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Ambiguity in diplomatic discourse constitutes a significant
linguistic strategy, allowing diplomats to manage the complexities
and sensitivities of international relations. Linguistically, ambiguity
involves the use of words or expressions with multiple meanings
or interpretations, allowing diplomats to maintain flexibility and
avoid confrontation. However, while ambiguity fosters constructive
relationships among countries, the potential for multiple
interpretations can also lead to misunderstandings.

This study investigates the role of ambiguity in diplomatic
discourse, particularly the use of ambiguity as a phenomenon in
statements issued by the OSCE Minsk Group on the Nagorno-
Karabakh Conflict, to see how different types of ambiguity (lexical,
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic) are utilized in those statements
and how they functioned. In conclusion, the use of ambiguous
language, initially intended to maintain dialogue and avoid
intensifying tensions, can also lead to multiple interpretations
particularly perceptions of bias or insufficient support.

Keywords: the language of diplomacy, ambiguity, OSCE Minsk
Group, statements, diplomatic discourse, pragmatic ambiguity.

Introduction

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
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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 OSCE Minsk Group operates under the
framework of the OSCE, a regional organization focused on security and cooper-
ation 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 (OSCE Minsk Group).

This paper examines the diplomatic language used in the official statements
of the OSCE Minsk Group concerning the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, specifically
analyzing how the ambiguity embedded within this language may contribute to
the stagnation of the conflict resolution efforts and potentially sway the percep-
tions and actions of the involved parties. The documents were analyzed because
they represent strategic and significant moments in the history of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, providing a comprehensive view of how ambiguity in diplo-
matic language has been used over different periods of the conflict. Ambiguity
in diplomatic language is often seen as a tool (Pehar, 2011). While it can facilitate
ongoing dialogue by avoiding overt confrontations, it may also obscure the com-
mitments of the parties involved, potentially prolonging conflicts by allowing
multiple interpretations of agreements. By analyzing statements issued during
important years of the conflict, this study highlights how ambiguous expressions,
while perhaps intended to maintain diplomatic balance, might inadvertently ob-
scure commitments, prolong disputes and perceptions, particularly unfavorable
for the Armenian side in this complex conflict.

The purpose of this research is to examine the texts of the statements issued
by the OSCE Minsk Group concerning the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, to find out
whether the linguistic units used in the statements created ambiguity, and wheth-
er this ambiguity intentionally or unintentionally influenced stakeholder positions
and influenced the process and outcome of the conflict’s peaceful resolution.

Methods

Our study focuses on the analysis of ambiguity as a phenomenon found in the
statements of OSCE Minsk Group issued in specific years like 2009, 2016, 2017,
and 2021 as the following years were strategic, particularly 2009 is notable for
efforts to intensify negotiations, including the declaration at the G8 summit in
L’Aquila, Italy, encouraging Armenia and Azerbaijan to resolve the conflict, 2016
is marked by a significant escalation in conflict which is known as the Four-Day
War in April 2016, 2017 which is not marked by a singular dramatic event but
represents a continuation of negotiations and could show a pattern in the
diplomatic language used across relatively calmer periods and finally 2021 a
complicated year following the 2020 war, which resulted in a ceasefire agreement
brokered by Russia in November 2020.

Employing qualitative textual analysis, each selected statement was examined
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for instances of ambiguous language. Ambiguity was defined and categorized into
lexical, syntactic, and semantic types based on linguistic criteria as well as
pragmatic ambiguity also was highlighted. Each ambiguous instance was then
analyzed in context to understand its potential for multiple interpretations and
the implications of these interpretations on the perceptions of the conflict parties.

Results

The analysis of statements issued by the OSCE Minsk Group in the years 2009,
2016, 2017, and 2021 reveals substantial use of ambiguity in diplomatic language.
Statements often employed ambiguous expressions to maintain neutrality and
avoid direct confrontation. For example, phrases like “comprehensive settlement”
and “promote a future of peace, stability, and prosperity” were used without
specifying how these goals would be achieved, allowing for multiple interpretations
depending on the interests of different parties.

Ambiguity can deter decisive actions or clear support for peace initiatives,
potentially weakening one side’s position. This was evident in the statements from
2009 and 2016, where the use of vague language allowed parties to claim progress
without committing to specific actions or concessions. The 2021 statement showed
a reactive use of ambiguity, focusing more on immediate concerns of ceasefire
violations and compliance with agreements rather than proactive measures.

Discussion

Ambiguity in diplomatic discourse is an important linguistic strategy that
enables diplomats to observe complex and sensitive international relations.
Linguistically, ambiguity involves the use of words or expressions with multiple
meanings or interpretations, allowing diplomats to maintain flexibility and avoid
confrontation. The strategic use of language helps to balance possible conflicting
situations conveying necessary information while minimizing the risk of offending
or provoking other parties. Though ambiguity is interpreted as a constructive
phenomenon to foster constructive relationships among countries, the fact of
different or multiple interpretations of the diplomats also leaves room for different
understandings leading to conflicts and bias (Crystal, 1988).

Researchers traditionally distinguish between language ambiguity and speech
ambiguity. Language ambiguity is the capacity of a word or phrase to have distinct
senses, for example, the property of linguistic units. Some languages are notoriously
famous for being polysemous and have a much higher potential for ambiguity.
Given the fact that most words in natural languages are likely to be polysemous,
i.e., having more than one meaning, ambiguity is not a rarity in language and
speech. For example, word “bank” in English can refer to a financial institution
or the side of a river. This inherent property of the word makes it ambiguous.
Example: “He was sitting by the bank.” (It could mean either he was sitting by the
riverbank or by the financial institution.). Whereas, speech ambiguity is the
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realization of this property in an utterance. For instance, the sentence “Can
you pass the salt? “This can be interpreted as a straightforward question about
the listener’s ability to pass the salt (literal meaning) or as a polite request for the
listener to pass the salt (intended meaning) (Boyarskaya, 2019, p. 83).

In contemporary linguistics, several scholars presented their understanding of
ambiguity. Particularly according to a theory by Brown and Levinson ambiguities
play an essential part in the phenomena of linguistic politeness that combine two
conflicting desires: the desire to convey a clear message that, in its authentic
form, could insult a human being, and the desire to soften the message to avoid
making human being feeling offended or humiliated (Brown, Levinson, 1978, p.
78).

Scholar Munson in his book “The Way of Words” definedambiguity in the
following way: “An expression is ambiguous when it has more than one meaning
and it is used in a situation or context in which it can be understood in at least
two different ways.” (Munson, 1976, p. 74). In other words, ambiguity is one of
the most interesting language phenomena used in politics in general, and in
diplomacy, in particular. This is because ambiguity allows politicians and diplomats
to communicate in ways that are deliberately open to interpretations.

Similarly, Lycan claims that ambiguity can be defined in the following way.
‘A sentence S is ambiguous just in case there are at least two distinct propositions
P1 and P2, and the single expression S bears the expressing relation to each of P1
and P2 (Lycan, 2000, p. 81).

It is also worth mentioning how Crystal (1988) defines ambiguity as the
reference to a word or sentence that expresses more than one meaning. In “A
Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics”, Crystal believes that grammatical or
structural ambiguity is the most prevalent in the English language. Crystal (1988)
differentiated between phrase structure ambiguity, transformational ambiguity,
and lexical ambiguity. “In phrase structure ambiguity, alternative constituent
structures can be assigned to a construction” (p.22), as in the example of new
houses and shops, where the adjective new can be attributed to either the houses
and shops or only to the houses. “In transformational ambiguity, the sentence
may have a similar bracketing on the surface for both reading, but is related to
a more than one structure at a more abstract level of representation” (p.23). The
example ‘visiting speakers can be awful’ can be perceived as either it is awful to
visit speakers or speakers who visit are awful. Crystal (1988) defines another type
of ambiguity that arises not from the grammatical structure of a sentence but
solely from an “alternative meaning of an individual lexical item” (p.23), lexical
ambiguity. I found the table fascinating: the table can be a piece of furniture, or
table of contents. Crystal (1988) asserts Cruse’s perspective that ambiguity must
be distinguished from generality and indeterminacy. In the sentence, Mary saw a
balloon, no ambiguity is detected, but indeterminacy to where, when, and how
she saw it. Such sentences, including generality or indeterminacy, are categorized
with vagueness but not with ambiguity.
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Based on the above-mentioned interpretations we can state that Brown and
Levinson (1978) emphasize ambiguity’s role in linguistic politeness, which involves
balancing clarity with the need to avoid offending. This definition implies a
functional aspect of ambiguity in social interactions. Whereas, Munson (1976)
focused more on the semantic aspect without considering the social function.
Additionally, Lycan (2000) emphasizes the logical structure of ambiguity rather
than its social or semantic functions. As compared to these scholars, Crystal
provided more details on this. Crystal (1988) classifies ambiguity into structural
types (phrase structure, transformational, and lexical), providing a more detailed
and categorization-based definition compared to the others. Understanding these
perspectives provides a comprehensive view of how ambiguity operates in
language, highlighting its complexity and significance in communication.

Linguists have not agreed on a sole classification of ambiguity in language.
While most linguists classified ambiguity under two broad categories: lexical and
syntactic Chomsky (1965), shed light on another type, pragmatic ambiguity (Zelta,
2014). Later, Cullicover and Jackendoff (2005) introduced semantic ambiguity.
Based on the theories of the mentioned scholars we will classify ambiguity into
lexical, syntactic, and semantic levels:

Lexical ambiguity: A single word can have more than one meaning; for
example, “bank” can refer to both a financial institution and the edge of a river
(Katz, Fodor ,1963).

Syntactic ambiguity: When a sentence’s structure leaves room for interpretation,
its meaning becomes muddled. For example, “Flying planes can be dangerous”
could refer to either the act of flying a plane or the danger of flying itself
(Chomsky, 1965).

Semantic ambiguity: When words are not related to one another, a sentence’s
meaning becomes ambiguous (for example, “I saw her duck” can refer to both a
bird and a person running from something) (Lyons, 1977).

Apart from the above-mentioned types of ambiguity pragmatic ambiguity also
occurs when a sentence has several meanings in the context in which it is uttered.
This can be classified as ambiguity in speech acts, ambiguity in presuppositions,
and referential ambiguity (Zelta, 2014).

Regarding ambiguity in speech acts, it is important to note that full natural
language systems must recognize the speaker’s intentions in an utterance. They
must know when the speaker is asserting, asking, or making an official or social
gesture (Searle 1975, p. 23). Therefore, can you open the door can be ambiguous
as it might in context represent a question, request, or even an offer. Similarly,
the cops are coming can be processed as an assertion, a warning, or an expression
of relief. Being unable to determine its pragmatic meaning makes this sentence
ambiguous. Ambiguity in presuppositions is when speakers mark linguistically the
information that is to be taken for granted, and such information can be interpreted
in various ways (Zelta, 2014). This can be well demonstrated in the words too.

Bach (1982) states that the expression I love you too can be understood as one
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of the four interpretations: 1. I love you just like you love me. 2. I love you just
like someone else does. 3. I love you and love someone else also.4. I love you as
well as I like you. Referential ambiguity occurs when an anaphora can take its
reference from more than one element each playing the role of an antecedent.
Anaphora includes pronouns, definite noun phrases, and some forms of ellipsis
(Levinson, 1983). In the example, the trucks shall treat the roads before they freeze
the antecedent to the anaphora they can be either trucks or roads.

Lexical ambiguity allows diplomats to craft statements that can be interpreted
differently by various audiences. This can help avoid confrontation and provide
room for maneuvering in negotiations (Dai, 2021). For example, the following
statement “We encourage all parties to engage in meaningful dialogue” can be
interpreted differently by various audiences due to lexical ambiguity. “Meaningful
dialogue” could mean that all parties should engage in in-depth and substantive
discussions addressing core issues. The second interpretation of “meaningful
dialogue” might be understood as any form of conversation that moves beyond
mere formalities, even if it does not tackle core issues directly.

Syntactic ambiguity enables diplomats to construct sentences that can be
interpreted in multiple ways, depending on the context. For instance, the
sentence “We are prepared to meet the challenges that lie ahead “ can have a
literal interpretation e.g. the diplomat could be stating that their country is ready
to face any upcoming difficulties or obstacles and contextual interpretation which
depends on the context. This could imply a willingness to engage in negotiations,
signaling flexibility and openness without committing to any specific actions or
outcomes (Misbah M. D. Al-Sulaimaan & Rahma [.A.K Al-Me’mary, 2016).

Semantic ambiguity helps diplomats phrase their statements in a way that can
be understood differently by different parties, allowing for diplomatic flexibility
and avoiding confrontations (Zhang Xiao-Hong, 2008). For example, the following
statement “We support efforts to promote peace in the region” can be understood
by one party as a commitment to diplomatic and peaceful resolution. Another
party might interpret it as an endorsement of peace through maintaining the status
quo, even if it means continued occupation or control over disputed territories

Pragmatic ambiguity allows diplomats to use language that can be interpreted
in multiple ways, depending on the context and the audience’s perceptions. This
is crucial in maintaining politeness and avoiding offense in sensitive international
relations (Chen Xuan, 2011). For instance, the statement “We encourage all parties
to engage in meaningful dialogue” might have several interpretations all parties
should engage in in-depth and substantive discussions addressing core issues. And
any form of conversation that moves beyond mere formalities, even if it does not
tackle core issues directly, is encouraged.

Classifying ambiguity into lexical, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic categories
provides a comprehensive understanding of its use in diplomatic discourse
(Mohammad, 2017, p. 201). Each type serves a distinct function, offering diplomats
tools to enhance communication, gain strategic advantages, avoid conflict, and

159



Uuph (Cwdwqju

improve negotiations. Recognizing and leveraging these ambiguities is crucial for
effective and nuanced diplomatic communication.

The ambiguity often inherent in diplomatic discourse serves as a strategic tool,
allowing for flexibility in interpretation and helping negotiators achieve consensus
without committing to specifics that might hinder agreement. D’Acquisto mentions
that one of the features of diplomatic discourse is the ambiguity of speech.
Ambiguity occurs unwillingly without any intention. To be flexible politicians do
not say everything literally and leave an option for alternative versions. (D’Acquisto,
2017, p. 10). However, ambiguity used in diplomatic discourse constructs dual if
not multiple interpretations, as ambiguity prevents a concise understanding or
reception of the intended meaning. These can lead to various perceptions, which
can create a semantic gap in the documents.

Thus, ambiguity provides important functions in both language and diplomacy,
either as a natural feature of communication or as a deliberate strategy. After
having discussed the different aspects of ambiguity, as a continuation of our
research we are going to provide the analysis of ambiguity with examples of how
the latter was utilized in the statements of the OSCE Minsk Group.

Analysis

First let us have a look at the statement issued in 2009: “Foreign Ministers
Lavrov and Kouchner and Deputy Secretary Steinberg reiterated the commitment
of their countries, as expressed in the Joint Statement on the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict at the L’Aquila Summit of the Eight on July 10, issued by their three
Presidents, to support the leaders of Armenia and Azerbaijan as they complete
work on the Basic Principles and urged that the parties complete this work as soon
as possible. They stressed that agreement on the Basic Principles would provide the
framework for a comprehensive settlement to promote a future of peace, stability,
and prosperity for the entire region. The Foreign Ministers of Armenia and
Azerbaijan reported on progress during this year in achieving a common
understanding of points of the Basic Principles. They stated the willingness of their
countries to complete work on the Basic Principles, as stipulated by the Presidents
of the Co-Chair countries at L’Aquila. The Ministers reaffirmed their commitment
to work intensively to resolve the remaining issues, to reach an agreement based,
in particular, upon the principles of the Helsinki Final Act of Non-Use of Force or
Threat of Force, Territorial Integrity, and the Equal Rights and Self-Determination
of Peoples (OSCE Minsk Group, 2009).”

The statement involves multiple parties like Russia, France, the USA, Armenia
and Azerbaijan. It references a commitment made in a Joint Statement during the
L’Aquila Summit, which is aimed at supporting Armenia and Azerbaijan as they
finalize the Basic Principles for resolving the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. The
statement emphasizes urgency (“urged that the parties complete this work as soon
as possible”) and outlines the ultimate goal (“a future of peace, stability, and
prosperity for the entire region”). However, from the point of view of ambiguity,
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there are several expressions that according to our analysis are vague and they
can be maneuvered and interpreted in a way that corresponds to the national
interests and political agendas of the specific negotiating party. Particularly phras-
es like “comprehensive settlement” and “promote a future of peace, stability, and
prosperity” are intrinsically ambiguous. These phrases are highly subjective, al-
lowing for multiple interpretations about what “peace” and “prosperity” actually
entail or how they should be achieved. These are just words, but nothing is
mentioned about the ways of reaching them.

The statement avoids specifying the exact nature of the “remaining issues” or
how they will be resolved. This nonspecific language serves as a diplomatic cush-
ion, allowing parties to claim progress without committing to particular actions
or concessions.

Another statement from the OSCE Minsk Group issued in 2016 is also rich in
ambiguous expressions: “According to information collected from multiple reliable
sources, on 15 May, Azerbaijaniarmedforces fired a missile across the Line of Con-
tact, striking military equipment. On the evening of 16 May and continuing into
17 May, Armenian armed forces retaliated with mortar fire of various calibers.
These actions by both sides represent significant violations of the ceasefire and are
cause for alarm. There are contradictory reports regarding the targets of these
recent strikes, as well as about casualties sustained and damages inflicted. The
OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs and thePersonal Representative of the OSCE Chair-
person-in-Office continue to collect further data and analysis to gain more com-
plete and accurate information about the current situation. The Co-Chairs con-
demn these recentceasefire violations and call upon the sides to take all necessary
measures to prevent any further escalation in the conflict zone (OSCE Minsk Group,
2016) "

The statement starts with presenting facts about the actions that were taken
by the Armenian and Azerbaijani armed forces, which is followed by these
ambiguous expressions “contradictory reports regarding the targets of these recent
strikes” and “about casualties sustained and damages inflicted.” These ambiguous
sentences can affect the perception of accountability. Without specifying the
target or extent of casualties, the report does not clarify which side may have
disproportionately escalated the conflict, leaving room for interpretations that
could either facilitate or exaggerate the perceived aggression of either side. The
statement that the OSCE’s Minsk Group Co-Chairs and the Personal Representative
continue to “collect further data and analysis to gain more complete and accurate
information about the current situation” further intensifies the ambiguity. This
suggests an absence of precise data, which can delay any international response
or action, potentially allowing ongoing violations without immediate repercussions.

By carefully choosing diplomatic language and remaining neutral (“call upon
the sides to take all necessary measures to prevent any further escalation”), the
intention may ensure fairness and objectivity. However, this can also lead to
confusion as it does not explicitly address who usually starts the escalation. This
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sentence “call upon the sides to take all necessary measures to prevent any further
escalation” can be viewed as ambiguous as it does not mention or assign any
responsibility for the initiation of hostilities. This broad appeal for peace could be
seen as minimizing particular acts of aggression, especially if one side believes it
is more about defending than initiating.

We can see a similar perception in the next statement which was issued in
2017: “In light of the dramatic escalation in violence along the Line of Contact in
April, we express concern over continuing armed incidents, including reports on
the use of heavy weapons, and strongly condemn the use of force or the threat of
the use of force. There is no military solution to this conflict and no justification
for the death and injury of civilians. We are also aware of allegations of atrocities
committed on the field of battle in April, which we condemn in the strongest terms.
We appeal to the sides to confirm their commitment to the peaceful resolution of
the conflict as the only way to bring real reconciliation to the people of the region.
We also urge them to adhere strictly to the 1994/95 ceasefire agreements that
make up the foundation of the cessation of hostilities in the conflict zone (OSCE
Minsk Group, 2017).”

A general declaration of worry regarding the “dramatic escalation in violence”
and “continuing armed incidents,” including the deployment of heavy weapons,
opens the statement. The lack of precision in identifying responsible sides for
instigating violence could potentially undermine accountability and be perceived
as a protective measure for those who engage in violent atrocities.

The above-mentioned phrases might be interpreted as equal to the behavior
of both sides because it does not name the aggressor. If one side is predominantly
losing or defending itself, this equivalence might be perceived as unjust. Armenians
might interpret such ambiguous language as a defensive reaction to cruelty.

In the following sentence “allegations of atrocities committed on the field of
battle in April, which we condemn in the strongest terms.” We can also see
elements of ambiguity. Particularly, denouncing the crimes but only calling them
“allegations,” may denote that there isn’t enough proof to support the claims
made or that a definite position will not be taken until further information is
obtained. For victims who are fighting for justice and acknowledgment, this can
be discouraging because it doesn’t explicitly acknowledge the crimes, which may
diminish their suffering. It is possible to interpret the generic appeal for peace as
a lack of sufficient international response in the absence of particular actions or
direct engagement. Such ambiguity could potentially lead to multiple interpretations
that are unfavorable to Armenia’s interests.

We can identify ambiguous expressions in another statement issued by the
OSCE Minsk Group in 2021 after the 44 days war: “The Co-Chair countries call
on Armenia and Azerbaijan to refrain from inflammatory rhetoric and provocative
actions and to implement in full the commitments they undertookon9November2
020and reconfirmed on 26 November 202lin statements made by the President of
the Republic of Azerbaijan, Prime Minister of theRepublic of Armenia, and President
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of the Russian Federation and other jointly agreed ceasefire arrangements. The
Co-Chair countries call on Armenia and Azerbaijan to continue their engagement
under Co-Chair auspices to make concrete progress on humanitarian issues —
including, inter alia, detainees, demining, missing persons, voluntary return of
displaced persons, and the protection of historic and cultural sites, and to work
constructively to resolve other outstanding issues, such as border delimitation and
demarcation and the restoration of economic and transportation links. The Co-
Chair countries also note with concern recent incidents on the non-demarcated
Armenia-Azerbaijan border and reaffirm that the use or threat of force to resolve
border disputes is unacceptable. The Co-Chair countries also remind Armenia and
Azerbaijan of their obligation to comply with the requirements of international
humanitarian law and urge the sides to lift immediately all restrictions
oninternational humanitarian organizationsaccessing conflict-affected areas and
populations (OSCE Minsk Group, 2021)”. The calls to “refrain from inflammatory
rhetoric and provocative actions” are made to both Azerbaijan and Armenia, but
they do not identify any particular provocations. This may be interpreted as
denying or neutralizing any claims made by Armenia about provocations by
Azerbaijan, which could result in the idea that justifiable complaints or defensive
measures are unfairly linked to aggressiveness. The declaration refers to the
“commitments they undertook on 9 November 2020 and reconfirmed on 26
November 2021 but it does not go into specifics about what these promises entail
or how they were fulfilled. When it comes to accountability and progress, this
lack of clarity can lead to misunderstandings or irritation, particularly when one
side believes the other has not fulfilled its end of the commitments. Although
the following statements seem unambiguous “recent incidents on the non-
demarcated Armenia-Azerbaijan border” and “the use or threat of force to resolve
border disputes is unacceptable” they exclude important details about the
occurrences, such as which party is the initiator of the context. This could be
interpreted as a way to avoid going up against the aggressor directly, which could
be unfavorable for the victimized (for the Armenian) party if they are constantly
being provoked.

Based upon the classification of linguistic ambiguity, which includes the
following types linguistic, semantic, and syntactic as well as pragmatic ambiguity,
we can state that the lexical ambiguity was demonstrated in the form of separate
words like the terms “commitment,” “progress,” and the phrase “comprehensive
settlement” which were vague and open to interpretation, allowing different
parties to project their meanings onto these statements. However, semantic and
syntactic ambiguities were more notable in the analyzed statements, to be more
accurate let us present the outcomes below in the form of a table. The classification
was held based on the theoretical data presented in the section of the Discussion.
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Table 1 The Classification of the Types of Ambiguity in the
Statements of OSCE Minsk Group Statements

Year Semantic Syntactic

2009 They stressed that The Ministers reaffirmed their
agreement on the Basic commitment to work intensively to
Principles would provide resolve the remaining issues, and to
the framework for a reach an agreement based, in particular,
comprehensive settlement. upon the principles of the Helsinki
Urged that the parties Final Act of Non-Use of Force or Threat
complete this work as of Force, Territorial Integrity, and the
soon as possible») and Equal Rights and Self-Determination of
outlines  the  ultimate Peoples.
goal («a future of peace,
stability, and prosperity
for the entire region.

2016 According to information Call upon the sides to take all necessary
collected from multiple measures to prevent any further escalation.
reliable sources, on 15 May, Collect further data and analysis to gain
Azerbaijani armed forces more complete and accurate information
fired a missile across the about the current situation.

Line of Contact, striking
military equipment.
Contradictory reports
regarding the targets of
these recent strikes» and
«about casualties sustained
and damages inflicted.

2017 We are also aware of We appeal to the sides to confirm their
allegations of atrocities commitment to the peaceful resolution of
committed on the field of the conflict as the only way to bring real
battle in April, which we reconciliation to the people of the region.
condemn in the strongest We also urge them to adhere strictly to
terms. the 1994/95 ceasefire agreements that

make up the foundation of the cessation
of hostilities in the conflict zone.

2021 e Implement in full the The Co-Chair countries call on Armenia and
commitments they Azerbaijan to continue their engagement
undertook. under Co-Chair auspices to make concrete

progress on humanitarian issues.

The Co-Chair countries also remind
Armenia and Azerbaijan of their obligation
to comply with the requirements of
international  humanitarian law  and
urge the sides to lift immediately all
restrictions on international humanitarian
organizations accessing conflict-affected
areas and populations.

From the perspective of pragmatic ambiguity, the expressions listed below in
the Table 2, taken from the statements of 2009, 2016, 2017, and 2021 bear
pragmatic ambiguity.
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Table 2 Manifestation of Pragmatic Ambiguity in the OSCE Minsk Group Statements

Ambiguity in Speech Acts

Ambiguity in Presupposition

Referential Ambiguity

2009

eThe phrase «urged that the
parties complete this work
as soon as possible» could
be seen as a request or a
command, depending on the
interpretation.

® “They stressed that agreement
on the Basic Principles would
provide the framework for a
comprehensive  settlement»
can be understood as an
assertion or a suggestion.

® «Agreement on the Basic
Principles would  provide
the  framework for a
comprehensive  settlement»
presupposes that there is a
common understanding of
what these Basic Principles
are and that they are agreed
upon as beneficial.

eThe statement «reported
on progress during this
year in achieving common
understanding» presupposes
that progress has been made,
but it is ambiguous as to the
extent and nature of this
progress.

The term «their
countries» can refer to
Armenia and Azerbaijan
or to the countries
represented by Lavrov,
Kouchner, and Steinberg,
leading to  confusion
about who is committing
to what.

2016

® Condemn these recent
ceasefire  violations»  can
be interpreted as a strong
denunciation  or  merely
a formal expression of
disapproval.

® «Call upon the sides to take
all necessary measures» might
be a request or a demand,
depending on the diplomatic
context.

eThe statement presupposes
that both sides have the
capability and willingness to
adhere to the ceasefire, which
might not be the case.

® Contradictory reports
regarding the targets of these
recent strikes» presuppose
that the truth is unclear and
open to interpretation.

e These actions by both
sides» can refer to the
specific instances of
missile and mortar fire
or to broader patterns
of behavior, leading to
different interpretations
of responsibility

2017

® «Express concern over
continuing armed incidents»
can be seen as a mild warning
or a grave alarm, depending
on the audience’s perspective.

® «Strongly condemn the use of
force or the threat of the use
of force» might be interpreted
as an absolute denouncement
or as a situational critique.

® (There is no military solution
to this conflict» presupposes
that all parties agree on this
assessment, which may not
be true.

®eWe are also aware of
allegations  of  atrocities»
presupposes  that  these
allegations are significant and
credible, but it leaves room
for different interpretations
of their validity.

® «The sides» can refer
to the immediate
parties involved in the
recent incidents or to
the broader entities of
Armenia and Azerbaijan.

2021

e«Call on Armenia and
Azerbaijan to refrain from
inflammatory rhetoric» can be
interpreted as a polite request
or a stern warning.

e «Work  constructively  to
resolve other outstanding
issues» might be a suggestion
or an imperative.

®«The commitments they
undertook on 9 November
2020» presupposes a shared
understanding and agreement
on those commitments.

® «Concrete progress on
humanitarian issues»
presupposes that progress is
both possible and expected,
though it remains undefined.

® «Recent incidents on
the  non-demarcated
Armenia-Azerbaijan
border» can refer to
specific events or a
general  pattern  of
behavior, leading to
different interpretations
of urgency and scale.
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Conclusion

While examining the ambiguity as a phenomenon used in the statements of
OSCE Minsk Group on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, we have come to the idea
that although ambiguity in diplomatic discourse may help to maintain flexibility,
it can also have serious negative effects, especially in long-term conflicts where
responsibility and clarity are essential. Based upon our analysis of the statements
about the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict issued by the OSCE Minsk Group, the
ambiguity did not serve its initial purpose. On the contrary, the multiple
interpretations caused by ambiguity might have led to misunderstandings and
insufficient support for the Armenian side.

In the statements of 2007, 2016, and 2017, ambiguity served to keep the
dialogue ongoing, whereas in the statement of 2021 (a year after the 44-day war),
it seems to address more immediate concerns of ceasefire violations and compliance
with agreements, suggesting a reactive rather than proactive use of ambiguity.

We shall also state that the presence of ambiguity in the statements of the
OSCE Minsk Group may also be viewed as a lack of clarity and specificity, as a
failure to adequately support the resolution of the conflict by the international
observers. This can affect international support dynamics, where ambiguous
diplomatic language might deter decisive actions or clear support for peace
initiatives, potentially weakening the position of one side and weakening the
claims of the Armenian side.

Thus, we can state that the use of ambiguity in the statements, as mentioned
earlier, while typical of diplomatic discourse intended to maintain dialogue and
avoid exacerbating tensions, can lead to perceptions of insufficient support. These
perceptions are influenced by the general demands for peace without specific
action, the vagueness of commitments, and the failure to identify aggressors in
conflict situations. These kinds of ambiguities, while aiming to preserve diplomatic
balance, appear to have hindered substantive progress toward conflict resolution,
allowing for the continuation of hostilities and misunderstandings between the
involved parties. For Armenians, particularly if they feel they are disproportionately
victimized, such ambiguous language could be seen as minimizing their complaints
or lessening the severity of the measures taken against them. This illustrates the
delicate balance in diplomatic communication where language choices can
significantly influence perceptions of justice and support in international conflicts.

Our research stresses that while ambiguity can be a helpful diplomatic
instrument, using it excessively might cause stakeholders to become disillusioned
and stagnate, particularly in delicate geopolitical issues. It is of vital importance
to reassess how international mediators, such as the OSCE Minsk Group, use
language strategically to improve the effectiveness of peace talks and promote
long-term stability in conflict-affected areas.
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Uuph Frudwqjut

Gypwupw dhowqgquypli hwdwjuwpwuh (kquiubiph, hwunnpnuwlgnyejwu b
dwulwgupdmpui wdphnup Juphs, Cuwjuwupwiah Gypnywluu hwdwjuwpwiuh
Ghpwnwlwi jkqupwungeyui widphnuh hwgnpn

Ly. hwugb' aniltamazyann@gmail.com

GrUlyhNh@3NRLL GULY UbLUYD U RP PUUSU( (G NIRT
(LEFulishy LUMrUAELP AWHUUEMSAREG3TL OMPulEuNd)

Shjwuwghnmwluu  fjununypnid - Gpuyhnpniup . dupunwjupuljuu
gnpohp L, npp nhjwuwgtnttiphu huwpwynpnipin £ wwhu qpunyby
vhowqquihu hwpwpbpnipniuubpnid wnu uppnipmiuubpng b qquyni-
unipyniuutinny:

Lbqupwunptit, tpuyhnipintup Gupwnpnid £ pugqdhdwun dtluwpw-
unipyniuutin niutignn pwntph jud wpnwhwynnipiniuutph ogumwgnpontd,
hush ounphhy nhywuwgbnubpp jupnnuunid Gu yuwhwywub) dyniunipyniua
U fjuntuwthlp wndwuwnnidhg:  Wuniwdbuwyuhy, stwyws tpyhdwuwnnipiniup
fupwiuntd E Junnignnujuwu hwpwpbpnipiniuutinp Gpyputiph dholt, pugquwyh
Utijuwpwunipiniuutiph hutwpwynpnipinitup Jupnn L awb hwugbgut) piniph-
dwgnipjniuutinh, hwjudwpunipyniuutiph b Ynnduwunipyu:

Wu httlmwgnunipiniup ntuntdawuhpnid § Gpuyhnipjutu nbipp nhjuwuw-
ghunwluwy fununypnd, dwutwynpuwbu, tpuyhnipjut Yhpwnndp® np-
whu tplunyp GULY Uhuuyh fudph Ynnuhg LbEnuwht Qwpwpwnh hwju-
dwpunnipjut Jybpwpbppup wpqwé  hwynwpupnipimuutpnd,”  wupgbn,
Pt huswbiu tu ogqunwgnpoyly tpuhmpyuu mwppbp mbuwlubpp (punw-
ghnwuu, swpwhniuujut, hdwunwpwuwluu b gnpowpwuwluu) wyn
hwjynmwpwpnipyniuutipnid b huswbtiu Gu npuup gnpoty:

Gapuwihwyting® tpyhdwun kqyh ogumwgnpéndp, npu h ulqpuwik
twjuwnbtiujwo Ep Gpljununipiniup ywhwywubtine b jupjwénipjuu nidb-
nugniihg funtuwthtnt hwdwp, Jupnn E awbl hwugligul] pugqduyh dby-
wpwunipimuutiph, dwutwynpuybtiu’ Ynnduwunipiut jud wapwjwpup
wowljgnipjuu puljujdw:

Lhduwpwntp. nhjwuwghunipjuu jtgnt, Gpuihnieiniy, GULY Uhuuyh
funtdp, hwynmwpuwnpnipiniuutin, nthjwuwghnww fununiype, gnpswpwuwuu
tpyuyhnipniu:
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JBYCMBIC/JIEHHOCTb B JIJOKYMEHTAX MUHCKOWM T'PYIIIbl OBCE
(HA MPUMEPE HATOPHO-KAPABAXCKOI'0 KOH®J/IMKTA)

[IByCMBICIIEHHOCTb B AUIUIOMaTHYE€CKOM [HUCKYpCe SIBISIETCS TaKTHUYECKUM
MHCTPYMEHTOM, KOTOPBIA MO3BOJII€T JUIUIOMaTaM YIIPaBIIATb CIIOXKHOCTSMH M
TOHKOCTSIMH, TPHUCYIIMMH MEXK/IYHapOJHbIM OTHOIIEHHsIM. JIMHIBUCTHYECKH,
ABYCMBIC/IEHHOCTb BK/II0YaeT MCIOJIb30BAaHUE CIIOB WM BbIPaXKEHHUH C HECKOJIbKUMU
3HaYeHUsSIMM WIM HMHTepIpeTalysIMKM, 4TO I03BOJIIeT AWIUIOMaTaM COXPaHSTb
rMOKOCTb M n3beratb KOH(poHTauuu. OgHAaKo, HECMOTPS Ha TO YTO JIBYCMBIC-
JIEHHOCTb CITOCOOCTBYET KOHCTPYKTHUBHBIM OTHOILIEHHUSIM MEXIYy CTpaHaMH,
BO3MOXKHOCTb MHOKECTBEHHBIX HWHTepIIpeTaldii Takke MOXKeT IPHUBECTH K
HEeJONOHUMaHHsIM, KOH(IUKTaM U MPeAB3ITOCTH. ITO UCCIIelOBaHHE U3ydaeT poilb
OBYCMBICTIEHHOCTH B JUIUIOMAaTHYECKOM JINCKYPCE, B YaCTHOCTH HCIO/Tb30BaHUE
OBYCMBICIIEHHOCTH KaK sIBJIEHHsI B 3asIBJIEHUSIX, Clie/TaHHbIX MUHCKOW Ipynroi
OBCE o HaropHo-Kapa6axckoMy KOH(IUKTY, YTOObI BbISICHUTD, KaK pPa3Hble BHbI
OBYCMBICIIEHHOCTH (JIeKCHY€eCKasl, CHHTaKCH4ecKasl, CeMaHTHYecKasl U TparMaTy-
YecKast) MCHOMIb3YIOTCS B 9THUX 3asIBIIEHUSIX M KaK OHM (DYHKIMOHWUPOBAIW. B
3aK/TIOUeHHE, UCII0/Ib30BaHKE [IBYCMBICIIEHHOI'O sI3bIKa, IEPBOHAYAJIbHO MpeJIHa3HaA-
YEeHHOro [JIs MOAfep:KaHHsl Ouarora W n3bexKaHusl YCHIEHHWs HalpsiKeHHOCTH,
TaKKe MOKEeT IPUBECTH K MHOKECTBEHHBbIM HHTEpIIpeTalysM, OCOGEHHO K
BOCIPUSTHIO MPEB3ATOCTH WIN HEJOCTaTOYHOH MOIEPKKH.

KiroueBble ciioBa: sI3bIK JIMIUTOMAaTHH, BYCMbICIIEHHOCTb, MUHCKasl Tpyrina
OBCE, 3asiBrieHus], IUIVIOMaTUYECKUH IUCKYPC, ITparMaTHyecKast JBYCMbICIIEHHOCTb.

Cnnuidp fudpwgpnipiniu | ubipuywgyty® 2024p. dwjhuh 18-htu:

ZnnJwop hwuduygl) E gpujfunudwt’ 2024p. dwyhuh 20-hu:
ZnnJwst punniudty § myugpnipyuu’ 2024, hniuhuh 11-hu:
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