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This article investigates the impact of defeatist discourse on the outcome of
the Nagorno-Karabagh conflict, focusing on the statements made by the OSCE
Minsk Group.

The research aims to present the linguistic units employed in the statements
of the OSCE Minsk Group, constituting elements of a defeatist discourse that
exerted influence on the trajectory of the conflict, culminating in the ultimate defeat
of Nagorno-Karabakh.

The objectives encompass the identification of defeatist discourse patterns
within the statements of the OSCE Minsk Group, examination of their potential
ramifications, and comprehension of the role such language may have played in
the defeat of Nagorno-Karabakh.

To achieve the objectives set a synthesis of theoretical insights and an in-
depth analysis of defeatist discourse within the statements of the OSCE Minsk
Group was employed.

Based on the results of the study, we can state that the defeatist discourse,
characterized by a focus on principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity,
linguistically worked against the claims of the self-determination principle made by
Armenia.

Keywords: discourse, defeatist, diplomacy, OSCE Minsk Group, international
relations, modality, deixis.
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Introduction

The failure of the OSCE Minsk Group and the 44-day war, the blockade of the
people in the Artsakh Republic (In the context of our research, we will refer to the region
as the Artsakh Republic rather than using the term Nagorno-Karabakh."), ethnic
cleansing of the Armenians are some of the reasons for the outcomes of the
communication that has gone beyond its papers.

The discourse from the perspective of pragmatics (information representation and
interpretation, persuasiveness of the language) used in the documentation of the OSCE
Minsk Group, becomes evident when we undertake an analysis of its pragmalinguistic
markers, and see that the discourse was not solution-oriented, or at least, on the speech
and discourse level, it was not solution-oriented for Armenia and the Artsakh Republic.

Understanding the elements of the defeatist discourse, which, in our opinion, was
one of the reasons for the failure of the OSCE Minsk Group activities, is essential as it
may provide valuable insights into the dynamics of international negotiations and conflict
resolution. It is essential to recognize that discourse analysis, as a component of
pragmalinguistics, provides valuable insights into the dynamics of international
negotiations and conflict resolution.

Our research endeavors to investigate and validate this hypothesis, which is
intrinsically linked to the erroneous implementation of pragmalinguistic tools, leading to
the aforementioned unfavorable outcome. The overarching motivation behind this
research is to identify and elucidate these markers, thereby preventing the Republic of
Armenia (RA) and its diplomats from repeating similar mistakes in the near future or at
least selecting a new language repertoire for building Nagorno-Karabakh discourse in the
future.

Thus, defeatist discourse, embedded within political and diplomatic
communication, played a pivotal role in the catastrophic outcomes of the OSCE Minsk
Group's efforts for Artsakh and Armenia. This discourse, characterized by its stark
absence of solution-oriented language, significantly contributed to the inability to secure a
workable resolution for Armenia and the Artsakh Republic. Consequently, it necessitates
a comprehensive analysis of its pragmalinguistic components to prevent its recurrence in
the Republic of Armenia's diplomatic pursuits.

In this context, it is vital to understand the features of the defeatist discourse and
the way it was developed in the OSCE Minsk Group documents.

Theoretical Background

Before delving into depth about the essential elements of political and diplomatic
discourses as parts of a single whole, it is crucial to introduce our interpretation of the
term of the discourse, as, in our opinion, lack of this specification hinders, blurs the
further understanding of this notion when applied to a specific context or situation.

Discourse can simply be seen as language in use, or as Arutyunova stated, it is a
speech, which is immersed in life (Arutyunova 136). Thus, any update of the life, may
bring a new shade to its content, and, a new interpretation of it. In this respect, Brown
and Cook’s and Arutyunova’s statements or approaches resonate. By ‘language in use’,
we mean the set of norms, preferences, and expectations which relate language to
context. Discourse analysis can also be seen as the organization of language above the
sentence level. The term ‘text’ is, sometimes, used instead of the term ‘the discourse’.
The concept of discourse analysis is not restricted to the study of formal properties of
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language; it also takes into consideration what language is used for in social and cultural
contexts. Discourse analysis, therefore, studies the relationship between language
(written, spoken — conversation, institutionalized forms of talk) and the contexts in which it
is used. The main point that is relevant here is that it should be coherent with the text. In
this respect, we truly agree with Cook (Cook 6-7) who describes discourse as language in
use or language used to communicate something felt to be coherent which may or may
not correspond to a correct sentence or series of correct sentences. There are several
reasons to agree with his statement: In fact, Cook emphasizes function over form and
acknowledges the real-world dynamic, which is much more important than the
grammatical structures that are used to convey this or that meaning. His position, which is
logical in my perception, is a successful expression of the meaning, which is relevant in
this particular situation. Nothing is rigid in the language when it is applied to life that is,
used in a specific situation. Finally, Cook prioritizes the social aspect of the language,
which plays an important role in transmitting meanings and thoughts in the
communication between the interlocutors.

Discussing this problem of discourse, Foucault concluded that discourse should be
called “a set of statements as they belong to the same discursive formation” (Foucault
117).

This refers to the broader systems of knowledge, power, and social practices that
govern how statements (or utterances) are made, understood, and legitimized within a
particular cultural or historical context. For Foucault, discourse not only constructs
knowledge but also defines power relations and establishes societal nhorms. Thus, M.
Foucault goes further in his explanation of the discourse as a social element, by focusing
on the communicative aspect of the language, or “the language in use”. We can affirm
that Foucault's definition is broader, looking at patterns, systems, and structures of
knowledge production and dissemination. Discourse, therefore, is understood not as an
infinite and indivisible commonality of utterances, but as a text in its dynamics, constituted
by a certain number of utterances, for which it is possible to define “a set of conditions for
existence”. Moreover, discourse is not an ideal or timeless form with its own history. The
concept of discursive practice introduced by M. Foucault is important for understanding
the essence of discourse, i.e., it is a set of anonymous historical rules of conversation,
which is always defined relatively to the time and communicative space. He writes that
discursive practice as a condition for the utterance function is established in a given era
and for a given social, economic, geographical or linguistic space. The question of
discourse boundaries is rightful. The discourse of politicians and statesmen concentrates
around the supporting concept of power and creates a context that describes the actors,
their actions, and the objects under discussion, circumstances, time, and the place of
events.

To gain insight into diplomatic discourse, it is essential to examine background
information regarding the term "diplomacy." Diplomacy according to Earnest Satow, is the
application of intelligence and tact to the conduct of official relations between the
governments of independent states extending sometimes also to their relations with
vassal states; or more briefly still, the conduct of business between states by peaceful
means (Satow 6). In the Diplomatic Dictionary, diplomacy is seen as an official activity of
a given state’s organs of external relations in pursuing through peaceful means the
objective and task of its foreign policy and in protecting its rights, its interests as well as
those of its citizen’s abroad (Diplomatic Dictionary 459).

Diplomacy has always been actual, yet this is an area where the conflicts meet
their pacific solutions. During the centuries diplomacy’s forms, models, and conducting
ways have changed by adapting them to the new system of the world. ‘Diplomacy at its
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essence is the conduct of relationships, using peaceful means, by and among
international actors, at least one of whom is usually governmental. The typical
international actors are states, and the bulk of diplomacy involves relations between
states directly, or between states, international organizations, and other international
actors (Cooper, Heine et al). Consequently, many organizations conduct diplomacy, for
which diplomacy is the main instrument to find effective and pacific solutions. Diplomacy,
inferring from the given definitions, is an effective tool or instrument that nation-states
employ for the maintenance, and promotion of peaceful relations on the international
scene. Whereas politics is defined as the activities of the government, members of law-
making organizations, or people who try to influence the way a country is governed
(Cambridge Dictionary). The above-mentioned definitions provide an insightful
perspective on diplomacy, evolution, and its significance in international relations.

Indeed, these definitions underscore the peaceful and skillful aspects of diplomacy.
However, the Diplomatic Dictionary situates diplomacy within the framework of a state's
formal and organized endeavors to interact with the international community. We can
affirm that diplomacy has a peaceful and adaptive nature and there is a clear distinction
between diplomacy and domestic politics, reinforcing the idea that diplomacy is a
specialized tool for managing interactions among sovereign states and other international
actors, ultimately contributing to peaceful coexistence and conflict resolution.

Diplomatic discourse, which encompasses the language and communication used
in international relations, takes on a unique form. It prioritizes formality, etiquette, and
protocol, focusing on negotiation and compromise as the primary means of reaching
mutually beneficial agreements. Unlike political discourse, which often involves
persuasion and argumentation, diplomatic discourse centers on finding common ground
to achieve outcomes that benefit all parties involved. In this evolving landscape, the
influence of digitalization adds a new layer of complexity and opportunity to diplomatic
interactions within international organizations like the OSCE.

Diplomatic discourse is a nuanced and vital component of international relations,
characterized by its formality, precision, and focus on negotiation and diplomacy. Various
authors have contributed to our understanding of diplomatic discourse and its role in
shaping diplomacy.

Berridge highlights the precision required in diplomatic language, emphasizing that
diplomats must use language with exactitude, particularly when negotiating agreements
or treaties. This precision is essential to avoid misunderstandings and to ensure that
diplomatic communication is clear and unambiguous. Baylis and Smith (2001) note that
diplomats must maintain a neutral stance in their communication. They are
representatives of their countries, and their words carry significant weight. A diplomat's
neutrality is essential to ensure constructive dialogues and prevent any perception of
threats or disrespect during diplomatic exchanges. Frowe (2016) further reinforces the
idea that diplomats must remain neutral. Their role is to act as intermediaries and
facilitators, seeking common ground and compromise in international relations. This
aspect is fundamental to the peaceful resolution of conflicts and the establishment of
diplomatic agreements. In the study of diplomatic discourse, Anisimova emphasizes the
importance of specific terms, concepts, and documents used in diplomatic
communication. These serve as the foundation for effective communication and
information exchange within the diplomatic sphere. Thus, diplomatic discourse, in fact, is
a nuanced field of communication that requires a unique combination of precision,
cultural sensitivity, neutrality, and understanding of specific terms and concepts.

In the theoretical field, however, diplomatic discourse constitutes the specificity of
the analysis of the interactions among nations. This discourse acts not only as a mediator
in case of conflicts but also as an articulating interest. Thus, understanding diplomatic
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action in the field of political communication needs to consider factors such as the
economic, social, and cultural contexts of the involved parties, the macro positioning of
the country, the location, and the occasion where speeches are addressed. The
fundamental factors of communication analysis comprise verifying whether they are
mediatized by journalistic frames or made entirely available through government or
international organizations’ communication channels (Pimentel, Panke 64).

Consequently, along with numerous methods, means, and forms of implementation
of the foreign policy of any state, diplomatic documents play an important role in the
development of bilateral and multilateral relations and the establishment of international
relations. In the diplomatic sphere (as in any field of human activity), there are specific
terms, concepts, and specific documents through which the Ministries of Foreign Affairs,
consular offices, and foreign bodies of foreign relations of diplomatic missions are in
communication, i.e. information exchange.

Diplomatic discourse serves to convey information to institutions during diplomatic
communication. Participants of communication must comply with the regulatory norms of
speech practice, as they declare the position of a particular country in the field of
international relations.

Diplomatic discourse is described as a more negotiation-oriented form of
communication. Diplomats are required to maintain precision in their language, with an
emphasis on specific details concerning potential agreements or treaties (Berridge). This
level of precision is critical, considering that diplomats must navigate the intricacies of
cultural differences, while also being attuned to the sensitivities that may arise from their
words (Baylis & Smith). In this context, the requirement for diplomats to remain neutral is
underscored by authors like Frowe (2016) to ensure constructive dialogues and prevent
threats or disrespect in diplomatic interactions.

Persuasive language plays a pivotal role in the diplomatic discourse. Rhetorical
devices such as metaphors, analogies, similes, hyperbole, understatement, and irony are
instrumental tools used to enhance the persuasiveness of arguments and shape
decisions.

The term "defeatist discourse" is widely used in everyday language to describe a
pattern of communication and thinking that promotes negativity and hopelessness. In the
diplomatic communication, it is essential to consider the context in which it is used and
the specific behaviors or statements being referred to when discussing defeatist
discourse.

Although we can encounter with various of research or articles on the Internet
where some phenomena are discussed within the framework of language of defeat or
defeatist discourse like this one for example “The new National Security Strategy
provides a major marker of the Biden administration’s intent to move away from the
language of defeating and destroying terrorist groups”l.

Nevertheless, unlike certain established academic concepts, the term "defeatist
discourse" lacks a universally recognized definition. Instead, it serves as a descriptive
term employed to characterize a particular form of communication or mindset. Therefore,
in the course of our research, we will strive to construct a definition and outline its key
features.

Defeatist discourse refers to a way of speaking or thinking that focuses on
pessimism, hopelessness, and a belief that a situation is doomed to failure or that one's
efforts are futile. It is characterized by a negative and resigned outlook, which can be
detrimental to individual motivation, group morale, or societal progress.

! Retrieved from https://www.newamerica.org/future-security/blog/abandoning-the-

language-of-defeat-is-harder-than-you-think (Accessed 20/09/2023)
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This type of communication typically focuses on highlighting the obstacles,
problems, or failures while downplaying or dismissing potential solutions, opportunities, or
positive outcomes. It can be contagious, spreading a sense of futility and discouragement
among those who are exposed to it. Defeatist discourse can have a detrimental impact on
motivation, problem-solving, and collective efforts to overcome challenges. Defeatist
discourse refers to a pattern of communication characterized by an overwhelmingly
pessimistic outlook. It involves expressing a belief or attitude that situations, challenges,
or goals are bound to fail, and it often leads to a sense of hopelessness, resignation, or
discouragement. Defeatist discourse can manifest in various contexts, such as personal
conversations, public discourse, or within organizations.

There are some features of the defeatist discourse we would like to focus on
concerning our research:

- A defeatist discourse is typically marked by a consistently negative
perspective on various aspects of life, challenges, or circumstances. People
with this mindset tend to expect the worst outcomes and often dwell on
potential failures.

- Diplomatic documents that acknowledge defeat typically include language
that explicitly or implicitly conveys a willingness to compromise or make
concessions. This can involve phrases such as "in the interest of peace," "in
a spirit of cooperation," or "in order to find common ground."

- Diplomatic documents may contain language that recognizes the differences
or disagreements between parties. Phrases like "acknowledging our differing
viewpoints" or "recognizing our limitations" can indicate a diplomatic setback.

- Modal verbs like "may,” "could,” and "might" are often used to express
uncertainty and indicate that certain outcomes are not guaranteed. For
example, "We may consider revisiting this issue in the future.”

- Diplomatic language often employs softening and polite expressions to
cushion the impact of defeat. This can include phrases like "with all due
respect" or "regretfully, we were unable to reach a consensus."

In this context, in fact, defeatist discourse is characterized by the failure to foster
a resolution that could have averted the tragedy of the war, the subsequent blockade of
the Artsakh Republic and the ethnic cleansing of the Armenian people. The shortcomings
in diplomatic discourse became a stark reminder that the words chosen in negotiations
can reverberate far beyond the conference rooms, ultimately impacting the fate of nations
and their people.

The failure of diplomatic efforts, exemplified by the inability of the OSCE Minsk
Group to broker a sustainable peace agreement and the eruption of the 44-day war in
2020, underscores the profound impact of diplomatic discourse. The repercussions of
diplomatic miscommunication extended far beyond the confines of diplomatic papers and
meetings. Rather, the language used in negotiations held the power to shape the destiny
of nations, affecting the lives of countless individuals.

Thus, from our perspective, defeatist discourse within diplomatic discourse refers
to a specific aspect of communication and negotiation in international relations. It is
characterized by a pessimistic and negative approach to diplomatic efforts and
negotiations. Within this context, it involves expressing a belief or attitude that diplomatic
endeavors are likely to end in failure, potentially leading to a sense of hopelessness and
discouragement. This type of discourse can undermine the effectiveness of diplomatic
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initiatives and hinder the ability to reach mutually beneficial agreements or solutions in
the realm of international diplomacy.

To assess the defeatist discourse of the statements and reports of the OSCE
Minsk Group, we should also introduce what it is and how it is relevant to the overall
framework of the Nagorno-Karabakh discourse in general.

The OSCE Minsk Group was created in 1992 by the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (now the OSCE) to provide a platform for peaceful negotiations
over a complex conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the Nagorno-Karabakh
region. It is co-chaired by three major international powers: France, Russia, and the
United States. The Minsk Group operates under the framework of the OSCE, a regional
organization focused on security and cooperation among European and Eurasian
countries. The primary function of the Minsk Group is to act as a mediator between
Armenia and Azerbaijan. The co-chairs were supposed to facilitate direct negotiations
between the two parties and work to promote dialogue and compromise®.

In the framework of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the OSCE Minsk Group's
statements and reports are integral components of diplomatic discourse. These official
documents serve as essential tools for the international community and involved parties
to gauge the progress and dynamics of the conflict resolution process.

In the context of a defeatist discourse, the OSCE Minsk Group is often portrayed
as emblematic of diplomatic failure and the inability of the international community to
bring about a resolution to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. In our analyses, we will
provide examples of how defeatist discourse was demonstrated in the statements of the
OSCE Minsk Group.

The ramifications of defeatist discourse transcend language and diplomacy; they
are embedded in the historical and political narrative of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.
By investigating and addressing these linguistic elements, future diplomatic endeavors
can be better equipped to avert repeating the mistakes of the past and forge a path
toward lasting peace and resolution. This study seeks to unravel the complexities of
defeatist discourse and its role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, ultimately shedding light
on how the power of words can determine the destiny of nations.

Analysis

Within our paper we dwell on the analysis of two recent statements from the OSCE
Minsk Group, which in our opinion are crucial for a comprehensive analysis of defeatist
discourse and their role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, as they provide a current and
relevant perspective on the conflict's dynamics and the potential impact of communication
on its resolution.

In their March 1, 2019 statement, the Co-Chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group (Igor
Popov of the Russian Federation, Stephane Visconti of France and Andrew Schofer of
the United States of America) welcomed the commitment of Azerbaijani President lIlham
Aliyev and Armenian Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan to meet soon under the auspices of
the Co-Chairs. The Co-Chairs, working closely with the two foreign ministers, have been
making preparations for this important leaders’ meeting, which will be the first direct
contact between the two leaders conducted under Co-Chair auspices.

The Co-Chairs underline the importance of maintaining an environment conducive
to productive discussions and continue to assess positively the recent lack of casualties
on the front lines. The Co-Chairs also welcome some initial steps being taken in the

! Retrieved from the official website of OSCE https://www.osce.org/minsk-group/108306
(Accessed 25.10.2023)
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region to prepare the populations for peace and encourage the sides to intensify such
efforts. At the same time, the Co-Chairs reiterate the critical importance of reducing
tensions and minimizing inflammatory rhetoric. In this context, the Co-Chairs urge the
sides to refrain from statements and actions suggesting significant changes to the
situation on the ground, prejudging the outcome of or setting conditions for future talks,
demanding unilateral changes to the format without agreement of the other party, or
indicating readiness to renew active hostilities.

With reference to some contradictory recent public statements on the substance of
the Minsk Group process, the Co-Chairs reiterate that a fair and lasting settlement must
be based on the core principles of the Helsinki Final Act, including in particular the non-
use or threat of force, territorial integrity, and the equal rights and self-determination of
peoples. It also should embrace additional elements as proposed by the Presidents of
the Co-Chair countries in 2009-2012, including: return of the territories surrounding
Nagorno-Karabakh to Azerbaijani control; an interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh
providing guarantees for security and self-governance; a corridor linking Armenia to
Nagorno-Karabakh; future determination of the final legal status of Nagorno-Karabakh
through a legally binding expression of will; the right of all internally displaced persons
and refugees to return to their former places of residence; and international security
guarantees that would include a peacekeeping operation.

The Co-Chairs stress their view that these principles and elements must be the
foundation of any fair and lasting settlement to the conflict and should be conceived as an
integrated whole. Any attempt to put some principles or elements over others would
make it impossible to achieve a balanced solution.

The Co-Chairs are prepared to meet with the leaders and foreign ministers of
Armenia and Azerbaijan at any time, and call on the leaders to resume negotiations in
good faith at the earliest opportunity. Continuous and direct dialogue between Baku and
Yerevan conducted under the auspices of the Co-Chairs remains an essential element in
building confidence and advancing the peace process. The Co-Chairs will also continue
to discuss, as appropriate, relevant issues with the interested parties directly affected by
the conflict, recognizing that their views and concerns must be taken into account for any
negotiated solution to succeed.

The Co-Chairs stress that they remain fully committed, in accordance with their
mandate, to helping the sides find a peaceful solution to the conflict. The Co-Chairs also
express their full support for the impartial and critical monitoring work undertaken by the
Personal Representative of the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office and his team '

In the above-mentioned statement from the OSCE Minsk Group, the Co-Chairs
emphasize several key points and objectives as part of their ongoing diplomatic efforts to
resolve a conflict. Let us delve into the statement in the context of the features and
elements of defeatist discourse mentioned earlier. First and foremost, the statement
underscores the necessity of considering all principles and elements as an integrated
whole. This approach may be interpreted as prioritizing certain principles over others,
potentially undermining the crucial aspect of self-determination. Furthermore, mentioning
"international security guarantees that would include a peacekeeping operation” raises
concerns about potential foreign military presence. This aspect might be viewed
unfavorably from Armenia's perspective, as it could be seen as a challenge to right to
self-determination. Additionally, the statement calls on the involved parties to refrain from
taking actions that suggest significant changes to the situation. This could be perceived
as discouraging self-determination efforts, implying that the status quo should be

! Press Statement by the Co-Chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group on the Upcoming Meeting of
President Aliyev and Prime Minister Pashinyan
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maintained until further negotiations. Such an approach might be seen as contradictory to
the principle of self-determination. Reiterating the point, the reference to "international
security guarantees that would include a peacekeeping operation” may be seen as
suggesting a potential foreign military presence, which could be concerning for Armenia
in terms of the self-determination principle. Lastly, the statement encourages the leaders
to resume negotiations in good faith at the earliest opportunity. This call for urgency might
signal to Armenia that the current situation may not be sustainable in the long term.

Overall, while the above-mentioned statement does not explicitly state that it
opposes the self-determination principle, certain aspects of the statement can be
interpreted as unfavorable to Armenia’s interests and self-determination goals.

Similarly, the below-mentioned statement also can be analyzed as a part of a
stance that aligns with a position contrary to the Republic of Armenia’s claims regarding
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Statement in Response to the Reports by the Co-Chairs of the Minsk Group, the
Personal Representative of the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office on the Conflict Dealt with by
the OSCE Minsk Conference and the Head of the High-Level Planning Group As
delivered by Ambassador Yevhenii Tsymbaliuk,

Permanent Representative of Ukraine to the International Organizations in Vienna,
to the 1246 th meeting of the Permanent Council, 7 November 2019

We welcome Co-Chairs of the Minsk Group, the Personal Representative of the
OSCE Chairperson-in-Office on the Conflict Dealt with by the OSCE Minsk Conference
and the Head of the High-Level Planning Group, back to the Permanent Council.
Presentation of their reports today provides us with the opportunity to pay additional
attention to one of the ongoing conflicts in the OSCE area, which continue to undermine
security and stability in Europe. We thank speakers for informing on the recent
developments in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Position of Ukraine on this issue has
been clear and consistent: this conflict must be resolved based on the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of the Republic of Azerbaijan within its internationally recognized
borders, core principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the Helsinki Final Act,
and in line with the relevant UN Security Council resolutions. The firm mutual support,
including within the international organizations, for the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Ukraine and Azerbaijan, has been in particular confirmed during the recent meeting of
Foreign Minister of Ukraine Vadym Prystaiko and Foreign Minister of Azerbaijan Elmar
Mammadyarov on the margins of the conference on the 10th anniversary of the Eastern
Partnership, on 5 November in Stockholm. This mutual political support is complemented
with practical steps aimed at observance of non-recognition policy for the occupied parts
of the territories of our countries. On 27 September, the MFA of Ukraine has officially
reminded the citizens of Ukraine on the necessity to comply with the national legislation
of Azerbaijan while traveling to the occupied Nagorno-Karabakh region. In conclusion, let
me reiterate Ukraine’s support to the peaceful resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict. The ongoing high-level contacts between political leadership of Azerbaijan and
Armenia, on which today’s speakers informed us, are useful in this regardl.

The provided statement is a diplomatic communication that discusses the ongoing
conflict in the Nagorno-Karabakh region.

! Statement in Response to the Reports by the Co-Chairs of the Minsk Group, the Personal
Representative of the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office on the Conflict Dealt with by the OSCE Minsk
Conference and the Head of the High-Level Planning Group
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Let us analyze this statement in the context of defeatist discourse and the features
mentioned earlier.

The statement begins by emphasizing that Ukraine's stance on the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict is rooted in its support for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the
Republic of Azerbaijan within its internationally recognized borders. This position aligns
Ukraine with Azerbaijan's viewpoint and opposes the self-determination claims. Notably,
the statement makes references to the fundamental principles outlined in the Charter of
the United Nations and the Helsinki Final Act. These principles, particularly the
importance of territorial integrity, are invoked to underpin Azerbaijan's position and
challenge any claims of self-determination asserted by Armenia. Moreover, the
statement underscores the mutual political support between Ukraine and Azerbaijan,
highlighting their shared commitment to safeguarding the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of their respective nations. This mutual support extends to international
organizations, further reinforcing a united front against self-determination efforts. In
addition, the non-recognition policy is apparent in the statement, as it outlines practical
measures aimed at implementing the "non-recognition policy for the 'occupied territories'."”
This policy involves refusing to acknowledge claims of self-determination or
independence for the Artsakh Republic and urging citizens to comply with Azerbaijan's
national legislation when traveling to the region.

Thus, we can state that, while the statement expresses support for the peaceful
resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, it does so within the context of upholding
Azerbaijan's sovereignty and territorial integrity.

If we analyze the two above-mentioned statements on the deixis level and modality
level, we will have the following image:

¢ Deixis Level: In the given statements, deixis is used to refer to specific individuals,
groups, and events, and it provides important contextual information. For example, the
use of the phrase "Position of Ukraine on this issue" points to a specific country's stance,
which is Ukraine. By explicitly stating "this conflict must be resolved based on the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Republic of Azerbaijan," the passage aligns with
the Azerbaijani perspective on Nagorno-Karabakh, which Armenia disputes. This
expression of support for Azerbaijan's territorial claims and sovereignty can be seen as
unfavorable to Armenia's interests in the region. Another example is the phrase "our
territories”, which is used to refer to specific geographic areas that the speaker (Ukraine)
considers to be under its sovereign control. In this context, "our territories" may be
interpreted as a reference to Crimea and Nagorno-Karabakh, suggesting that Ukraine
claims these regions as its own. This can be seen as an unfavorable approach to
Armenian interests, particularly in the case of Nagorno-Karabakh, as it implies a territorial
claim in favor of Azerbaijan, which has conflicted with Armenia over the status of the
region. The term "occupied parts of the territories" implies that these areas are currently
under the control of forces that Ukraine does not recognize as legitimate. This can be
interpreted as an unfavorable view of Armenia's role in these regions, as it suggests that
Armenia is occupying them rather than liberating them. The use of "non-recognition
policy" reinforces the idea that Ukraine does not acknowledge the legitimacy of the
situation in these territories, which aligns with an approach that is critical of Armenian
interests.

e Modality level: The statements contain various elements of modality, reflecting the
attitudes, beliefs, and levels of certainty held by the Co-Chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group
regarding the Artsakh Republic and the peace process. For example, the sentence “the
Co-Chairs urge the sides to refrain from statements and actions suggesting significant
changes to the situation on the ground, prejudging the outcome of or setting conditions
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for future talks, demanding unilateral changes to the format without agreement of the
other party, or indicating readiness to renew active hostilities” suggests that the Co-
Chairs urge the sides to refrain from specific actions and behaviors, indicating a desire for
certain outcomes and a belief that refraining from these actions is crucial. Or if we take
the following part from the above-mentioned statement “With reference to some
contradictory recent public statements on the substance of the Minsk Group process, the
Co-Chairs reiterate that a fair and lasting settlement must be based on the core principles
of the Helsinki Final Act, including in particular the non-use or threat of force, territorial
integrity, and the equal rights and self-determination of peoples. It also should embrace
additional elements as proposed by the Presidents of the Co-Chair countries in 2009-
2012, including the turn of the territories surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh to Azerbaijani
control; an interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh providing guarantees for security and
self-governance; a corridor linking Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh; future determination of
the final legal status of Nagorno-Karabakh through a legally binding expression of will; the
right of all internally displaced persons and refugees to return to their former places of
residence; and international security guarantees that would include a peacekeeping
operation” we will see that there are various expressions of modality, reflecting the Co-
Chairs' attitudes, beliefs, and levels of certainty regarding the principles and elements
that should guide the Minsk Group process and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Similarly,
this sentence “the Co-Chairs reiterate that a fair and lasting settlement must be based on
the core principles of the Helsinki Final Act “indicates a high level of certainty and a
strong belief in the necessity of basing the settlement on these principles. The use of
"must” implies a high probability or necessity of adhering to these principles. Additionally,
the use of "should" in the given sentence “It also should embrace additional elements as
proposed by the Presidents of the Co-Chair countries" expresses a strong
recommendation and emphasis on embracing these additional elements.

In addition to the above-mentioned analyses we would like to mention phrases and
elements presented as possibilities and desirability within the settlement, indicating a
level of flexibility and preference in favor of the Republic of Azerbaijan: "return of the
territories surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh to Azerbaijani control; an interim status for
Nagorno-Karabakh providing guarantees for security and self-governance; a corridor
linking Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh; future determination of the final legal status of
Nagorno-Karabakh through a legally binding expression of will; the right of all internally
displaced persons and refugees to return to their former places of residence; and
international security guarantees that would include a peacekeeping operation.”

Thus, we have attempted to identify different expressions that reflect the Co-Chairs'
attitudes, beliefs, and levels of certainty regarding the principles and elements that should
guide the process. These elements emphasize the idea of flexibility and a preference that
aligns with the interests of the Republic of Azerbaijan, including territorial control and self-
governance.

Conclusion
In conclusion, a thorough analysis has revealed several pivotal findings, providing
insights into the complex dynamics that played a role in the defeat of Nagorno-Karabakh,
including the underlying defeatist discourse. The analyses have revealed the following
critical points:
e The defeatist discourse, characterized by a focus on principles of sovereignty and
territorial integrity, worked against the claims of the self-determination principle made by
Armenia.
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e The defeatist discourse and the emphasis on principles like territorial integrity
have eroded the self-determination claims of Nagorno-Karabakh. This has important
implications for the future of Nagorno-Karabakh and similar conflicts worldwide.

e The geo-political landscape also played a significant role, as demonstrated by
Ukraine's support for Azerbaijan. This further reinforced the defeatist discourse and
weakened self-determination claims.

e We underscore the need to recognize and understand the impact of defeatist
discourse in international conflicts. The analysis serves as a valuable lesson for Armenia
and other nations seeking self-determination, highlighting the importance of strategic
communication and discourse in diplomacy.

e The defeatist discourse has contributed to the defeat of Nagorno-Karabakh. The
article provides valuable insights into the dynamics of international negotiations,
emphasizing the need for strategic communication and a deep understanding of the role
of discourse in shaping diplomatic narratives.

In light of these findings, it is imperative for Armenia and other nations pursuing
self-determination to reevaluate their diplomatic approaches and narratives.
Understanding the prevalent discourse and the international legal frameworks that
support it is crucial in influencing global perceptions and achieving self-determination
goals. By recognizing the role of language and discourse in international relations,
nations can better position themselves in complex conflicts and work toward a more
favorable outcome. This article serves as a significant contribution to the study of
international diplomacy and conflict resolution, offering important lessons for the future.
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Unyl hnnwdl niuncduwuhpnd £ wwpunynnwywl fununyph waqnbgnipnltup
LGnUwjhU Nwpwpwnh hwywdwpwnniejwl Giph ypw® hhdp punniuGind W34 Uhuuyh
fudph hwjnwpwnpnipnLluubpp:

GunwagnunLejwl  Lwwwnwyu E  ubGpywjwgub] GU34Y Uhuuyh pudph
hwjnwpwpnrpyntuutpnud Yhpwnywd Gguywl dhwynputipp, npnup wywnpunynnwywu
hununyph Jwu GU W wgnb] U hwywdwpunnipjwu hGunwagsh Ypw' hwlgbgubing
LGnUwjhU Twnpwpwnh ywnpuncpjwup:
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Uohuwnwuph huunhpu E Jtn hwub| GU3Y Uhuuyh hudph
hwjnwpwpnipntuuGpnud wniw ywpunynnwywl fununypeh ophuwswithniejnluubpp W
Jbpinwdt, pt  huswhuh nGp GBu  JGpghUuGpu nlubghbp LGnUwihU  wpwpwnh
wwpuncpjwlu gnpdnid:

Syw; hnnwoénd  wnwye pwwd  huunhpubGph pwgwhwjndwl  hwdwp
hpwywuwgnt] Gup  wnbuwywl Unwnbgnudubph W wwpunynnwywl fununyph funp
JGnnednpjwu hwdwnpnwpnLu:

GuGind  nuuncdUwuhpnupywl wpryntupubphgt Jwpnn  Bup  thwuwnb,  np
wwpunynnwywl  pununypep, YyGunpnuwgywd hubiny hupupofuwuncLpjwu W
nwpwbdpwihu - wdpnnpwywuncpjwl  ulygpniupubph  Ypw, |Ggyupwlnptbu qgnpdb) E
Swjwuwnwuh ynnuhg wnwy ptipndwsd wggbph hupunpnadwl uygpnituph nGu:

Shduwpwrebn® fununype, wwnpunynnuwlwl, nhjwbwaghwnncpncu, GUIY UhLulyh
huncdp, dhswqquyhl hwpwpbnnopyniuubn, Gnwlwlwynnnid, nGhpupu:

NMOPAXEHYECKWU OAUCKYPC U EFO PONb
B MOPAXEHMU HATOPHOIO KAPABAXA
(HA NPUMEPE 3AABJIIEHMA MUHCKOMU I'PYTINbl OBCE)

AHU TAMA3AH
couckamerb kagheOpbi MPUKIadHol NTUH28UCMUKU
Esponelickozo yHusepcumema ApmeHuu,
3asedyrowas kagheOpol A3bIK08, KOMMyHUKayuu u nedazoauku MexdyHapodHoz20
yHusepcumema Espasus,
2. EpesaH, Pecnybnuka ApmeHusi

B paHHOM cTaTbe, Ha OCHOBe coaepxaHusa 3aasneHun Munckon rpynnel OBCE,
uccrieqyeTca BRMSIHAE MOpaXKeH4Yeckoro guckypca Ha wucxog HaropHo-Kapabaxckoro
KOHMMKTA.

OcHoBHaa uenb uccnegoBaHust —  MPeacTaBUTb  A3bIKOBbIE  €AMHMLbI,
ucrnonb3oBaHHble B 3asBneHuax MuHckon rpynnsl OBCE, koTopble SBRSOTCS 4YacTblo
nopaxkeH4ecKoro AucKypca 1 Kotopble NoBAUSNU Ha pasBuUTUE TPaAeKTOpUKN KOHMIKKTA, B
KOHEYHOM UTore NpuBEALLEro K nopaxeHunto HaropHoro Kapabaxa.

B 3agayu nccnenoBaHus BXOAUT BbiABreHME MOAenein nopaxeH4eckoro aMckypca
B 3agBrneHuax MuHckon rpynnel OBCE, nsyyeHue ux noTeHuuanbHbIX MOCMeACTBUA U
aHanma Toro, kak TakMe opMynmMpOBKM MOMKN crnocobcTBoBaTh NopaxeHuto HaropHoro
Kapabaxa.

[na gocTwkeHus NocTaBMNeHHbIX Lenen Obin MCnonb3oBaH CUHTE3 TEOPETUYECKMX
npeacTaBneHnin 1 yrrybneHHbld aHanmua MopaXXeHYeCcKoro AUCKYpca B 3asiBNIEHUSIX
MwuHckon rpynnsl OBCE.

Mo pesynbTatam WUCCNEAOBaHUS MOXHO KOHCTATUPOBATb, YTO MOPAXEHYECKUN
OUCKYPC, XapaKTepu3ylLWMNCS OpWMeHTauMen Ha NpUHUWMNBLI  CyBEpeHuTeTa W
TeppuTOpuanbHOW LEMNOCTHOCTU, M B JIMHIBUCTMYECKOM acnekte paboTan npoTuB
npeTeH3nn ApMeHUN Ha NPUHLMN caMmoonpeaeneHus.

KnroueBble cnoBa: Aduckypc, nopaxeHdeckul, ounnomamusi, MuHckas epynna
OLGCE, mexdyHapOoOHble omHOWeHUs, ModarnsHoCmb, OelKcuc.
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