Failed truce in Nagorno-Karabakh, Libaridian: "For Turkey and Azerbaijan the mediations of Russia, France and the United States count for nothing"
The second humanitarian grim in Nagorno-Karabakh does not last even a few minutes. The agreement brokered by Moscow for a ceasefire between Armenia and Azerbaijan in order to allow the two countries to exchange prisoners and wounded, which entered into force at midnight on 17 October, was wrecked in the same way as the previous one, on 10 October. , hacked immediately after its announcement. Also on this occasion, Yerevan and Baku accused each other of perpetrating the fighting. An escalation of blood and tension that could come to recall the darkest years of the war, which from 1988 to 1994 bloodied the Caucasus with nearly 30,000 victims on both sides. Truce violated in a frame of mutual accusations, which do not lead to a definitive solution to a crisis,in which even the numerous attempts of diplomacy to stop the firefights and bombings at the moment proved in vain. We talk about it with Gerard Libaridian , former professor of Modern Armenian History at the University of Michigan and a former senior adviser to the first president of Armenia, Levon Ter-Petrossian .
What are, in your opinion, the reasons for the failure of Russian, American and French diplomacy? Southern Caucasus? 

"Since the start of this round of fighting on September 27, on behalf of the co-chairs of the Osce Minsk Group, Moscow has twice agreed on a three-day humanitarian truce. Azerbaijan has violated both after accepting the terms. The leaders of Azerbaijan and Turkey are in a better position to explain the reasons for their actions. It is likely that they have never accepted the ceasefire with the intention of keeping their word, believing that they have achieved some success in the war and have no reason to stop. It is possible that they have done so simply to discredit Russia, France and the United States as mediators or to send them a message that does not matter, that Turkey and Azerbaijan feel free to treat both them and the Armenians as they wish. If there were any other possible explanations, I'd be happy to know them. The Armenian side had no interest in violating the ceasefire as early as 1994, because the status quo provides it with the best defense and time to develop the institutions of the state and the economy. On numerous occasions during the conflict, he proposed to consolidate the ceasefire and institute confidence-building measures, including the placement of observers on both sides of the line of contact. Azerbaijan has refused to do this".
He recalled 1994, the year in which the bloody conflict that lasted six years stopped. However, the UN Security Council adopted four resolutions in 1993, condemning violations of the ceasefire and calling on the Armenian government to use its influence to win the respect of the Armenian population in Nagorno-Karabakh for the deliberate resolutions. . Can you explain to us, given your position as advisor to President Levon Ter-Petrossian in those years?
"Let's start with the four United Nations resolutions. There is no point in isolating them from the circumstances in which they were adopted and from those that followed. They were adopted during the war period and aimed at achieving a ceasefire. It was asked that Armenia use its influence on the leadership of Nagorno Karabakh to implement them. These resolutions do not consider the Republic of Armenia as responsible for the occupation of the six districts. The real resolution of that particular issue of the conflict depended on the negotiations between Azerbaijan and Karabakh. Baku has so far refused to discuss any issues with Artsakh leaders. By adopting these resolutions, the United Nations Security Council did not deny the relevance of other principles of international law. In fact, the resolutions indicated that international mediation was entrusted to the Minsk Group. Let us now see what the Security Organization has to say about this conflict. It has ten founding principles, but four are relevant to this conflict. One is the principle of territorial integrity, which does not provide any useful service, indeed it is extremely dangerous if isolated from the other three. I refer in particular to the principle of peaceful conflict resolution, which Azerbaijan has violated since the first moment the Armenians of Karabakh expressed their desire to reunite with Armenia; Baku chose the military option instead of dialogue with the inhabitants of the region they wanted to keep under their rule. Then, there is the principle of self-determination that Azerbaijan has never taken seriously. It is perhaps the most important, because it states that these foundations must be taken together and not considered separately. Those who isolate the principle of territorial integrity are in fact violating the fundamental principle of the OSCE. They are also advocating the idea that the principle of territorial integrity should be seen as a carte blanche for governments to deal with entire peoples, and not just their leaders, as they see fit. This means watching as governments eliminate, deport, or forcibly subdue them. International laws and principles are adopted to protect peoples, regulate international relations and guide the representations of states and those who wish to pursue conflict resolution initiatives. It is one thing to say that what a government does to the people is wrong, but we cannot or are unwilling to do anything about it; another is to find cover behind a principle and blame the population itself for its own destruction. Finally, it is worth emphasizing that the principle of territorial integrity is neither absolute nor sacrosanct. We have seen how in some circumstances, such as in Ethiopia and Eritrea, Sudan and South Sudan, just to name a few, others have been brought into play. Very close to the Karabakh conflict, the dissolution of the Soviet Union, which some hold as the basis of their arguments in favor of the absolute domination of the principle of territorial integrity, but also of the former Yugoslavia. The first had 15 constituent republics, the second six. When these two federative states were dissolved, the international community reached an understanding. It would have recognized the independence of those units within those states, which were constituent republics of federations. That all other political units, autonomous republics, regions and districts within any of the constituent republics would remain within that republic. This would apply to the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Region. This is true, as Professor Daniel Pommier Vincelli of the Sapienza University of Rome, suggests. But there is a problem with that interpretation. '
Which?
"Part of this was also the premise that protected minorities and disillusioned secessionists from the mistreatment of governments, which was supposed to guarantee them protection and offer a peaceful path to the solution of any grievance with the government: it was assumed that all ex-Soviet and former republics -yugoslaves would have evolved very rapidly into democratic and market-based republics, in full respect of individual human and political rights, minorities and all opportunities for economic development. Well, Azerbaijan has become independent but it is neither democratic nor respectful of the human and political rights of individuals or minorities. Indeed, the first major act of the new Azerbaijan was to block Karabakh and unleash its military power against the population. This is the price paid by peoples when a principle is isolated from all the others and its interpretation is poorly represented. And the absence of corrective actions to the understandings and abuse of principles means that Azerbaijan is now repeating what it did in 1991-1994. If for some the international interpretation is correct, how would you explain the exception made for Kosovo? It was an autonomous region within one of the constituent republics, Serbia. With what logic was its independence recognized by so many countries, after NATO forces bombed Serbia? "
Yes, but how do you explain the occupation of the six Azerbaijani territories?

These districts surrounded Nagorno Karabakh and were key to making Azerbaijan's total blockade possible. With the blockade, Azerbaijan aimed to deny the Armenians of Karabachk any essential supplies, including food and medicine. And while it was in place, these districts surrounding Karabakh were used as military bases from which to launch military operations on the ground and to bomb villages and cities in the region, using ground and air forces. For months, the inhabitants of the region have lived in basements under the most horrible circumstances. Anyone familiar with the geography and topography of the region will realize that it was nearly impossible to defend the region's very jagged borders,especially when the international community refused to provide assistance in any way."
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