to act in
the conflicts in Georgia and Nagorno-Karabakh. After the signing of the tripartite Sochi agreement on 27 July 1993, Russia and Georgia asked the UN
and the CSCE to send observers to assist the process of peaceful settlement.
But these failed to decide and act promptly. Initially, time and effort were put
into persuading the Security Council of the need to increase the number of
observers from the 8-12 people originally suggested, to 80.(3) As a result, the
dynamism of the settlement was lost. By the time the Sochi agreements were
broken (16 September),(4) in all about 20 observers had arrived at the conflict
zone.(6)
After the second round of the Georgian-Abkhazian talks, held in Geneva in
November 1993-January 1994 under the auspices of the UN and with the
participation of Russia and the CSCE, the international organizations
increased their activity in the conflict zone, striving not to repeat past
mistakes.(7) In the opinion of many observers and politicians, however, this
activity was still inadequate, given the scope of the conflict - nor did it meet

the demands for a settlement, especially in the period prior to the completion
of the third round of talks (22 February-31 March 1994). The extension of the
mandate of the UN observers' mission - in particular, its taking control over
the non-resumption of hostilities - was taking too long to materialize, despite
repeated appeals from the conflicting parties and Russia. The Russian Foreign
Ministry declared that it was "not fully satisfied" with the contents of Security
Council Resolution No. 896 of 31 January 1994, since "the simple extension
of the UN mission's mandate envisaged by it can hardly be viewed as an
adequate response to the progress reached during the Geneva talks of
December 1993 and January 1994 by the Georgian and Abkhazian
delegations".(8) An urgent demand to extend of the mandate of the UN
monitoring mission in Georgia was contained in a statement on the
conclusion of the third round of negotiations, signed in April 1994 by the
Georgian and Abkhazian delegations, together with representatives of the
UN, the CSCE and Russia, and also, subsequently, in the parties' appeal to the
Security Council within the framework of the May 1994 talks in Moscow.
In late 1993, Georgia appealed directly to Russia for help in settling the
conflicts on its territory. A peacekeeping operation was unveiled in Abkhazia
under the auspices of the UN, with participation by the CSCE and based on
Russia's peacekeeping forces. These forces did not officially receive the
status of "blue berets", but in early July 1994 their deployment was approved
by the Security Council and, in practice, their activity proceeded in close,
permanent contact with the UN military observers.
A commission on refugees, with the participation of Georgia, Abkhazia,
Russia and the UN (in the person of the High Commissioner for Refugees),
and with the CSCE as an observer, was formed only in August 1994,
although the question of refugees was and remains one of the key issues in
the resolution of the conflict. The unduly long wait for a definite response
from the UN to pressing appeals from Georgia and Abkhazia for the speediest
possible arrival of international peacekeeping forces, with participation by the
Russian contingent,(9) added to both sides' dissatisfaction with the UN's
contribution to the settlement process.(10)
Unfortunately, the activities of the representatives of the Minsk Group which, on the whole, has great peacemaking potential in the NagornoKarabakh area - also demonstrated instances of inefficiency. It took the
capture of Azerbaijan's Kelbajar Raion and, later, the town of Agdam by
Karabakh Armenians, and the adoption in this connection of UN Security
Council Resolution No. 853 on 29 July 1993 - confirming and supplementing
Resolution No. 822 (30 April 1993) - to stimulate proper activity by the
Minsk "Nine".(11) The Minsk Group held meetings with all the conflicting
parties individually and organized a joint meeting session on 12 August.
A renewed schedule for the peace settlement, submitted to the conflicting
sides in November 1993, completely ignored Azerbaijan's demand for the
withdrawal of Armenian forces from the Azerbaijani population centres of
Lachin and Shusha.(12) Consequently, the new proposal was doomed to
failure from the start. Azerbaijan linked the attainment of its political aims in
the resolution of the conflict largely with the activity of the "Minsk group", as
opposed to Russia's unilateral efforts. The large-scale December offensive by
Azerbaijan may be seen as a consequence of its disappointment in the
policies of the Minsk Group.(13) The Azeri government was apparently trying

to compensate by military means for the lack of international peacemaking,
thereby putting pressure on the international community.
On the whole, the states of Transcaucasia were distinctly dissatisfied with the
actions of Western states and international organizations in the conflict zones,
and they stated this openly. They were thus driven to accepting Russia's
leading mediation role, as Russia alone possessed real military means for
enforcing peacekeeping activities.

3. Russia's Role: from Inconsistency to "Special Responsibility"
In understanding the limitations of Russia's peacemaking potential, no less
important than the lack of international recognition are the inconsistency of
its policies and its departure in some cases from international norms especially in giving military aid to the conflicting sides.(14) Its policies have
often brought accusations from all of the conflicting sides that Russia wishes
to patronize one or other of them. The inconsistencies of its policies in
Transcaucasia reflect a confrontation between different political currents in
Russia itself regarding the general aims of its foreign policy. One current
wants to restore Russia's influence in the ex-USSR zone by all possible
means, often including the use of armed force (a policy of neo-imperialism).
The other extreme is to keep as far away as possible from settling the
mounting problems and crises in the "near abroad" areas, while concentrating
on dealing with tasks related to internal development (a policy of
isolationism). Russia's policies in Transcaucasia fell between these two
stools. At the beginning of 1994, Russia's foreign minister, Andrei Kozyrev,
still had good reason to assert that "the 'neo-imperialist' and 'isolationist'
approaches to the problems of the former USSR are both equally
unacceptable to Russia".(15)
In the course of 1993, Russia spelled out its priorities and interests in relation
to the conflicts in the former USSR, and particularly in Transcaucasia:
the performance by Russia of peacemaking functions and the defence
of the rights of national minorities, especially those of the Russianspeaking population in the "near abroad";(16)
ensuring stability throughout the area of the former USSR and the
formation of a belt of "good neighbours" along the whole perimeter of
Russian borders, to be secured (among other means) by retaining
Russia's military presence in the CIS countries, following the
appropriate legal norms and consolidating their common security
framework;(17)
the acceptance of Russia's special role in the CIS, account being taken
not only of its own interests and those of its neighbours, but also of the
fact that "no state of the 'near abroad' or 'far abroad' areas and not a
single international organization has evinced the wish, or is able, to
replace Russia as a peacekeeping force in that region";(18)
the need for co-operation between Russia and the international
community and organizations in order to increase stability and manage
crises within the area of the former USSR. "Russia consistently
intervenes in favour of the broadest participation by the UN and the
CSCE in settling conflicts in the CIS countries."(19)
The declaration of these tenets was undoubtedly a step towards the

formulation by Russia of an integral conception of the post-Soviet region and
a clear-cut, comprehensive policy on it. So far, however, these were merely
reference points which first of all required concretization and, secondly,
presupposed that Russian policy should be brought into line with them in
practice. This gave a number of Russian experts grounds for doubting if
Russia had "any strategic line in the 'near abroad', given the discrepancies
between its declared principles and their practical fulfilment".(20)
According to Russia's foreign minister, A. Kozyrev, "the conducting of one
single national policy with regard to local conflicts" had to be one of Russia's
main tasks. "It must not look like a puff-pastry in which each layer satisfies
the tastes of individuals, government bodies or regions... Manifestations of
such an approach... are contrary to Russia's official position, seriously
damage the cause of settlement... and undermine trust in Russia on the part of
the international community".(21)
Russia's aspiration to special responsibility in the Transcaucasus did not
evoke understanding and support from the international community. On the
contrary, there were growing accusations of a renaissance of "imperialist"
tendencies in Russian foreign policy - these came from the West, from the
central European countries (above all Poland) and from a number of states of
the former USSR (the Baltic states and the Ukraine).
The typical question which arose in earlier stages of the settlement process namely: to what extent were Russia's policies and actions capable of
influencing the situation in the region? - was being transformed in 1994 into
another: in which particular forms would Russia's active role in the
Transcaucasus materialize? The states participating in the settlement of the
conflicts in Transcaucasia had to choose between two alternatives.
The first was regarded by the Russian leadership as optimal for its own
interests as well as for those of the conflicting sides and the international
community: it included a recognition of the complementarity between
Russia's specific efforts and those of the international organizations.
According to this option, Russia's forces (or contingents within these forces)
would be given clear-cut international legal status. After lengthy discussions
in 1993 and the first half of 1994, a consensus developed regarding the
necessity of establishing peacekeeping forces for the settlement in the region,
with an international mandate from the UN and/or CSCE. The deployment of
UN peacekeeping forces in Transcaucasia, while feasible in principle, was
scarcely likely, mainly because of financial constraints and fears that the entry
of UN forces into one of the conflict zones could set an unwelcome precedent
for wider armed participation by the UN in regulating crises on CIS territory.
The CSCE had no mechanism whatever for conducting peacekeeping
operations in areas of conflict. Thus a variant whereby Russian (or CIS)
peacekeeping forces would be used, acting on the basis of resolutions and
decisions by the UN and/or CSCE as its regional organization, looked
optimal, even though this would mean a departure from the UN's "classic
scheme".(22) With a parallel activization of the UN and CSCE in conflict
zones in the Transcaucasus, this would make it possible to ensure effective
concerted action by the international organizations and Russia. The UN and
the CSCE would in this case be responsible for the formulation of general
policy for a settlement, for preventive diplomacy and for international legal
control in the conflict zones, in order to weave Russia's activities into the

policies of the international security system. The CSCE would at last acquire
practical support at its "Eastern pole", supplementing its most effective
Western supports (NATO, WEU and the EU), which could not (and still less
wished to) take the leading role in strengthening security and stability in the
area of the CIS, and in Transcaucasia in particular.
Those who favoured the first option pointed out that the other alternative
presented far fewer possibilities for a gradual settlement in the Caucasus. A
denial by the CSCE or the UN of Russia's "special responsibility" for security
and stability in the CIS zone would mean that Western and Russian policies
in the Transcaucasus could not be pursued within the framework of a jointly
accepted model for practical co-operation, but would be dictated by the
particular political situation. International organizations would react to crisis
situations in the region both late and ineffectively. This would sharply reduce
Russia's ability to ensure a settlement, as it would lead to constant disputes
(both overt and veiled) with Western, regional and even CIS states. The
absence of an international mandate for the Russian peacekeeping forces or
for Russia's mediation efforts would lead to increased efforts by other
regional powers - fearful of excessive Russian influence not counterbalanced
by the international bodies(23) - to intervene in the region. Obviously, such
competition would provoke a new aggravation of tensions.(24) Russia, relying
solely on its own economic, political and peacekeeping potential, would most
likely be unable to develop a long-term settlement policy and its policies
would attract strong criticism from all sides (including within Russia). The
charge of "Russian neo-imperialism" would have a more persuasive ring.
According to those keen to point out the risks of such an alternative, failure to
insert Russia's activity into the context of international efforts would
effectively create favourable conditions for the formation of the very
"imperialist course" most feared by Russia's partners.

4. The Status of Peacekeeping Forces
The future status of peacekeeping forces is a key problem in the negotiations
on all Transcaucasian conflicts. In principle, Russia did not rule out any of
three possible variant options for the deployment of peacekeeping forces in
crisis zones within the framework of the international settlement effort:
1. The conduct of UN peacekeeping operations, in which - in accordance
with the norms accepted in the UN - the proportion of Russian army
servicemen would not exceed 25 %.
2. The formation of international peacekeeping forces acting on a
mandate from the UN Security Council, but outside the framework of
its peacekeeping operations. The Russian contingent would form the
basis of these mixed forces (in February 1994, Eduard Shevardnadze
suggested an 80 % participation by the Russian military).25)
3. The deployment of Russian armed forces in the conflict zones under
the aegis of the UN or CSCE, with the simultaneous posting of
observers from the international organizations.
Of all these variants, the Russian leadership considered the second to be the
most acceptable and realistic. The first variant seemed hardly probable. It was
considered that the third variant would be difficult to bring about in the

political situation of 1993/early 1994. The Russian leadership in that period
proceeded on the basis that "it [was] impossible to obtain a carte blanche
from the UN or CSCE" [for the activity of Russian troops as "blue berets" D. D.].(26)
Gradually, in the early months of 1994, Russia's stance on peacekeeping
operations in Transcaucasia was becoming increasingly rigid. On the one
hand, this was undoubtedly a reaction to the absence of any solution in
principle from the international bodies to the problem of the use and status of
peacekeeping forces in Transcaucasia. Alongside this, the relative toughness
of Russian policy was also predetermined by the Caucasian leaders' desire to
resolve the issue of Russia's participation in peacekeeping operations in the
region as quickly as possible - a wish the Russian leadership naturally could
not ignore. On the other hand, Russia had now acquired new possibilities for
pursuing a tougher line on the deployment of peacekeeping forces in
Transcaucasia.
Firstly, as noted earlier, the use of Russian army contingents in whatever form
in crisis management was considered acceptable by the conflicting sides.
Russia could use the presence of peacekeeping forces in Abkhazia as an
argument for extending such an experience to the Karabakh conflict. On 16
April 1994, Azerbaijan, together with the CIS partners, accepted a protocol
decision whereby the mandate for settling the conflict was transferred, on
behalf of the Commonwealth, to the Russian peacekeeping initiative. This
decision stressed that the main task was the guaranteed cessation of
hostilities. It contained an appeal to the UN and the CSCE, requesting their
support for the Russian initiative, and it welcomed the idea of posting CIS
peacekeeping forces to the Karabakh conflict zone.(27) However, as explained
by Geidar Aliyev, the Azerbaijani side would not agree to the posting of these
forces until the Armenian forces had withdrawn without preconditions from
all territories outside Karabakh, and only after that could a real start be made
on solving the problem of Karabakh proper. After several months, however,
the Azerbaijani position began to look less categorical. As stated in August
1994 by Rasul Guliev, the Chair of the republic's Supreme Council,
Azerbaijan accepted the need to disengage the conflicting parties with the
help of the peacekeeping forces,(28) without explicitly excluding all forms of
deployment of these before all the occupied territories were returned.
Secondly, the accession of Georgia to the CIS completed the unification of all
the former republics of the USSR (except the Baltics) within its framework
and enhanced the legitimation of Russia's peacekeeping aspirations.
Significantly, at the CIS summit in April 1994, the adoption of the decision
on Nagorno-Karabakh and the joint statement on the Georgian-Abkhazian
conflict was unanimous, causing no disputes of any kind. This statement
contained an appeal to the UN and CSCE by the Council of the CIS Heads of
State for the urgent stationing of peacekeeping forces in the conflict zone
under the auspices of the Security Council. If the adoption of such a decision
were to be postponed, the CIS countries which were party to the Collective
Security Treaty expressed their willingness to post their own military
contingents on a joint basis and with the consent of the warring sides.(29)
Commenting on the content of the document adopted, Georgia's Chief of
General Staff G. Nikolaishvili declared that Georgia was prepared to agree to
Russia's assuming the role of peacekeeper alone, due to the inadequacy of cooperation between Russia and the UN, which was acting too slowly.(30)

Thirdly, Russia's military and political options in Transcaucasia were
widening considerably. The process of stationing Russian military
contingents in the CIS states in accordance with internationally accepted
norms was being set on a practical footing. Russian troops were deployed in
Georgia on the basis of a bilateral interstate treaty signed in 1994.
Agreements had also been reached with Georgia and Armenia on Russia's
role in guarding their external borders.
Parallel to this, the military and political mechanisms of the CIS as a whole
were visibly progressing. Within the framework of the CIS meeting in
Moscow in April 1994, a Declaration on Collective Security was signed by
the Council of Defence Ministers of the Commonwealth (in which all defence
ministers of the CIS took part except the Moldovan one). At the same
summit, a new Statute on the Council of Defence Ministers of the CIS
member states was adopted, as well as documents regulating the activities of
the secretariat of the Collective Security Council. All this was regarded as an
important step towards the formation of a defence union; as Russia's defence
minister, Pavel Grachev, remarked in assessing the outcome of the April CIS
summit, the prospects for the creation of unified armed forces within the
framework of the Collective Security Treaty were becoming real.(31)
Fourthly, Russia had made marked progress on shaping its peacekeeping
forces, on both the military and legal levels. In addition to the CIS "collective
peacekeeping forces", comprising the 201st Russian motorized rifle division
stationed in Tajikistan, the "Russian peacekeeping forces" were being formed.
For this purpose, the 27th and 45th motorized rifle divisions and an
independent parachute battalion had already been assigned from the Russian
armed forces.(32) More than 16,000 Russian army servicemen were
performing peacekeeping tasks in the "near abroad" in the beginning of 1994.
(33) Russian defence ministry expenditure on peacekeeping operations in the
former Soviet Union increased considerably, rising from 2.5 billion roubles in
1992 to 26 billion in 1993. This testified to the advancement of the issue of
peacekeeping along the scale of priorities for state policy and military
construction.
Apart from the bilateral agreements with the relevant states, the legal
framework for the activities of the Russian armed forces abroad was based on
the Russian military doctrine adopted on 2 November 1993 and the Russian
Federation Law "On Defence" (24 September 1992). In 1994 in the State
Duma, work also began on a bill on the participation of the Russian
Federation in international peacekeeping operations.(34)
It was thus obvious, at the end of 1994, that Russia had far greater incentives
and possibilities for active peacekeeping (including by military means) than
at earlier stages in its efforts to achieve a settlement in Transcaucasia. Besides
the suggested variants on international recognition for Russia's peacekeeping
activities, other alternatives have been clearly indicated. In a joint statement
from Russia's foreign and defence ministries on 5 April 1994, it was
explicitly stated that, as a matter of principle, no "permission" was required
from the UN or CSCE for its peacekeeping operations, insofar as, in case of
necessity, these would be conducted at the request and with the consent of the
conflicting sides and states and in accordance with the UN Charter and other
norms of international law.(35) At the same time, Russian officials also made
tougher statements reflecting Russia's willingness to resort to autonomous

peacekeeping measures in the "hot spots". Thus, in March 1994, V. Yelagin,
Head of the Information and Press Department of the Russian Foreign
Ministry, expressed the opinion that it was "not in Russia's interests to allow
the presence of military contingents from third countries on the territory of
the States of the former USSR".(36)
However, the Russian leaders were aware that, if the situation regarding the
settlement in the Transcaucasus evolved in the direction of relatively
autonomous peacemaking actions by Russia, possibly with CIS support, then
both Russia itself and the international community and institutions were
going to be faced with serious new problems and security challenges. That is
why the Russian leadership continued to steer a course aimed at enhancing
the international context of the settlement in Transcaucasia, rather than
unilaterally bringing Russian peacekeeping forces into the area of the
Georgian-Abkhazian conflict. Although Russian contingents were not
formally stationed in Abkhazia as part of UN forces, in fact their activity is
proceeding under the auspices of that organization, within the framework of
its peacekeeping operation, and, in particular, it is linked to the tasks of the
international observers and the international commission for the return of
refugees. Thus the official Russian position, particularly as stated in the
consultations in the CSCE (August-September 1994) by Vitali Shustov, the
Russian representative, was that one of the mediating countries might become
a "third force" in the peacekeeping operations under the aegis of the CSCE.
(37) In the course of her visit to Georgia in September 1994, Madeleine
Albright, US Permanent Representative at the UN, demonstrated an
understanding of this position, stating in this connection: "Watching the
experiment with the participation of Russian peacekeepers acting with the
UN mandate, we are studying this process, which steps outside the bounds of
international standards, with great attention, for if, as we hope, it proves to
have been warranted, then such a scheme may and also must be used in the
practice of the world community in the future."(38)
Azerbaijan preferred the use of multilateral forces, and the Western countries
in the Minsk Group apparently shared this view. Even though this constituted
one of the main points of discord between Moscow and the Minsk group, the
Russian leadership did not in principle rule out the sending of multilateral
peacekeeping forces to the Nagorno-Karabakh zone. Thus, at the talks with
Rasul Guliev, the Chair of the Supreme Council of Azerbaijan, during the
latter's visit to Moscow in May 1994, the Chair of the Federation Council,
Vladimir Shumeiko, Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev and Defence Minister
Pavel Grachev did not question the validity of the corresponding proposals
from the Azerbaijani side.(39)
It is possible, however, that Russia's position would be acceptable to
Azerbaijan and the international organizations, if Russia met certain
conditions. In the discussions on the stationing of Russian or CIS
peacekeeping forces, Russia's opponents expected it above all to be able to
persuade the Karabakh side to withdraw its troops from the occupied
territories and, of course, they also expected Russia to lift its strong
objections to the oil extraction contract concluded between the Western
consortium and Azerbaijan on 20 September 1994.
Azerbaijan's willingness to accept such mutual compromises was reflected, in
particular, in an August 1994 statement by Gasan Gasanov, the republic's

foreign minister: "The essence of the problem [of the settlement] lies not in
the approach, methods or list of mediators... The problem is concentrated in
the fact that Armenia refuses to withdraw its occupying troops from the
Lachin and Shusha Raions".(40) The US, which largely determined the
approach of the Minsk Group, also demonstrated a softening of its position
on the composition of the peacekeeping forces. While on a visit to Yerevan in
early September 1994, Madeleine Albright did not lay down the international
make-up of such forces as one of the conditions for the entry of peacekeeping
forces into the Karabakh conflict zone. On the contrary, she declared that
insofar as such forces cannot really be dispensed with, the involvement of
Russian troops seemed acceptable if certain conditions were observed.
Among the main conditions listed by Albright - who referred to the positive
experience in Abkhazia - was the monitoring of the actions of the
Commonwealth's peacekeeping forces. However, the statement by the
Russian foreign ministry on the non-recognition of the oil contract of 20
September changed the situation again, leading the US on the one hand to
oppose Russia's having too strong a voice in Transcaucasia and, on the other,
to strengthen its own role. At a meeting with Boris Yeltsin on 27-28
September in Washington, Bill Clinton called on him to disavow the Russian
statement, while Yeltsin failed to make progress on the question of securing
the recognition of Russia's role as the main peacekeeper in the Karabakh
conflict. Significantly, the US simultaneously demonstrated its intention of
playing a more active role: a meeting of the presidents of Armenia and
Azerbaijan with US mediation (where the US was represented by Madeleine
Albright) was organized in New York on 27 September.
Linking settlement with the attainment of other ends (for instance, the
resolution of the oil contract issue) reduces the possibility of working out a
single programme of action agreed upon by all the mediators (in particular,
the Minsk Group's "consolidated plan") and paves the way for a return to
unilateral diplomacy. As admitted by one highly-placed Armenian diplomat,
it was actually easier to bring the positions of Baku and Yerevan closer to
each other than to reach an agreement between the mediators - Russia and the
Minsk Group of the CSCE.(41)
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