


DİPLOMATİYA ALƏMİ
WORLD OF DIPLOMACY

 JOURNAL OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
OF REPUBLIC OF AZERBAIJAN

EDITORIAL COUNCIL 

Elmar MAMMADYAROV                  Minister of Foreign Affairs
                                                          (Chairman of the Editorial Council)

Novruz MAMMADOV                      Deputy Head of the Administration of the President 
                                                          of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Head of the Foreign
                                                          Relations Department, Administration of the President 
                                                          of the Republic of Azerbaijan
 
Araz AZIMOV                                   Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Khalaf KHALAFOV   Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Mahmud MAMMAD-GULIYEV  Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Hafiz PASHAYEV   Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Nadir HUSSEINOV  Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs

Elman AGAYEV                               Director of Analysis and Strategic Studies
    Department 

EDITORIAL BOARD 

Hussein HUSSEINOV   Department of Analysis and Strategic Studies
Nurlan ALIYEV                                 Department of Analysis and Strategic Studies
Samir GULIYEV   Department of Analysis and Strategic Studies
Elmar BAGHIROV                           Department of Analysis and Strategic Studies
Samir SULTANSOY  Department of Analysis and Strategic Studies

© Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Azerbaijan, 2016 
All rights reserved.

“World of Diplomacy” journal is published since 2002.
Registration № 1161, 14 January 2005

ISSN: 1818-4898
             Postal address: Analysis and Strategic Studies Department,

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sh.Gurbanov Str. 50, Baku AZ 1009
       Tel.: 596-91-31; e-mail: mxsp1@mfa.gov.az



2

CONTENTS

Introduction 

The crime in Khojaly: perpetrators and responsibility
under international law .............................................................................. 5                            

Official documents on the condemnation 
of the crime committed in Khojaly on 26 February 1992

• Bosnia and Herzegovina
– Resolution of the Parliament ......................................................... 14

• Czech Republic
– Decision of the Parliament ............................................................ 17

• Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan
– Statement of the Senate ................................................................ 19

• Islamic Republic of Pakistan
– Resolution of the Senate................................................................ 21

• Republic of Colombia
– Resolution of the Senate (2012) .................................................... 22
– Decision of the House of Representatives (2013) .......................... 25

• Republic of Guatemala
– Resolution of the Congress............................................................ 31

• Republic of Honduras
– Declaration of the National Congress .............................................38

• Republic of Panama
– Resolution of the National Assembly ............................................. 44

• Republic of Peru
– Decision of the Congress .............................................................. 47



3

• Republic of the Sudan
– Statement of the National Assembly .............................................. 54

• United Mexican States
– Resolution of the Chamber of Deputies ......................................... 56

• United States of America ............................................................ 75

– The U.S. State of Arizona
 Resolution of the Senate ............................................................... 75

– The U.S. State of Arkansas
 Resolution of the House of Representatives .................................. 77

– The U.S. State of Connecticut
 Document (in memoriam) of the
 House of Representatives (2013) .................................................. 79
 Document (in memoriam) of the
 House of Representatives (2015) .................................................. 80

– The U.S. State of Georgia
 Resolution of the House of Representatives (2012) ...................... 81
 Statement by the Governor (2015) ................................................ 82

– The U.S. State of Hawaii
 Message by the Governor ............................................................. 83

– The U.S. State of Indiana
 Resolution of the Senate ............................................................... 84

– The U.S. State of Maine
 Document (sentiment) of the Senate and
 House of Representatives ............................................................. 87

– The U.S. State of Massachusetts
 Document (citation) of the House of Representatives ................... 88

– The U.S. State of Mississippi
 Resolution of the House of Representatives .................................. 89



4

– The U.S. State of Nebraska
 Proclamation by the Governor ....................................................... 92

– The U.S. State of New Jersey
 Resolution of the Assembly  .......................................................... 93

– The U.S. State of New Mexico
 Decision of the House of Representatives ..................................... 96

– The U.S. State of Oklahoma
 Resolution of the Senate ............................................................... 98

– The U.S. State of Pennsylvania
 Resolution of the House of Representatives (2013) ...................... 99
 Resolution of the House of Representatives (2015) ..................... 101

– The U.S. State of Tennessee
 Resolution of the House of Representatives ............................... 104

– The U.S. State of Texas
 Resolution of the House of Representatives ............................... 106

– The U.S. State of Utah
 Message by the Governor ........................................................... 109 

– The U.S. State of West Virginia
 Resolution of the House of Representatives ................................ 110

• Organization of Islamic Cooperation
– Resolution of the Council of Foreign Ministers .............................112



5

Introduction

The crime in Khojaly: 
perpetrators and responsibility under international law

At the end of 1987, the Soviet Socialist Republic of Armenia openly laid claim 
to the territory of the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast of the Soviet 
Socialist Republic of Azerbaijan. Contrary to the Constitution of the Soviet 
Union, which guaranteed the territorial integrity and inviolability of borders 
of the Union Republics, the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic adopted a 
number of decisions to institute the process of unilateral secession of the 
autonomous region from Azerbaijan. At the end of 1991 and the beginning 
of 1992, Armenia initiated combat operations on the territory of Azerbaijan. 
As a result, a significant part of the territory of Azerbaijan, including its 
Nagorno-Karabakh region and seven adjacent districts, was occupied by 
Armenia.

On the night of February 25-26, the 
armed forces of Armenia, with the 
support of irregular armed bands 
and terrorist groups, as well as with 
the direct participation of the infantry 
guards regiment No. 366 of the 
former USSR, seized the town of 
Khojaly and perpetrated atrocious 
massacre of the civilian population of 
the town. In a few hours 613 civilians 
were killed including 106 women, 63 
children, moreover, 1,275 inhabitants were taken hostage, while the fate of 
150 persons remains unknown to this day. In the course of the massacre 487 
inhabitants of Khojaly were severely maimed, including 76 children under the 
age. 6 families were completely wiped out, 26 children lost both parents, and 
130 children lost one of their parents. Of those who perished, 56 persons were 
killed with special cruelty: by burning alive, scalping, beheading, gouging out 
eyes, and bayoneting pregnant women in the abdomen.

There are more than sufficient facts and reports from various sources, 
including eyewitnesses of the events, Governments and intergovernmental 
and non-governmental organizations, that testify to the responsibility of 

INTRODUCTION
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Armenia and its political and military leadership and subordinate local armed 
groups for the crimes committed in Khojaly.

In its judgement of April 22, 2010, the European Court of Human Rights 
arrived at an important conclusion with respect to the crime committed 
in Khojaly, qualifying the behaviour of those carrying out the incursion 
as “acts of particular gravity which may amount to war crimes or crimes 
against humanity”. The European Court made in this regard the following 
observation, which leaves no doubt as to the question of qualification of the 
crime and ensuing responsibility for it:

“It appears that the reports available from independent sources 
indicate that at the time of the capture of Khojaly on the night of 25-26 
February 1992 hundreds of civilians of Azerbaijani ethnic origin were 
reportedly killed, wounded or taken hostage, during their attempt to 
flee the captured town, by Armenian fighters attacking the town”.1

In her letter dated March 24, 1997 addressed to the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Armenia, the Executive Director of the Human Rights Watch/
Helsinki responded as follows to attempts by the Armenian propaganda to 
obfuscate this human rights organization with its fabrications:

“Our research and that of the Memorial Human Rights Center found 
that the retreating militia fled Khojaly along with some of the large 
groups of fleeing civilians. Our report noted that by remaining armed 
and in uniform, the Azerbaijani militia may be considered as combatants 
and thus endangered fleeing civilians, even if their intent had been to 
protect them. Yet we place direct responsibility for the civilian deaths 
with Karabakh Armenian forces. Indeed, neither our report nor that 
of Memorial includes any evidence to support the argument that 
Azerbaijani forces obstructed the flight of, or fired on Azeri civilians”.2

According to the Armenian author Markar Melkonian, who dedicated his 
book to his brother, the well-known international terrorist Monte Melkonian, 
who personally took part in the assault on Khojaly, the town “had been a 
strategic goal, but it had also been an act of revenge”.3 Melkonian particularly 
mentions the role of the fighters of the two Armenian military detachments 

1  Judgement of the European Court of Human Rights of 22 April 2010, para. 87
2  Available from www.hrw.org/news/1997/03/23/response-armenian-government-letter-townkhojaly-nagorno-
karabakh
3 Markar Malkonian, My Brother’s Road: An American’s Fateful Journey to Armenia (London and New York, 
2005), p. 214.
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“Arabo” and “Aramo” and describes in detail how they butchered the peaceful 
inhabitants of Khojaly. Thus, as he puts it, some inhabitants of the town had 
almost made it to safety, after fleeing for nearly six miles, when “[Armenian] 
soldiers had chased them down”. The soldiers, in his words, “unsheathed 
the knives they had carried on their hips for so long, and began stabbing”.4

It should be particularly noted that the Khojaly events took place in a 
period when the incumbent president Serzh Sargsyan of the Republic of 
Armenia served as the head of the illegal military structures in the occupied 
Azerbaijani territories and, accordingly, his recollections constitute one of 
the most important sources of evidence. The following words by S.Sargsyan 
leave no doubt as to the question of the perpetrator of the crime in Khojaly:

“Before Khojaly, the Azerbaijanis thought that they were joking with 
us, they thought that the Armenians were people who could not raise 
their hand against the civilian population. We were able to break that 
[stereotype]. And that’s what happened.”5

There are sufficient grounds to conclude that the Government of the Republic 
of Armenia and subordinate forces, for which it is liable under international 
law, are responsible for serious violations of international humanitarian and 
human rights law amounting to crimes under international law. The violations 
of the rules of war by the Armenian side include, inter alia, indiscriminate 
attacks, including the killing of civilians, the taking and holding of hostages, 
and the mistreatment and summary execution of prisoners of war and 
hostages.6

The following elements of the crime of genocide, as defined under 
international law, are present with regard to the attacks on civilians in Khojaly: 
the actus reus consisting of killing and causing serious bodily or mental 
harm; the existence of a protected group being targeted by the authors of the 
criminal conduct; and the specific genocidal intent to annihilate, in whole or 
in part, a group distinguished on racial, ethnic, national or religious grounds. 
According to the findings of the investigation, the following requirements are 
met for the purpose of sustaining the genocidal charges with regard to the 
crime committed in Khojaly: the clear and convincing proof of the intent to 
destroy the group in whole or in part; the fact that the destruction that took 

4 Markar Malkonian, My Brother’s Road: An American’s Fateful Journey to Armenia (London and New York, 
2005), pp. 213-214.
5 Thomas de Waal, Black Garden: Armenia and Azerbaijan through Peace and War (New York and London, 
2004), p. 172.
6 See, Human Rights Watch/Helsinki, Seven Years of Conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh (1994).
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place in Khojaly was “significant” enough to affect the defined group as a 
whole; and the crime was committed within a specific geographic locality. 

Offences committed during the conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan 
entail State responsibility and individual criminal responsibility under 
international law.

The key provisions of international responsibility are laid down in the 
articles on State responsibility adopted by the United Nations International 
Law Commission on 9 August 20017 and commended to States by the 
General Assembly on 12 December 2001.8 According to article 1, “every 
internationally wrongful act of a State entails the international responsibility 
of that State”, while article 2 provides that “there is an internationally 
wrongful act of a State when conduct consisting of an action or omission 
(a) is attributable to the State under international law; and (b) constitutes a 
breach of an international obligation of the State”.

Article 4 (1) of the articles on State responsibility addresses the question of 
the attribution of conduct to a State, and declares that: 

The conduct of any State organ shall be considered an act of that 
State under international law, whether the organ exercises legislative, 
executive, judicial or any other functions, whatever position it holds in 
the organization of the State, and whatever its character as an organ 
of the central government or of a territorial unit of the State.

This principle, which is one of long standing in international law,9 was underlined 
by the International Court of Justice in the LaGrand case,10 in which the Court 
declared that “the international responsibility of a State is engaged by the 
action of the competent organ and authorities acting in that State, whatever 
they may be” and reiterated in the case concerning the application of the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide,11 in 
which the Court noted that it was:

7  See A/56/10, section IV. See also James Crawford, The International Law Commission’s Articles on State 
Responsibility. Introduction, Text and Commentaries (Cambridge, 2002), and James Crawford, Alain Pellet, 
Simon Olleson (eds.), The Law of International Responsibility (Oxford, 2010).
8  See General Assembly resolution 56/83. See also Assembly resolutions 59/35 and 62/61 and document 
A/62/62.
9  See, for example, the Moses case, John B. Moore, International Arbitration, vol. III, pp. 3127, 3129 (1871).
10 Provisional Measures, I.C.J. Reports 1999, pp. 9 and 16.
11 I.C.J. Reports 2007, para. 385. It was held that this principle constituted a rule of customary international law. 
See also Immunity from Legal Process of a Special Rapporteur, I.C.J. Reports 1999, pp. 62 and 87.
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One of the cornerstones of the law of State responsibility, that the 
conduct of any State organ is to be considered an act of the State 
under international law, and therefore gives rise to the responsibility of 
the State if it constitutes a breach of an obligation of the State.

Comment 6 to article 4 of the articles on State responsibility underlines the 
broad nature of this principle and emphasizes that the reference to State 
organs in this provision:

“Is not limited to the organs of central government, to officials at 
high level or to persons with responsibility for the external relations 
of the State. It extends to organs of government of whatever kind or 
classification, exercising whatever functions, and at whatever level in 
the hierarchy, including those at provincial or even local level”.12

Similarly, article 5 provides that the conduct of a person or entity which is 
not an organ of the State under article 4 but which is empowered by the 
law of that State to exercise elements of governmental authority shall be 
considered as an act of the State under international law, provided that 
the person or entity in question was acting in that capacity in the instance 
in question. Accordingly, activities by armed units of the State, including 
those empowered so to act, will engage the responsibility of the State. Thus 
Armenia is responsible internationally for actions (and omissions) of its 
armed forces in their activities in Azerbaijan.

A key element of State responsibility, and one of particular significance for 
the present purposes, is the rule enshrined in article 8:

The conduct of a person or group of persons shall be considered an 
act of a State under international law if the person or group of persons 
is in fact acting on the instructions of, or under the direction or control 
of, that State in carrying out the conduct.

This provision essentially covers two situations, first, where persons act 
directly under the instructions of State authorities and, second, where 
persons are acting under State “direction or control”. The latter point is critical. 
It means that States cannot avoid responsibility for the acts of secessionist 
entities where in truth it is the State that is controlling the activities of the 
body in question. The difference between the two situations enumerated in 

INTRODUCTION

12  See Crawford, The International Law Commission’s Articles on State Responsibility, p. 95.
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article 8 is the level of control exercised. In the former case, the persons 
concerned are in effect part of the apparatus of the State insofar as the 
particular situation is concerned. In the latter case, the power of the State is 
rather more diffuse.

Accordingly, the conclusion must be that, due to its initial and continuing 
aggression against Azerbaijan and persisting occupation of that State’s 
territory, the Republic of Armenia bears full international responsibility for the 
breaches of international law.

The Republic of Armenia’s international responsibility, which is incurred by 
its internationally wrongful acts, involves legal consequences manifested 
in the obligation to cease such acts, to offer appropriate assurances and 
guarantees that they will not recur and to provide full reparation for injury 
in the form of restitution, compensation and satisfaction, either singly or in 
combination.13

It is essential to note that the crime committed in the town of Khojaly should 
be seen as a serious breach of obligations under peremptory norms (jus 
cogens) of general international law. The obligations under such norms 
arise from those substantive rules of conduct that prohibit what has come 
to be seen as intolerable because of the threat it presents to the survival of 
States and their peoples and the most basic human values.14 Among these 
prohibitions, it is generally agreed that the prohibitions of aggression, the 
establishment or maintenance by force of colonial domination, genocide, 
slavery, racial discrimination, crimes against humanity and torture are to be 
regarded as peremptory.15 There can be no doubt that Armenia bears full 
international responsibility for a violation of a number of such prohibitions, as 
manifested in particular in the criminal acts committed against the civilians 
and defenders of the town of Khojaly.

Serious breaches of obligations under peremptory norms of general 
international law give rise to additional consequences affecting not only 
the State bearing the responsibility, but also all other States. As stated in 
the International Law Commission commentary to the articles on State 
responsibility, every State, by virtue of its membership in the international 
community, has a legal interest in the protection of certain basic rights and 

13  See Crawford, The International Law Commission’s Articles on State Responsibility, pp. 66-68, articles 28, 
30, 31 and 34-37.
14 See A/56/10, comment 3 to article 40 of the articles on State responsibility.
15  Ibid., comment 5 to article 26 and comments 1-9 to article 40 of the articles on State responsibility.
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the fulfilment of certain essential obligations.16 A significant role in securing 
recognition of this principle was played by the International Court of Justice 
in the Barcelona Traction case,17 in which the Court identified the existence 
of a special category of obligations — obligations towards the international 
community as a whole. According to the Court, “By their very nature the 
former [the obligations of a State towards the international community as a 
whole] are the concern of all States. In view of the importance of the rights 
involved, all States can be held to have a legal interest in their protection; 
they are obligations erga omnes”. In later cases, the International Court has 
reaffirmed this idea.18

Inasmuch as all States have a legal interest, particular consequences 
of a serious breach of an obligation under peremptory norms of general 
international law include, inter alia, duties of States to cooperate in order 
to bring to an end such breaches by lawful means and not to recognize as 
lawful a situation created by a serious breach, nor render aid or assistance 
in maintaining that situation.19

Alongside the Republic of Armenia’s responsibility as a State for internationally 
wrongful acts, under the customary and treaty norms of international criminal 
law, certain acts perpetrated in the context of an armed conflict, including 
those in the town of Khojaly, are viewed as international criminal offences and 
responsibility for them is borne on an individual basis by those who participated 
in the said acts, their accomplices and accessories. It is well known that both 
the present and former presidents of Armenia, Serzh Sargsyan and Robert 
Kocharian, together with many other high-ranking political and military officials 
of that State, including current minister of defense, Seyran Oghanyan, and 
leaders of the separatist regime set up by Armenia in the occupied territory 
of Azerbaijan, personally participated in seizing Azerbaijani lands and in the 
reprisals against Azerbaijani civilians and militaries. It is clear that, given the 
scale and gravity of the offences that they committed, the criminal prosecution 
of these persons would be an inevitable consequence of their crimes. 

16 See A/56/10, comment 4 to article 1 of the articles on State responsibility.
17 Case Concerning the Barcelona Traction, Light and Power Company, Limited, I.C.J. Reports
1970, para. 33 
18 See East Timor, I.C.J. Reports 1995, p. 102, para. 29; Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
I.C.J. Reports 1996, p. 258, para. 83; and Application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment 
of the Crime of Genocide, Preliminary Objections, I.C.J. Reports 1996, pp. 615-616, paras. 31-32. See also 
A/56/10, comment 4 to article 1 of the articles on State responsibility.
19 See A/56/10 (Supp), comment 1-14 to article 41 of the articles on State responsibility. See also
General Assembly resolution 62/243, para. 5.
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It is obvious that impunity still enjoyed by the perpetrators of the crimes 
continues to impede progress in achieving the long-awaited peace 
and reconciliation between Armenia and Azerbaijan. Therefore, the 
establishment of truth in respect to gross violations of international 
humanitarian and human rights law committed during the conflict, the 
provision of adequate and effective reparations to victims and the 
need for institutional actions to prevent the repetition of such violations 
are all necessary adjuncts to true conflict resolution. Consequently, 
ending impunity is essential not only for the purposes of identifying the 
responsibility of parties to the conflict and individual perpetrators, the 
achievement of which is undoubtedly imperative per se, but also for 
ensuring sustainable peace, truth, reconciliation, the rights and interests 
of victims and the well-being of society at large.

INTRODUCTION
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

RESOLUTION
ON RESPECT AND SUPPORT TO SOVEREIGNTY AND TERRITORIAL 

INTEGRITY OF THE REPUBLIC OF AZERBAIJAN

February 26, 2013

Guided by the goals and principles of the United Nations Charter, norms and 
principles of international law, the delegates of the House of Peoples

– confirm the respect and express the support to the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of the Republic of Azerbaijan recognized at the 
international level,

– call for implementation of all recommendations, resolutions and 
declarations of international organizations, particularly four resolutions 
of the UN Security Council (Resolutions 822, 853, 874, 884) related 
to the Armenia-Azerbaijan Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, as well as 
urgent, full and unconditional withdrawal of all Armenian military 
forces from the occupied territory of the Republic of Azerbaijan,

– condemn the mass cleansing of civilians on the basis of their 
nationality or ethnicity, particularly in the city of Khojaly, during the 
Armenia-Azerbaijan Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, as a crime against 
humanity and threat to the peaceful and common life of people, and 
express deep empathy for the victims of tragic conflict,

– commend the efforts of the Republic of Azerbaijan to restore its 
sovereignty over its entire territory, with the aim to create a basis for 
removing a threat to regional and international security,

– remind the importance to speed up a peaceful process within the 
OSCE Minsk Groups in order to establish a sound peace and stability 
in the region,
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

– support the efforts of international organizations which, with the 
support of the governmental and nongovernmental sector, contribute 
to achieving a peaceful resolution of the aforementioned conflict and 
express full support to the universal rule of law system, democracy, 
human rights and fundamental freedoms.

This Resolution shall be published in “the Official Gazette of BiH”.

Speaker of House of Peoples
of BiH Parliamentary Assembly

Dr. Dragan Čović
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

REZOLUCIJU
O UVAŽAVANJU I PODRŠCI SUVERENITETU I TERITORIJALNOJ 

CJELOVITOSTI REPUBLIKE AZERBAJDŽAN

26 Februar 2013

Vodeći se ciljevima i načelima Ustava UN-a, te normama i načelima 
međunarodnoga prava, izaslanici u Domu naroda:

- Potvrđuju uvažavanje i izražavaju podršku suverenitetu i teritorijalnoj 
cjelovitosti Republike Azerbajdžan priznatoj na međunarodnoj razini;

- Pozivaju   na   ispunjavanje   svih   preporuka,   rezolucija   i   
deklaracija međunarodnih organizacija, naročito četiri rezolucije 
Vijeća sigurnosti UN-a (rezolucije broj 822, 853, 874 i 884) u vezi 
s barmensko-azerbajdžanskim nagornokarabaškim konfliktom, a 
također na žurno, potpuno i bezuvjetno izvođenje svih armenskih 
vojnih jedinica s okupiranog teritorija Republike Azerbajdžan;

- Osuđuju masovno istrebljivanje civilnoga stanovništva na 
nacionalnoj i etničkoj osnovi, a osobito u gradu Hodžali, za vrijeme 
barmensko- azarbajdžanskog nagornokarabaškog   konflikta   
kao   zločin   protiv čovječnosti i prijetnju mirnom zajedničkom 
životu naroda, duboko suosjećajući sa žrtvama tragičnog konflikta i 
njihovim žrtvama;

- Pozdravljaju napore Republike Azerbajdžan u obnovi suvereniteta 
na svojem cijelom teritoriju u cilju stvaranja osnove za uklanjanje 
prijetnji regionalnoj i međunarodnoj sigurnosti;

- Podsjećaju na važnost ubrzavanja mirnoga procesa u okviru Minske 
skupine OESS-a radi uspostave sigurnog mira i stabilnosti u regiji;

- Podržavaju napore međunarodnih organizacija koje, uz podršku 
vladinog i nevladinog sektora, pridonose postizanju mirnog 
rješavanja gore navedog konflikta i izražavaju potpunu podršku 
univerzalnom sustavu vladavine zakona, demokracije, ljudskih 
prava i temeljnih sloboda.

Ova Rezolucija objavljuje se u “Službenom glasniku BiH”.

Predsjedatelj
Doma naroda

Parlamentarne skupštine BiH
Dr. Dragan Čović, v. r.
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 CZECH  REPUBLIC

 CZECH  REPUBLIC

February 7, 2013
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 CZECH  REPUBLIC
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HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN

HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN

June 19, 2013

Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan

Statement adopted by the Senate

The Senate, in accordance with decisions adopted at the conference of 
the Parliamentary Union of the Islamic Cooperation Organization Member 
States on the Khojaly massacre, in connection with the 20th anniversary of 
the massacre and in view of the forthcoming visit of a Senate delegation to 
Azerbaijan:

- Condemns the violence committed against Muslim Azerbaijani 
people in Khojaly and considered violation of human rights,

- Condemns the attacks against mosques and holy Islamic sites and 
the resulting heavy damage to the Islamic heritage and culture,

- Calls for the settlement of the conflict between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan based on the principles of international law and within 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Azerbaijan,

- Calls for the implementation of UN Security Council resolutions 
adopted in this regard,

- Reaffirms its support for the unchanging position of Jordan, 
which calls for the peaceful settlement of conflicts as well as for 
strengthening of the values of peace and cooperation among 
nations aimed at enriching the human life through love, progress 
and development, instead of violence and confrontation that sow 
seeds of hostility and disasters,

- Calls on the states to continue providing humanitarian aid to the 
Azerbaijani refugees and internally displaced persons faced with 
hard living conditions, until they return to their native homes.

Amman, 19 June 2013
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ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF PAKISTAN

ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF PAKISTAN
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REPUBLIC OF COLOMBIA

REPUBLIC OF COLOMBIA

Senate of the Republic of Columbia 
Second Constitutional Committee

March 28, 2012, Bogota
RECORD

Honorable Senators,

The Second Committee of the Senate, as the Committee responsible 
for foreign relations and national security matters, while respecting the 
constitutional powers conferred upon the National Government, denounces 
the illegal military occupation of Nagorno-Karabakh and the seven 
surrounding regions of the Republic of Azerbaijan, the killings, injuries, 
humiliation and violations of human rights of the population of the Republic 
of Azerbaijan, particularly in the course of “Khojaly Genocide”, as well as 
the violations of the ceasefire regime established between the sides, and 
events resulting from the renewal of military operations.

The Republic of Colombia, with its progressive initiatives, is a known 
advocate of international peace and of resolution of conflicts by peaceful 
means and, therefore, the Second Committee deeply regrets that the 
conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan persists and cannot find its 
resolution through various mechanisms carried out by the concerned 
parties and international organizations; respecting the territorial integrity and 
internationally recognized borders of both Republics, its urges the various 
concerned parties to strengthen dialogue aimed at resolving the conflict.

Finally, the Committee urges the Government of the Republic of Armenia 
to comply with UN Security Council resolutions 822, 853, 874 and 884 and 
calls the concerned parties to refrain from any hostile acts, interferences 
or interventions, which may amplify the conflict and undermine peace and 
security in the region.

Honorable Senators,

Senators-members of the Second Committee of the Senate of the Republic
(signed)
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REPUBLIC OF COLOMBIA

 House of Representative
 of the Republic of Columbia

July 30, 2013
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REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA

REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA

October 6, 2015

PRIVILEGED MOTION

THE BELOW RUBRICATED, PROPOSE THE FOLLOWING PRIVILEGED 
MOTION:

TO ALTER THE ORDER OF THE DAY AND BE GIVEN IN KNOWLEDGE IN 
THIS MOMENT A PROJECT OF RESOLUTION POINT WHICH MANIFEST 
THE SOLIDARITY WITH THE STATE AND PEOPLE OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF AZERBAIJAN AND MAKES A CALL TO THE RESOLUTION OF THE 
CONFLICT WITH THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA THROUGH A PEACEFUL 
WAY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NORMS OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 
AND THE RESOLUTIONS OF THE UNITED NATIONS.

PROPOSING CONGRESSMEN:

Guatemala, 6 October 2015
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THE CONGRESS OF THE REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA 

CONSIDERING:

That Guatemala bases its relationships with other states, in conformity 
with the principles, rules and international practices, with the purpose to 
contribute to the maintenance of peace, freedom, respect and defense of 
human rights and international humanitarian law. 

CONSIDERING:

That Guatemala will maintain friendship, solidarity and cooperation relations 
with those states whose economic, social and cultural development is similar 
or analogue to that of Guatemala, with the purpose of finding appropriate 
solutions to common problems.

CONSIDERING:

That in relation to the conflict that emerged between the republics of Armenia 
and Azerbaijan, the security council of the United Nations, has issued 
successive resolutions in which it calls for the parts to prioritize dialogue and 
the mechanisms established for the solution of conflicts, as well as respect 
the territories of both countries and the internationally recognized borders. 

CONSIDERING:

That Guatemala as a Member State of the United Nations is part of the 
collective of nations which assumes the commitment of ensuring and 
respecting universal rights and peace, always within the frame of respect 
and fulfillment of international law. 

CONSIDERING:

That the bordering conflict among the Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan 
for the territory of Nagorno Karabakh, has caused the death of over thirty 
thousand people, the occupation of twenty percent of the territory of 
Azerbaijan and over one million refugees and internally displaces persons. 

THEREFORE:

In exercise of the attributions conferred by the article 107 of the organic law 
of the legislative organism, Decree number 63-94 of the Congress of the 
Republic, 

REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA
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REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA

RESOLVES:

First. 

To condemn the military invasion and occupation of the sovereign territory of 
the Republic of Azerbaijan, within the frame of the internationally recognized 
borders by the international community, within the United Nations and the 
Acts of Genocide committed against the civilian population in the City of 
Khojaly, on the 02 and 26 of February. 

Second.

To express our solidarity to our parliamentary colleagues, the state, 
government and specially, with the people of the Republic of Azerbaijan for 
the aggressions to which the have been subjected to within the frame of this 
territorial conflict. 

Third.

To urge the bodies responsible for ensuring peace and international security, 
to adopt effective measures to assure the life, freedom, peace and other 
fundamental human rights of the civilian population of both countries, as 
well as the return of the territory integrity to the status quo ante bellum. 

Fourth.

To exhort the Government of the Republic of Armenia to follow resolutions 
822,853,874 and 884 issued by the Security Council of the United Nations 
and all other parties involved to refrain of any hostile, interference or 
intervention acts that could provoke an enlargement of the conflict and 
undermine the peace and security of the region. 

Fifth.

To reaffirm Guatemala’s commitment and support to all the efforts for peace 
among the Member States of the international community and make a call so 
that the conflicts that arise may be resolved through the way of international law. 

ISSUED IN THE LEGISLATIVE ORGANISM PALACE, IN GUATEMALA 
CITY ON OCTOBER SIX TWO THOUSAND FIFTEEN PROPOSING 
CONGRESSMEN: 
(SIGN) 

THE CORRESPONDING NUMBER FOR THIS RESOLUTION POINT IS 2-2015
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REPUBLIC OF GUATEMALA

LOS ABAJO FIRMANTES,   PROPONEMOS LA
PRIVILEGIADA SIGUIENTE:

PARA QUE SE ALTERE EL ORDEN DEL DJA Y SE ENTRE A CONOCER 
EN ESTE MOMENTO UN PROYECTO DE PUNTO RESOLUTIVO 
QUE MANIESTA LA SOLIDARIDAD CON EL ESTADO Y PUEBLO 
DE LA REPUBLICA DE AZERBAIYAN Y HACE UN LLAMADO A LA 
RESOLUC16N DEL CONFLICTO CON LA REPUBLICA DE ARMENIA POR 
LA VIA PACIFICA DE ACUERDO CON LAS NORMAS DEL DERECHO 
INTERNACIONAL Y DE LAS RESOLUCIONES DE LA ORGANIZACI6N 
DE LAS NACIONES UNIDAS.

DIPUTADOS PONENTES:
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REPUBLIC OF HONDURAS

January 24, 2014
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DECLARACIÓN
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