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A Critique on ‘Azerbaijani-Karabakh War of April 2016’ 
 

(Second Critical Response to Nelli Baghdasaryan’s “The short 
Azerbaijani-Karabakh War of 2-5 April 2016: Political 
Containment Instruments aimed at the Opposing Parties in 
the Conflict”) 
 
The article tries to address an important issue—the application of 
principles of international law in practice. The case-study concerns the 
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, which can be seen (and named) 
differently. So the author does, non-consistently though. The conflict is 
named on many occasions Azerbaijani-Karabakh, emphasising that 
Armenia plays only a secondary role in it. Later the role of Armenia is 
partly admitted through the reference to the “trilateral cease-fire 
agreement”.  
 

In any case, this demonstrates that the author is rather biased. The 
biases are seen on other occasions too. For instance referring to the 
Baku’s political decision to discuss the conflict within the Organisation 
of Islamic Cooperation the author describes it as “artificially creating a 
religious-political context”.  
 

Having biases is not uncommon, but it is important to recognise them, 
which helps to avoid them later. In the case of this article, the author 
ends up being a captive of his or her own biases. These biases the 
author tries to balance by referring to the “neutral” journalistic sources. 
The article, actually, offers a journalistic chronology of the political 
process after the so-called April War of 2016. The latter is barely 
introduced in the article, which puts all the guilt on the Azerbaijani  
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side. The heavy reliance on journalistic sources can be regarded as 
fieldwork, but it is questionable if this reliance has been so necessary 
and relevant. The goal of the article (as it was stated) is different. The 
reference to journalistic sources is not justified by the conclusions 
either. Neither the conclusions of the sections, nor the article’s overall 
conclusion seem justified enough.  
 

In other words, the analysis (or rather reiteration of information) of the 
media sources does not allow a reader to see why and how one 
principle of the international law is preferred over the other.  
 

The analysis itself is also considerably weak. For instance, the section 
that analyses French involvement in the process of resolution refers to 
half a dozen journalistic sources. On the basis of this, the author 
concludes that France follows the principle of refraining from threat or 
use of force and that of peaceful settlement of disputes. The same 
problem can be observed in other sections too. 
 
All the mentioned criticism does not diminish the importance of the 
work done. The author has collected the media sources and analysed 
closely the moves of the countries that are involved in the process of 
mediation. This, to my mind, is the added value of this article. The 
reformulation of the main focus and goal of the article would make it 
of a larger significance for scholars and politicians though.  
 

- Anonymous 
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