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ABSTRACT

For more than thirty years, analyses of Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict focused on strategic interests and physical security, often overlooking how
Moscow infused its (dis)engagement with existential meaningfulness. This omission is
notable given the Caucasus’s importance in Russian collective memory and the presence
of an imperial imaginary within Russian discourse, often studied in relation to the war in
Ukraine, but rarely in connection with conflicts in this region. Interestingly, the cessation
of hostilities in Nagorno-Karabakh happened alongside the breakdown of a long-held
belief that Russia was Armenia’s protector, a notion rooted in the Tsarist Empire’s self-
image as a defender of vulnerable Christians in the Caucasus and the Ottoman Empire.
While scholars have examined how this image shaped Armenian political identity, its

impact on Russia’s self-perception remains insufficiently explored.

Bringing ontological security theory into conversation with memory politics and
honor, the dissertation conceptualizes Russian discourse toward Armenia as a politics of
deference, whereby the Kremlin mobilized the protector image and expected Armenia to
recognize it, thereby sustaining its post-Soviet pursuit of a coherent Self. Following an
abductive, two-stage design, the dissertation reconstructs the foundations of the protector
image and applies Emotion Discourse Analysis to seventy-five purposively selected texts
produced between 2015 and 2024 by official and semi-official actors chosen for their

sustained engagement with the conflict and visibility in the Russian media ecosystem.

The findings show that compassion and pride were dominant when Armenian
deference seemed secure. When Yerevan challenged Russia’s protector role, feelings of
anger emerged, and the Armenian government was depicted as ungrateful or cowardly.
Instead of abandoning its protector identity, Russian actors relied on alternative Tsarist
representations of Armenians, preserving their sense of security through flexible
storytelling. The dissertation proposes the politics of deference as a useful framework for
understanding neo-imperial discourse. It also shows that Russia’s post-Soviet identity is
shaped not only by recognition from the West as a great power but also by relationships

with former imperial territories.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Nagorno-Karabakh is a mountainous enclave that, while located within Azerbaijan’s
internationally recognized borders, was governed by its ethnic Armenian majority with
support from Armenia from 1994 to September 2023.! That month, the Azerbaijani army
launched a swift and decisive offensive that swept away their decades-long pursuit of
independence in just 24 hours, triggering their mass exodus to neighboring Armenia and
bringing to an end what had long been regarded as the longest-running conflict in post-
Soviet Eurasia. On September 28, Samvel Shahramanyan, the elected president of the
self-proclaimed Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh/Artsakh, signed a decree dissolving the
entity, effective January 1, 2024.

In the wake of these events, observers have turned their attention to an actor involved
in the dynamics of this dispute since the 18th century and, in certain respects, played a
decisive role in its resolution: the Russian Federation. In particular, many have wondered
why Russian peacekeepers, tasked with protecting the local Armenian population under
the terms of the ceasefire agreement that ended the war between Yerevan and Baku in

2020, failed to prevent Azerbaijan's military operation in Nagorno-Karabakh.

1.1. Introducing the Research Puzzle

Throughout the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, Russia's practices were complex,
multifaceted, and at times seemingly contradictory. Moscow acted both unilaterally and
as a co-chair of the OSCE Minsk Group, playing a central role as a mediator and broker
of the ceasefire agreements of 1994, 2016, and 2020. At the same time, it remained
Armenia's ally through the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the
Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), serving as Yerevan’s primary arms supplier and
maintaining a substantial military presence on Armenian territory.> 3

Meanwhile, it consistently supported Azerbaijan’s territorial integrity and

maintained a strategic partnership with Baku built on economic, energy, and

11994 is marked here as the year the First Nagorno-Karabakh War ended, with the Armenians in full control
of the enclave and the surrounding Azerbaijani districts, and the Azerbaijani population expelled from these
areas.

2 Here I am referring to the First Karabakh War, which lasted from 1988 to 1994; the Four-Day War of
April 2016; and the Second Karabakh War, which took place from September to November 2020.

3 The OSCE created the OSCE Minsk Group in 1992 to help find a peaceful solution to the dispute between
Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh. The United States, France, and Russia co-chaired it until
2025.

13



infrastructure cooperation (Eldem 2022; Broers 2023). This partnership was further
strengthened in February 2022, just before Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, when
the two countries signed a “Declaration on Allied Interaction” that set a common agenda
across a wide range of areas, including humanitarian and economic relations and security
issues (President of Azerbaijan 2022).

For over thirty years, policy experts and academics debated the Kremlin's handling
of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Russian analysts often contended that, despite
sustained mediation efforts, Moscow lacked sufficient leverage over Armenia and
Azerbaijan to initiate a truly effective peace process (Markedonov 2017; Suchkov 2018;
Sushentsov and Neklyudov 2020). In contrast, both Western observers and regional
experts, emphasizing the ambiguity of these practices, claimed that the Kremlin was never
genuinely committed to resolving the conflict. Instead, it benefited from the prolonged
“no war, no peace” status, retaining leverage over Baku and Yerevan while limiting the
involvement of external actors, such as Turkey, the European Union (EU), and the United
States (US), in a region it has long considered its exclusive sphere of influence (Cornell
2001; Minasyan 2013; Romashov and Rytovuori-Apunen 2017; De Waal 2019; Gafarli
2022; Cakmak and Ozsahin 2023).

A smaller group of analysts went even further, contending that Moscow, driven by
neo-imperial aspirations, deliberately instigated the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and
similar disputes in Transnistria, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia (Blank 2008; Allison 2009;
Coyle 2017; Kazantsev et al. 2020; Sieniawski 2024). Nonetheless, the events of
September 2023 have challenged these long-standing assumptions. With no Armenians
remaining in Nagorno-Karabakh, the presence of Russian peacekeepers became
effectively useless. Moscow was left with little choice but to withdraw its forces ahead of
the timeline set by the 2020 ceasefire agreement, thereby ending its physical presence in
this disputed territory (De Waal 2024).

Existing research on Russia's involvement in Nagorno-Karabakh has primarily
focused on its strategic interests and physical security practices. By comparison,
comparatively little attention has been devoted to examining how the Kremlin constructed
and sustained the meaning of its (dis)engagement in the conflict. This inquiry calls for an
interpretivist approach to the study of international politics. The latter focuses on
understanding what “a thing ‘is’ by learning what it does, how particular people use it, in

particular contexts” (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2012, 23) and draws on diverse

14



intellectual traditions, including hermeneutics* and phenomenology’, symbolic
interactionism®, and Max Weber’s concept of “Verstehen.” ’

This neglect is particularly puzzling given the substantial body of literature on
Russian foreign policy discourse, which has examined how the Kremlin articulates and
communicates its self-identity in international politics and in relation to neighboring
states (Laruelle 2009; Clunan 2014; Tsygankov 2014; Morozov 2015; Hansen 2016;
Reshetnikov 2017; Curanovi¢ 2021; Kanet and Moulioukova 2022; Go6tz and Ekman
2024). These contributions have primarily examined developments in post-Soviet
Eurasia, including the “color revolutions” in Georgia and Ukraine (2003—-2004), the
Russo-Georgian war (2008), the annexation of Crimea (2014), and, more recently, the
full-scale invasion of Ukraine (2022).

Overall, two interrelated reasons suggest this body of literature should begin to
explore Russia's involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. The first concerns the
Caucasus and its centrality in Russian imperial history and collective memory (Gammer
and Kaplan 2014; Oskanian 2014; De Waal 2019). It took Russian rulers over two
centuries to establish control over this region. Russia’s expansion into the Caucasus began
in the late sixteenth century, and it largely secured control over its southern territories by
the early nineteenth century. Furthermore, more than thirty years of continuous military
campaigns against the North Caucasian mountaineers were necessary to consolidate
authority over the entire region (Henze 1996, 389).

Meanwhile, nineteenth-century writers, poets, ethnographers, military figures, and
chroniclers helped establish the Caucasus's prominence in Russian popular consciousness
(Gammer and Kaplan 2014). These accounts helped create an image of Russia as a
civilization bridging Europe and Asia while reinforcing a sense of exceptionalism that
has persisted through the Tsarist, Soviet, and post-Soviet periods (Layton 1995; Gammer
and Kaplan 2014; Morozov 2015; Oskanian 2017; Curanovi¢ 2021). Consequently, any

4 Hermeneutics is a discipline based on the assumption that “the analyst of a text must seek to bring out the
meanings of a text from the perspective of its author. This will entail attention to the social and historical
context within which the text was produced” (Bryman 2012, 561).

5 Phenomenology is “a philosophy that is concerned with the question of how individuals make sense of
the world around them and how in particular the philosopher should bracket out preconceptions in his or
her grasp of that world” (Bryman 2012, 30).

¢ Symbolic interactionism is “a theoretical perspective in sociology and social psychology that views social
interaction as taking place in terms of the meanings actors attach to action and things” (Bryman 2012, 716).
7 “Verstehen” posits that facts and observations are not standalone elements that can be reduced to the
universal laws typical of the natural sciences. Instead, making sense of what is being studied requires a
comprehensive grasp of the underlying motivations behind actions (Steele 2008, 6).
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assessment of Russia's policies in the region must recognize that Moscow's involvement
extends beyond geopolitical positioning and strategic interests.

The second factor concerns Russia’s historical relationship with Armenia. A
significant yet often overlooked dynamic revealed by the events of September 2023 was
the erosion of the long-held belief that the Kremlin would protect Armenians (Hess 2022;
Atasuntsev 2023; Zolyan 2023; Shahverdyan 2024). Officially, the two countries still
maintain "close allied relations marked by frequent bilateral visits at the high and highest
levels" (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Armenia 2025). However, since
the end of the 2020 war, Armenian-Russian security and political relations have steadily
deteriorated. Moscow’s inaction during Baku’s subsequent military operation marked a
critical turning point, fueling widespread disillusionment in Armenian society
(International Republican Institute 2024) and prompting a significant reassessment of
Yerevan's security policy orientation (Giragosian 2023).

While scholars have long recognized that Armenia’s economic, energy, and security
vulnerabilities have shaped its generally favorable orientation toward Russia since the
Soviet Union’s collapse (De Waal 2013; Minasyan 2013; De Waal 2019; Iskandaryan
2019; Broers 2023; Cakmak and Ozsahin 2023), its relationship with Moscow is also
firmly grounded in identity and historical memory, most notably in the enduring image
of Russia as a protector.

The latter emerged between the 18th and early 20th centuries. During that period, the
Russian Empire not only conquered the South Caucasus but also liberated part of the
Armenian population from Persian and Ottoman control, bringing them under the
influence of a European and Christian power (Hovannisian 1971, 31). Furthermore, as
Russia became increasingly entangled in the geopolitical implications of the declining
Ottoman Empire's future and territorial integrity, Tsarist authorities often positioned
themselves as protectors of the Sublime Porte’s Christian subjects (Badalyan Riegg
2020). Consequently, the Empire regarded Christian Armenians not only as allies on the
southern frontier but also as defenseless victims whom it had a religious duty to protect
from Muslim oppressors (Blauvelt and Berglund 2016, 70).

Historians have long acknowledged the crucial role of this distant memory in shaping
contemporary Armenian political identity (Suny 1993; Shnirelman 2001; Libaridian
2007; Payaslian 2007; Badalyan Riegg 2020). However, International Relations (IR)
scholars have rarely examined how the same historical image has shaped Russia’s self-

identity (Oskanian 2014; Abushov 2019). This gap marks the starting point of my
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dissertation, which argues that Russia’s interpretations of that distant past informed its

(dis)engagement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

1.2. The Approach of the Dissertation

The central assumption of this dissertation is that Russia’s practices in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict have been symptomatic of a quest for ontological security that has
persisted since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Ontological security refers to the
“security not of the body but of the self, the subjective sense of who one is, which enables
and motivates action and choice” (Mitzen 2006, 344). It is a sense of coherence that social
actors seek to preserve through biographical narratives and/or routinized relations with
“significant Others” (Giddens 1991; Kinnvall 2004; Mitzen 2006; Steele 2008;
Gustafsson and Krickel-Choi 2020). When this coherence is disrupted, “critical
situations” arise, and existential anxiety may drive actors to restore continuity by
reproducing familiar, even conflictual, practices, often at significant material cost
(Rumelili 2015; Suboti¢ 2016; Ejdus 2017; Figari Barberis and Zanatta 2023).

Therefore, this study posits that the collapse of the Soviet Union not only produced
political, economic, and institutional upheavals across the post-Soviet space but also
plunged the newly born republics into existential turmoil. For post-Soviet Russian
leadership, confronting dilemmas of self-identity became as urgent as steering the
transition from a planned to a market economy, defining the contours of a new political
system, and tackling the corruption and organized crime that thrived in the power vacuum
of those years (Mankoff 2009; Sakwa 2020; Curanovi¢ 2021). Because ontological
security largely depends on the coherence of biographical narratives, this notion is closely
tied to the politics of memory, which concerns “who wants whom to remember what, and
why” (Confino 1997, 1393). Memory plays a central role in shaping social actors’ self-
identity, serving as a temporal anchor that makes the past meaningful by providing a sense
of “where ‘we’ have come from and what ‘we’ have been through” (Berenskoetter 2012,
270). Consequently, as Maria Milksoo (2015, 221) notes, “memory must be defended.”

The central argument of this study is that, in the context of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, Russia’s pursuit of ontological security was shaped by mnemonic reflections on
its Tsarist past in the Caucasus and expressed through what 1 define as a politics of
deference toward Armenia. This notion partly resembles Hegel’s master—slave dialectic,
in which the master’s identity depends on recognition from the servant, even as the

servant simultaneously constitutes the master’s identity (Hegel et al. 2013).
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Accordingly, Russia sought ontological security by interpreting its asymmetrical
alliance with Armenia, which emerged after the Soviet Union's collapse, through a self-
image of a protector, shaped by a reconstructed memory of its Tsarist past, while seeking
recognition of that role within the relationship. The concept of honor aptly captures this
inherently hierarchical dynamic, understood as both a social actor's claim to worth and
the public acknowledgment of that claim by significant Others (Pitt-Rivers 1965, 21).
Honor has long been central to Russian state identity, with roots that predate the accession
of the Romanov dynasty (Tsygankov 2014; Kollmann 2016).

When this claim to recognition was perceived as denied, Russia did not abandon its
self-image as a protector. Instead, it drew on the same Tsarist mnemonic repertoire, which
portrayed Armenians not only as vulnerable subjects requiring Russian protection but
also, during periods of political alienation between the two sides, as unreliable or even
"conspiratorial" (Suny 1993, 32). Thus, the Kremlin could reinterpret the perceived
misrecognition while preserving continuity of the Russian Self, sustaining ontological

security despite changing relational dynamics.

1.3. Methodology and Operationalization of the Research Question

Having placed meaning-making at the center of my analysis of the Kremlin’s policies
toward Armenia during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, I now turn to the dissertation’s
analytical and methodological structure. Before doing so, the research question that
guides the entire project must be restated:

How did concerns over ontological security shape Russia’s discourse toward
Armenia during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict (2015-2024)?

To operationalize the research question, this dissertation adopts a two-stage research
process guided by an abductive logic of inquiry (Yanow 2014; Saunders et al. 2019) that
aims to: (1) reconstruct Russia's autobiographical narrative through an iterative dialogue
between historical scholarship on Tsarist Russian policies toward Armenians and the
theoretical concepts of ontological security, collective memory, and honor; and (2)
examine how this narrative was mobilized and adapted in Russian discourse on Armenia
during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict from 2015 to 2024.

Rather than treating this nine-year period as a single, uninterrupted sequence, the
empirical part of this dissertation will be organized around three critical junctures, each
marked by major transformations in the conflict and separated by periods of relative calm.

This periodization enables an examination of how moments of crisis disrupted or
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transformed the discursive construction of Russia's identity as Armenia's protector. The
three critical junctures are:

1) 2015-2018, beginning with President Vladimir Putin's speech at the
Tsitsernakaberd Memorial during the centenary of the Armenian Genocide and
encompassing the 2016 Four-Day War and Armenia's 2018 Velvet Revolution®; 2) 2020—
2022, involving the 2020 War and its immediate aftermath; and 3) 2023-2024, when
Russia became increasingly isolated in the region after invading Ukraine and the
Azerbaijani military offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh took place.

To support this process, the dissertation draws on scholarship examining the role of
emotions in political discourse. Emotions are understood here as the “subjective
experience of some diffuse physiological change” (Mercer 2014, 516) with
“intersubjective and cultural components” (Crawford 2000, 125). They assign affective
significance to social rules and norms, thereby sustaining the moral hierarchies of values
and beliefs through which political action acquires meaning (Mercer 1996). From this
perspective, the politics of deference can be examined as a relationship structured by
emotional hierarchies, in which historical narratives establish whose emotions deserve
“consideration, respect, and priority” (Gustafsson and Hall 2021, 976).

In the first stage, this literature informs the reconstruction of Russia's
autobiographical narrative using the hero-protector narrative framework developed by
Clément et al. (2017). Designed to explain how political leaders mobilize collective
emotions to portray assertive policies as morally justified, the framework identifies four
recurring narrative roles—the hero-protector, the innocent victim, the perverse aggressor,
and the coward—along with their characteristic plot sequences and emotional
configurations. More broadly, it reflects a gendered understanding of political agency by
associating protection with ideals of masculinity, physical courage, and honor, and by
reproducing hierarchical conceptions of power (Lindemann 2014, 269; Clément et al.
2017, 2). These roles provide an analytical vocabulary for reconstructing historical
accounts of Tsarist policies toward Armenia as an autobiographical narrative and for
tracing that narrative in contemporary Russian discourse.

In the second stage, this scholarship employs Emotion Discourse Analysis (EDA) to

8 The 2018 Velvet Revolution in Armenia was a series of peaceful protests against the political actions of
then-President and Prime Minister Serzh Sargsyan. The movement was spearheaded by journalist and
opposition leader Nikol Pashinyan, who subsequently became Prime Minister. His critical stance towards
Russia prior to taking office sparked significant discussions about the implications of the Velvet Revolution
on Russian-Armenian relations.
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examine how Russia's autobiographical narrative was articulated and transformed in
contemporary Russian discourse. EDA examines how social actors express emotions and
deploy emotional categories in relation to subjects, events, and social relationships
(Koschut 2018, 277). EDA is structured around the four narrative roles identified by the
hero-protector framework and applied to a corpus of seventy-five primary texts produced
between 2015 and 2024. This approach will allow me to examine how Russia's
autobiographical narrative was rearticulated in response to developments in Russian-
Armenian relations during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

Although references to “Russia” might suggest that the government is the sole agent
in the country’s pursuit of ontological security, my analysis considers a broader
population, purposefully selected based on three criteria: consistent commentary on
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh, wide visibility across media channels, and institutional
embeddedness. These actors play an important role in translating official discourse into
emotionally charged narratives that reinforce Russia's hero-protector image. The first
group comprises members of the Russian political elite, including official press releases
and public statements issued by government officials and their representatives. The
second group consists of political actors who, although not part of the government,
publicly articulate positions on Russia's foreign policy, particularly regarding Armenia
and the broader post-Soviet space. The third encompasses a broad range of actors
operating within Russia's state-controlled information environment, including television
broadcasters, state-affiliated media commentators, and influential figures active on
Telegram, with particular attention to contributions from members of the Armenian
diaspora in Russia. Throughout the dissertation, I refer to the latter two groups

collectively as "semi-official" discourse.

1.4. Expected Contributions

This dissertation aims to contribute to the literature on Russia's role in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict by moving beyond analyses centered on strategic interests and policy
outcomes. To this end, it adopts an interpretivist, socio-psychological perspective that
examines the role of Armenia and the Caucasus in Russian collective memory and
explores how Russia came to invest its (dis)engagement in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict with existential significance. In pursuing this objective, the
dissertation advances the literature at the empirical, theoretical, and methodological

levels. Empirically, it makes two principal contributions. First, it broadens existing
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understandings of how post-Soviet Russia pursues ontological security by reorienting the
analytical focus from horizontal relations with the West to vertical, hierarchical
relationships with its former imperial subjects. Constructivist scholarship on Russian
foreign policy has largely understood this dynamic as a quest for recognition as a
great power (Hopf 2002; Zarakol 2011; Forsberg 2014; Tsygankov 2014a; Morozov
2015; Neumann 2015; Hansen 2016;
Reshetnikov 2017; Curanovi¢ 2021; Kanet and Moulioukova 2022). This literature
largely assumes that the West, primarily represented by the US and the EU, constitutes
Moscow's principal significant Other, and that the Kremlin regards recognition of its self-
ascribed great-power status by these actors as equally important as, and at times even
more important than, its physical security practices. Accordingly, the Kremlin's security
practices in the post-Soviet space are considered a response to the West's refusal to
recognize that there are "regions in which Russia has privileged interests," as stated by
President Dmitry Medvedev in 2008 (President of Russia 2008).

The second empirical contribution is an in-depth case study that advances debates on
Russian neo-imperialism by showing that the imperial legacy should not be understood
merely as an aspiration to restore either the Soviet Union or the Russian Empire as
territorial entities. Rather, it serves as a mnemonic and interpretive framework through
which the Kremlin understands its contemporary role in the post-Soviet space and
structures its relationships with the rest of the world, including the former Soviet
republics.

Theoretically, this dissertation advances the concept of the politics of deference by
synthesizing insights from the literatures on ontological security, collective memory, and
honor to show how the Tsarist legacy functions as a mnemonic framework that enables
post-Soviet Russia to reproduce a stable sense of Self through the discursive constitution
of hierarchical relationships with its former imperial subjects. Methodologically, the
dissertation presents a comprehensive corpus of 75 Russian-language primary sources,
compiled through a systematic search and careful selection of official and semi-official

discourse.

1.5. Roadmap of the Dissertation
This dissertation is organized into seven chapters. The first five chapters lay the
groundwork for the empirical analysis in the last two chapters by establishing the

analytical, methodological, and mnemonic foundations. Following this introductory
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section, Chapter Two, “Theoretical Framework,” introduces the concept of ontological
security and explores its relationship to honor and collective memory, showing how these
perspectives converge in the politics of deference and the hero-protector narrative.

Chapter Three, “Literature Review,” is divided into two parts. The first, after briefly
contextualizing the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, examines how existing scholarship
analyzed Russia’s role, revealing that both before and after the events of September 2023,
most scholarly and non-scholarly accounts relied primarily on outcome-based
explanations to assess its practices in the conflict. The second part turns to constructivist
approaches to Russian foreign policy and considers how the three theoretical concepts
have been employed to date. In both cases, I aim to identify the research gaps this
dissertation addresses.

Chapter Four, “Methodology,” introduces the emotional turn in IR and positions the
hero-protector narrative’s core emotions, compassion and anger, as the analytical
framework for the empirical analysis. It also details the research design, data collection,
and sampling strategy, justifies the selection of the units of analysis, and explains the
complementary use of EDA to investigate how Russia's biographical narrative was
articulated across official and semi-official discourse.

Chapter Five, "The Mnemonic Foundations of the Hero-Protector Narrative," is
divided into two parts. The first part examines post-Soviet Russian-Armenian relations in
depth, highlighting the factors that have kept the two countries together and contributed
to their foreign policy alignment throughout the conflict. The second part traces the
historical roots of Russia’s self-ascribed protector identity that underpins its politics of
deference, showing how, despite its distant origins, this autobiographical narrative
endured through the Soviet period and beyond, providing the interpretive framework
through which the Kremlin pursues its quest for ontological security.

The dissertation’s empirical core is in Chapter Six, “Russia’s Politics of Deference.”
This chapter shows how experiences of ontological (in)security stemming from the
(mis)recognition of the hero-protector narrative shaped Russian actors’ discourse about
their country’s involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict across the three critical
junctures identified above.

Finally, Chapter Seven, “Conclusion,” synthesizes the dissertation's theoretical and
empirical findings to answer the central research question. It then reflects on the study's
broader theoretical, empirical, and methodological contributions and acknowledges its

limitations.
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

Although this dissertation focuses on Russia’s involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, its principal inspiration originates from a location thousands of kilometers away:
Yekaterinburg, Russia’s fourth-largest city, where I resided and studied Russian in 2018.
Situated at the intersection of Europe and Asia, Y ekaterinburg functions as a vital junction
on the Trans-Siberian Railway and possesses historical significance as the site where Tsar
Nicholas II and his family were executed in July 1918. During a visit to this city and a
leisurely walk along the Iset River promenade, one cannot help but notice the inscription
on the roof of the Instrument-Making Plant building, known as the "eternal question"
(Vechny vopros/Beunsrii Boripoc). Instigated by street artist Timofey Radya in 2017 as
part of the Ural Industrial Biennale, the "eternal question" presents the following
dilemma: "Who are we, where are we from, and where are we going?" (Kto my, otkuda,
kuda idem?/KTo MbI, 0TKy/a, Kyaa uaem?).’

Responding to the Eternal Question has unquestionably been a primary concern of
the fifteen republics that emerged following the disintegration of the Soviet Union. The
dissolution prompted a series of complex dilemmas regarding the very identity of post-
Soviet Russia, which, in many respects, constituted the political nucleus of both the
Russian Empire and the Soviet Union. For instance, from whom did the Russians truly
gain independence? Should post-Soviet Russia revive the Tsarist-era sense of Self, which
the 1917 Revolution dismantled? Should it restore the Soviet Self? Should it adopt a
Western-oriented Self, thereby breaking free from its imperial and Soviet past? Or should
it create an entirely new and distinct Self?

Overall, the Kremlin's efforts to reconstruct a coherent vision of the Russian Self
constitute what I categorize throughout this dissertation as a pursuit of ontological
security. These efforts form the basis of my attempt to analyze Russia's prolonged
engagement and sudden disengagement from the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict beyond
merely outcome-based evaluations. Prior to examining in detail how Russia employed the
distant image of Armenia as a protector—an essential means of addressing the Eternal

Questions—and how anxieties concerning Yerevan’s acknowledgment of this image

% Terms and names in Russian, which I speak fluently, and Armenian, which I can read, are presented both
in their original script and with Latin transliteration.
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influenced the dynamics of its politics of deference within the Armenian-Azerbaijani
dispute, I must first clarify the conceptual and analytical foundations of my research.
Guided by this mission, the present chapter has a threefold aim, each addressed in a
dedicated section. First, it delineates the theoretical assumptions and key concepts—
ontological security, memory politics, and honor—that underpin my study. Second, it
introduces the concept of “politics of deference” as a means of linking these notions.
Third, it presents the hero-protector narrative as the analytical framework for examining

the politics of deference in the empirical data.

2.1. Theoretical Concepts

2.1.1. Ontological Security in IR.
Often described as “security as/of being” (Giddens 1991; Steele 2008; Kinnvall

2004) or “security not of the body but of the Self, the subjective sense of who one is”
(Mitzen 2006, 344), ontological security is a concept rooted in philosophical and
psychological existentialism. It generally refers to a social actor's need for a “sense of
order and continuity in events” (Giddens 1991, 243), a “stable view of the Self”
(Flockhart 2016, 803), or a “healthy sense of Self” (Ejdus 2020, 2). At its core, ontological
security pertains to how actors perceive their existence, find meaning in life, and manage
anxiety (Gustafsson and Krickel-Choi 2020). In contrast, ontological insecurity reflects
“the deep, incapacitating state of not knowing which dangers to confront and which to
ignore, i.e., how to get by in the world” (Mitzen 2006, 345).

It was Ronald David Laing, a Scottish psychiatrist and psychoanalyst, who gained
prominence for his work in existential psychiatry and for treating individuals affected by
schizophrenia, who first established the concept of ontological security in the late 1950s.
In his book “The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanity and Madness” (1960[2010),

he wrote that a basically ontologically secure person is:

“A real, alive, whole, and, in a temporal sense, a continuous person. As such, he can live out into the
world and meet Others: a world and Others experienced as equally real, alive, whole, and continuous. Such
a basically ontologically secure person will encounter all the hazards of life, social, ethical, spiritual, and
biological, from a centrally firm sense of his own and other people’s reality and identity” (Laing 1960|2010,
39).

On the other hand, an ontologically insecure individual is:

“More unreal than real; in a literal sense, more dead than alive; precariously differentiated from the
rest of the world, so that his identity and autonomy are always in question. He may lack the experience of
his own temporal continuity. He may not possess an overriding sense of personal consistency or

cohesiveness. He may feel more insubstantial rather than substantial, and unable to assume that the stuff he
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is made of is genuine, good, valuable. And he may feel his Self as partially divorced from his body.” (Laing
2010, 42)

Based on these definitions, it can be argued that, in Laing’s view, a secure sense of
Self depends on recognition and on the alignment between an individual’s internally
perceived identity and the identity ascribed by Others (Laing 2010, 35-37). This
alignment, in turn, affirms an individual's sense of Self and makes interactions with
Others potentially fulfilling. By contrast, for ontologically insecure individuals, every
facet of life and every interaction carries the risk of threatening their very existence,
leading to overwhelming anxiety about being entirely consumed by Others, collapsing
under the weight of an external reality, or being reduced to a mere object devoid of
subjectivity (Laing 2010, 42- 47).

Ontological security entered the social sciences through Anthony Giddens’ 1991
work, “Modernity and Self-Identity: Self and Society in the Late Modern Age.” Drawing
on Laing’s work, Giddens illustrates how, in early childhood, a child develops trust in its
caregivers and, in turn, learns to trust itself. According to him, ontological security refers
to a “person's fundamental sense of safety in the world and includes a basic trust of other
people,” with this trust being “necessary in order for a person to maintain a sense of
psychological well-being and avoid existential anxiety” (Giddens 1991, 37). It entails
having, at both the unconscious and practical levels of consciousness, “answers” to
fundamental existential questions that all human beings inevitably confront (Giddens
1991, 47).

Giddens argues that ontological security relies on a stable sense of self-identity,
developed through individuals' understanding of their actions and the purpose behind
them. Nonetheless, it is important to recognize that self-identity comprises two aspects.
While identity is not merely “something that we simply have” but rather "a social
construct, formed and sustained via practices and relations with Others,” the Self is
“reflexively understood by the person in terms of her or his biography” (Giddens 1991,
53). Consequently, Giddens underscores that, to achieve ontological security, individuals
must uphold reflexively monitored routines and preserve their biographical narrative
(Giddens 1991, 52—-54). When this process is disrupted, individuals may experience
"feelings of inadequacy or humiliation," commonly referred to as shame (Giddens 1991,
65). Such feelings can ultimately precipitate an ontological crisis. In essence, shame
compromises trust in both oneself and the external environment. It engenders doubt about

one's understanding of identity and, by extension, one's perception of the surrounding
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world (Giddens 1991, 66).

Shame can be understood as a manifestation of anxiety, the principal emotion
associated with ontological security (Rumelili 2015; Karp 2018; Ejdus 2020; Krickel-
Choi 2022a). Giddens (1991, 36) defines it as “the loss of a sense of the very reality of
things and of other persons.” Rumelili (2015, 2021) argues that anxiety underlies all other
affective experiences and serves as a “constitutive condition” for IR. A key premise in
the ontological security literature is the distinction between anxiety and fear. The latter is
a response to a specific, identifiable threat that can be recognized and addressed, whereas
the former is a more generalized feeling with no identifiable cause (Krickel-Choi 2022a,
6). It can also be argued that fear is directed outward toward an external threat, while
anxiety is felt internally (Rumelili 2015, 12).

As Ejdus (2017, 884) notes, ontological security gained traction in IR through two
waves of scholarship. The first generation, represented by scholars such as Wendt (1994),
Huysmans (1998), and McSweeney (1999), emerged in the 1990s and neither developed
a formal theory nor tested its explanatory potential empirically. In contrast, the second
generation, active a decade later, took more systematic steps toward theory building and
empirical analysis (Ejdus 2017, 885). Key scholars such as Kinnvall (2004), Mitzen
(2006), Steele (2008), Zarakol (2011), Lupovici (2012), Innes and Steele (2013),
Gustafsson (2014), Rumelili (2015), Suboti¢ (2016; 2018), and Krickel-Choi (2022;
2022a) have helped develop the concept into a broader theoretical framework linked to
security studies and international politics.

As Von Essen and Danielson (2023, 5) aptly observe, the ontological security
literature in IR has expanded substantially since its inception, creating a landscape that is
both complex and ambiguous, with a variety of interpretations. This dissertation
concentrates on four significant debates within this academic domain that merit particular
attention.

The first concern is that most IR scholars who study ontological security have
extended the Laing-Giddens framework beyond the individual level to encompass the
state (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2021, 69). These scholars argue that states, like
individuals, behave as though they can experience and respond to emotional stimuli
(Solomon 2018, 938). According to Steele (2008, 19), integrating individual and state
levels of analysis is justified because "state agents seek to satisfy the self-identity needs
of the states which they lead." Mitzen (2006, 344-45) concurs, asserting that these two

levels are inherently interconnected and emotionally intertwined. Indeed, a state's
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ontological security is instrumental in ensuring its citizens' ontological security.

Nevertheless, other scholars have contested this paradigm (Krolikowski 2008; Roe
2008; Croft 2012), contending that portraying the state as a monolithic entity not only
reinforces its reification within ontological security scholarship in IR (Croft 2012) but
also marginalizes a plurality of perspectives inherent to the discipline (Delehanty and
Steele 2009). For instance, Krolikowski (2008, 111) maintains that conceptualizing the
state as an individual neglects crucial elements of its function as a dynamic institution in
shaping individuals' ontological security. Similarly, Roe (2008, 785) questions the
assumption that states, by providing ontological security to individuals, necessarily share
a comparable need for it.

In my research, I also extend the individual’s ontological needs to the state level. I
recognize that this scaling up is not without challenges, given that the concept of
ontological security was originally developed to understand individual psychology (Laing
2010). Nevertheless, I agree with McSweeney (1999, 151), who contends that although
states are not individuals, it remains essential, for ontological and methodological
reasons, to treat them as if they were. After all, while states themselves cannot experience
anxiety, their leaders, policies, and official discourses can.

Furthermore, while states may remain the primary functional units in international
politics, advances in media ecology and communication theory suggest that non-
governmental entities may also be scrutinized to assess a state’s ontological security
(Hinck et al. 2021, 37). Russian media exemplifies this phenomenon, functioning not
merely as a conduit of information but also as a tool through which the Kremlin constructs
and disseminates national identity, galvanizes public support, and shapes societal
perceptions of threat and stability (Hinck et al. 2021, 92). Hinck et al. (2021, 94) argue
that Russian media outlets influence narratives at both domestic and global levels, thereby
strengthening the state's ontological security practices and demonstrating how the
information environment shapes anxieties and self—perceptions. In the methodological
chapter, I outline the specific sources selected for analysis and explain the rationale for
their inclusion.

The second debate concerns what Zarakol (2011, 6) characterizes as the field’s "own
version of the agent-structure problem." She commences this discussion by posing the
following question: “Are interactions and the international environment the primary
source of ontological anxiety for a state, or are the insecure interactions merely a

consequence of the state’s own uncertainty regarding its identity?” (Zarakol 2011, 6).
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This dilemma helps explain why some scholars examine how states mitigate anxiety
through established routines (Mitzen 2006), while others focus on autobiographical
narratives (Steele 2008; Suboti¢ 2016), external recognition (Zarakol 2011; Narozhna
2021), or a sense of belonging within a community (Bolton 2021). Overall, Zarakol
identifies three distinct approaches to the agency/structure issue within the scholarship.

The first approach, predominantly linked with Mitzen’s seminal work (2006), can be
characterized as a 'social' perspective because it considers collective identity as formed
externally through routine interactions between states and their significant Others (Mitzen
2006, 355-59). Building on the arguments of Huysmans (1998) and McSweeney (1999),
who maintain that social actors pursue consistency and stability in their engagements with
Others, Mitzen (2006) argues that anxiety emerges when there is a discrepancy between
the roles a state ascribes to itself and the roles that other participants in the international
system perceive it to possess. Consequently, she emphasizes routinized interactions
among actors and the forms of recognition they generate, proposing that, by sustaining
structured, recurring relationships with a significant Other, actors shape and articulate
their identities. Overall, within Mitzen's ontology, routines afford actors confident
expectations, even if probabilistic, regarding the means-ends relationships that regulate
[the social actor’s] social existence (Mitzen 2006, 345).

The second approach, which Zarakol describes as “individualistic,” was introduced
by Steele, who analyzes how states uphold internal biographical continuity through the
"dialectics of the Self" (Steele 2008, 32). Steele’s conceptualization of ontological
security presumes that actors have already established a sense of Self and an
understanding of Others before engagement (Inayatullah and Blaney 1996, 73). In fact,
Steele (2008) contends that states are chiefly motivated by the imperative to prevent
situations that provoke shame, which occurs when they perceive a discrepancy between
their actions on the international stage and their autobiographical narrative.

A third, intermediate approach, as identified by Zarakol, questions the assumption
that relying exclusively on either a wholly intersubjective perspective or one that
concentrates solely on the reflexive formation of self-identity offers a comprehensive
understanding of how social actors address their concerns regarding self-identity.
Therefore, scholars advocating this approach contend that a robust sense of ontological
security derives from integrating both the monological and dialogical selves (Kinnvall
2004; Zarakol 2011; Narozhna 2022).

As Kinnvall (2004, 749) writes, “internalized self-notions can never be separated
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from Self/Other representations and are always responsive to new interpersonal
relationships.” Rumelili (2013, 66) argues that the pursuit of ontological security in
relation to the Other operates alongside its internal counterpart, with both shaped by
processes of securitization and de-securitization.!® While securitizing the Other reinforces
internal stability by suppressing alternative identities, de-securitizing it risks exposing the
inherent fragility and contradictions within self-narratives. Consequently, maintaining or
restoring ontological security during securitization cannot rely solely on internal self-
(re)definition; it requires reconfiguring the foundational Self/Other relationship (Rumelili
2013, 68).

Some scholars advocating a “social” and “middle-ground” approach to ontological
security contend that although conflicts may threaten a state’s physical security, they can
also reinforce its ontological security (Mitzen 2006; Rumelili 2015; Kinnvall and Mitzen
2018; Kim and Morrow 2024). These scholars argue that participation in conflict helps
states manage existential anxieties by identifying specific threats, drawing clear
distinctions between allies and adversaries, and reinforcing moral frameworks centered
on survival (Rumelili 2015, 13). For example, Rumelili (2015) argues that, for states
accustomed to prolonged conflict, such struggles may undermine physical security while
enhancing ontological security by reaffirming familiar routines. As a consequence, the
transition to peace can be destabilizing, as it disturbs these deeply ingrained patterns and
challenges a state's self-perception, which has been developed in opposition to a
perceived adversary.

In both “social” and “middle-ground” approaches, the notion of “recognition” plays
a critical role. Ringmar (2002, 119) asserts that “the desire for recognition is a desire
unlike all others.... The desire for recognition is the core human desire.” Recognition
itself can take legal, political, or moral forms (Daase et al. 2015, 16). Hegel, who first
introduced this notion into Western philosophy, viewed recognition as a struggle between
two self-conscious beings, each seeking to impose its subjectivity on the Other (Burns
and Thompson 2013, 3). This confrontation takes the form of a life-or-death battle, in
which each party seeks to objectify the Other while preserving its own subjectivity.

Unlike legal recognition, which typically involves equality between states based on the

10 Securitization theory was developed by the Copenhagen School, which includes scholars such as Barry
Buzan, Ole Waver, Jaap de Wilde, and others. Securitization involves identifying certain issues as
existential threats that require immediate action. This process partly relies on the shared beliefs and
assumptions within a society about what needs protection. It also involves determining the specific referent
objects that a society considers crucial for its security (Buzan and Waver 2003, 36-40).
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principle of sovereignty, Hegel’s notion of recognition is more conflictual. Here, equality
emerges only momentarily when both parties acknowledge their mutual recognition as
adversaries.

Within this process, recognizing the Other becomes the means by which the Self is
also recognized (Hegel et al. 2013). Drawing on Hegel’s philosophy, scholars including
Fukuyama (1992), Wendt (2003), Haacke (2005), Ringmar (2011), Wolf (2011; 2016),
and Honneth (2003) have conceptualized struggles for recognition as a core element of
International Relations (IR). For example, Haacke (2005) argues that struggles for
recognition are fundamental to social relations. He asserts that social structures typically
maintain stability when recognition demands are satisfied (Haacke 2005, 187). Curanovi¢
(2021, 86-87) contends that a country seeks alignment among its actual capabilities, self-
image, and external recognition. It finds stability when its material power secures the
level of recognition it expects from Others. This coherence reinforces its ontological
security and helps maintain stability in the international order.

On the other hand, as Wolf (2011) highlights, misrecognition can undermine a state's
self-perception, potentially prompting adjustments to aspects of its identity that hinder
recognition by Others. Gustafsson (2014) applies the concept of "perceived
misrecognition" to Sino-Japanese relations, arguing that China refuses to acknowledge
Japan's identity as a peaceful state, while Japan fails to recognize China's identity as a
victim of past Japanese aggression. This mutual denial of recognition, shaped by each
state's self-perception, not only deepens tensions between Tokyo and Beijing but also
reinforces their respective self-identities. Wolf (2011, 127) also argues that, in response
to misrecognition, states may begin to question the criteria that define status within the
group they seek to join.

For example, Zarakol (2011, 7) examines how European powers' denial of
recognition and stigmatization undermined the ontological security of the Ottoman
Empire and Japan. Ringmar (2002) suggests that when faced with misrecognition, states
tend to respond in one of three ways. They may adopt external narratives and redefine
their identity, often after major setbacks such as war. They may preserve their self-
perception while pursuing gradual reforms to reshape external perceptions. Alternatively,
they may uphold their original narrative and attempt to persuade Others or impose it
through various means.

Similarly, Narozhna (2021) argues that because the state is responsible for

negotiating external recognition of its biographically narrated collective self-image and
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for fostering ontological security for individuals, groups, and society as a whole,
misrecognition can lead to ontological insecurity. As a result, she contends (Narozhna
2021, 82) that persistent misrecognition forces local elites to make three interrelated
decisions. The first concerns the extent of state compliance with demands for international
recognition; the second concerns the state's autonomy in shaping its collective self-image;
and the third concerns the foreign policy strategies used to address misrecognition and
mitigate collective ontological insecurity.

By approaching the “agent—structure” problem within Russia’s politics of deference,
the centrality of Armenia allows me to set aside the individualistic approach, even as I
recognize its value in illustrating how a social actor seeks to maintain a coherent
biographical narrative. Similarly, the social approach overlooks how an actor may be
driven by the need to validate its self-identity in the eyes of a significant Other, rather
than by a focus on sustaining routinized and predictable relations. This chapter will
elaborate on this point when introducing the concept of honor. For now, it is important to
note that Russia’s ontological security depends neither on preserving coherence within its
biographical narrative in isolation nor on maintaining routinized and predictable relations
with its significant Other. Rather, it depends on how Russia interprets the significant
Other's recognition or misrecognition of its autobiographical narrative, which plays a
crucial role in the actor’s biographical narrative as a referent object (Kinnvall 2004).
Accordingly, my understanding of Russia’s ontological security aligns with what Zarakol
describes as a middle-ground perspective.

The third debate critiques ontological security scholarship in IR for its excessive
focus on continuity, highlighting how existing research often prioritizes how states and
other agents seek to preserve their identity while neglecting the dimension of change
(Flockhart 2016; Browning and Joenniemi 2017; Gustafsson and Krickel-Choi 2020).
Building on Giddens’s assumption that ontological security refers to the “confidence most
human beings have in the continuity of their self-identity and the constancy of the
surrounding social and material environments of action” (Giddens 1991, 53), these
scholars argue that, to maintain their sense of ontological security, states seek
predictability and stability (Wendt 1994; Huysmans 1998; McSweeney 1999).

Nevertheless, as Suboti¢ (2018, 298) notes, “while this stability is desirable, it is,
however, fleeting.” Prioritizing continuity over change diminishes appreciation of how
states act in critical situations. Giddens (1991, 61) defines critical situations as

“circumstances of a radical disjuncture of an unpredictable kind which affect substantial
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numbers of individuals.” Steele (2008, 12) contends that critical situations are
unpredictable events that affect many individuals, surprise state agents, and disrupt their
self-identities. They are not objective realities but social constructions that arise through
policymakers’ interpretation. Ejdus (2017, 893) characterizes them as “questions about
the unreliability of the international order, the finitude of polities, the impermanence of
relationships, and the inconsistency of collective autobiographies.”

According to Rumelili (2015, 11), critical situations are “faithful moments” when
“anxieties can no longer be controlled” and “ontological security comes under immediate
strain.” Suboti¢ (2018, 298) argues that critical situations “produce questioning of one’s
self-identity, one’s view of self, and most importantly, one’s autobiography and
biographical narrative.” Darwich (2016, 473) suggests that when self-identity is
constructed in relation to a significant Other, external disruptions that alter the
representation of the Other can give rise to critical situations, resulting in instability and
insecurity for the Self.

A few scholars have highlighted how social agents work to alleviate the ontological
insecurity arising from critical situations (Lupovici 2012; Darwich 2016; Suboti¢ 2016;
Browning 2018; Ejdus 2020). For instance, Suboti¢ (2016, 610) notes that narratives of
ontological security encompass multiple threads or storylines in her examination of
Serbia's foreign policy stance on Kosovo's contested status. Narratives can be employed
during crises or key moments to preserve a sense of “autobiographical continuity” when
substantial policy changes might undermine the state's identity. Darwich (2016) posits
that, when facing shame and misrecognition, social actors often seek to restore a stable
sense of self-identity through two main mechanisms: counter-framing to demonize the
Other and redefining the Self-Other boundary.

This debate is essential for understanding how Russia responded to moments of crisis
tied to Armenia’s (mis)recognition of the hero-protector narrative throughout the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. If the events of September 2023 marked a critical moment
in which Moscow’s actions no longer aligned with its self-ascribed role as protector, this
dissertation argues that ontological insecurity had already emerged earlier, though less
visibly. I will demonstrate that Russian actors can accommodate change by drawing on
their interpretation of their country’s historical experience, even when contemporary
security practices diverge from the protector narrative. This process involves reworking
the storylines that underpin its involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

The fourth and final debate focuses on the interplay between ontological and physical
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security. It is often argued that ontological security, defined as "security as being" rather
than "security as survival," derives its explanatory power from its contrast with the
traditional IR emphasis on physical security (Gustafsson and Krickel-Choi 2020, 877).
The central assumption of the realist mainstream of IR is that the primary goal of states
is to achieve physical security, often defined as “security as survival.” As Waltz (1979,
91-92) puts it, “survival is a prerequisite to achieving any goals that states may have.”

Krickel-Choi (2021, 162-63) notes that when ontological security was first
introduced in IR, scholars initially focused on demonstrating its relevance in a field where
physical security was deeply prioritized. This is largely why ontological security emerged
as a conceptually distinct form of security, and this dualism has remained a core
foundation of many articles and scholarly works. Reconciling material and ontological
security needs has been the subject of only a few contributions. For instance, some
scholars have developed a version of ontological (in)security based on the concept of
home, described as both a social and material environment that fosters ontological
security by providing a stable setting for daily routines and a place where individuals feel
in control of their lives, free from external scrutiny (Kinnvall 2004; Mitzen 2006; Ejdus
2017).

In Russia's case, as the following chapter will show, physical security cannot be
analyzed independently of ontological security, nor vice versa. Historically, the absence
of natural borders across its vast territory exposed Russia to repeated invasions and
incursions. These experiences gradually transformed both internal and external threats
into enduring patterns of collective anxiety. One consequence of this has been a widely
shared conviction that only a strong state, led by a strong leader, can ensure security
(Tsygankov 2014; 2014a).

To delineate the relationship between physical and ontological security within this
dissertation, I posit that Russia’s security practices are motivated not solely by the aim of
safety but also by the imperative to maintain a sense of correctness. In essence, preserving
a coherent narrative that affirms its moral agency is crucial to understanding the
Kremlin’s security strategies. However, I do not contend that physical and ontological
security form a singular, inseparable entity within Russia’s sense of identity. While
physical insecurity may manifest intermittently, ontological insecurity remains persistent
and is continually negotiated. At times, these two aspects coincide and mutually reinforce;
at other times, they diverge, compelling Russia to interpret either or both as they develop

concurrently.
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2.1.2. Memory Politics
The literature on ontological security in IR has addressed a diverse range of

theoretical and empirical issues, including conflicts (Mitzen 2006; Rumelili 2014;
Kinnvall and Mitzen 2018), foreign policy (Suboti¢ 2016; Narozhna 2022), diaspora and
migration (Huysmans 1998; Gellwitzki and Houde 2023), populism and ideology
(Marlow 2002; Browning 2018), nationalism (Kinnvall 2004; Krolikowski 2008;
Lupovici 2012), de facto states (JakSa 2017; Pacher 2019), and post-colonialism
(Morozov 2015; Untalan 2019).

Of particular relevance to this dissertation is the body of scholarship highlighting
how social actors, especially states, seek to preserve memories that sustain their sense of
ontological security (Zarakol 2010; Gustafsson 2014; Innes and Steele 2014; Malksoo
2015; Suboti¢ 2016; Bachleitner 2021). Nevertheless, before engaging with this literature,
it is necessary to clarify what memory means and why it has become a significant focus
for scholars in IR and political science (PS).

Memory is understood in various ways within both academic and non-academic
contexts, illuminating how individuals, groups, and societies recollect past events. For
instance, the Enlightenment philosopher Locke (1979, 11.xxvii.9) defined memory as “the
awareness of self-sameness through time.” Although Locke examined memory primarily
as the process by which individuals recall their life experiences, this dissertation focuses
on how states, understood as governments together with the broader constellation of
actors who articulate and amplify pro-government narratives, invest historical
remembrance with existential significance. Since my analysis scales up the ontological
needs of individuals to those of states, it necessarily focuses on the memory of collective
agents, that is, collective memory. In doing so, I remain mindful of the same theoretical
limitations and cautions previously discussed regarding translating concepts from the
individual to the collective level within the study of ontological security.

Wertsch (2009, 117) argues that collective memory frequently appears in the media
and in everyday conversation, particularly when discussing the causes of ethnic violence
and geopolitical miscalculations. For instance, political leaders often use historical
parallels to contextualize and deliberate on critical issues (Khong 1992) or to drive
significant investments in museums and in the commemoration of events through
holidays (Wertsch 2009, 117). Nonetheless, this notion resists a single, definitive
interpretation. Huyssen (2003) describes collective memory as an elusive topic that we

all believe we understand. However, once we attempt to define it, the concept “starts
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slipping and sliding, eluding attempts to grasp it either culturally, sociologically, or
scientifically” (Huyssen 2003, 3).

French sociologist Emile Durkheim did not explicitly use the term "collective
memory." However, he emphasized its essential role in shaping social life, contending
that every society requires a connection to its past for identity and cohesion (Misztal
2003). Maurice Halbwachs, who built on Durkheim's ideas, is widely regarded as the
founding father of this concept. In his work on collective memory, Halbwachs presents
his main argument, stating, "Our conceptions of the past are affected by the mental images
we employ to solve present problems, so that collective memory is essentially a
reconstruction of the past in the light of the present" (Coser 1992, 34).

Building on Halbwachs' conceptualization of collective memory and the work of
scholars who expanded upon it, we can identify three key characteristics of this notion.
First, collective memory is a social process. In contrast to Henri Bergson and Sigmund
Freud, Halbwachs posited that “it is in society that people acquire their memories” (Coser
1992, 38). Thus, memory is intersubjectively shared by a collective and (re)constructed
through intricate social processes (Klein 2000; Langenbacher and Shain 2010; French
2012; Verovsek 2016). The social dimension of memory is relevant to my inquiry into
the Russian Self, as it shows that Russia’s image as a protector is not simply a self-
contained or unilateral claim but is continuously constructed and validated through social
interactions with historically significant Others.

The second characteristic is that collective memory is a dynamic process. As
Halbwachs states, “the past is not preserved but is reconstructed based on the present”
(Coser 1992, 40). Scholars have further developed this idea, emphasizing that collective
memory is continually (re)negotiated through intellectual and political discourse within
the collective (Langenbacher and Shain 2010; French 2012; Hovhannisyan 2012). Hence,
memory “is not linear or uniform in progression. It is dynamic and can be imagined as a
succession of waves and cycles, whereby events can fade into ‘distant memory’ or be
awakened by younger generations who wish to remember what their parents wanted”
(Langenbacher and Shain 2010, 223). This aspect is crucial for my dissertation, as it
shows that Russia’s self-perception as a protector is not static but continually
reconstructed in response to changing circumstances. This dynamic process of collective
memory allows Russia to reinterpret the past while maintaining a coherent sense of Self
in the present and thus to cope with situations that threaten its ontological security.

The third characteristic is that collective memory is considered ahistorical.
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Halbwachs distinguished between various types of memory, including autobiographical
memory, historical memory, history, and collective memory. Autobiographical memory
pertains to an individual's personal experiences, whereas historical memory encompasses
the recollection of events as documented in historical records. Autobiographical memory
relates to individuals' personal experiences, while historical memory involves recalling
events as conveyed through historical records. History refers to the past to which we have
no direct connection, and that is an insignificant part of our lives. Finally, collective
memory encompasses the active past that influences our identities. Furthermore,
Halbwachs observed that each social group's traits shape its collective memory over time.

The distinction between history and memory was further reinforced by French
historian Nora (1989, 8-9), who wrote that “memory is a perpetually actual phenomenon,
a bond tying us to the eternal present; history is a representation of the past. Memory,
insofar as it is affective and magical, only accommodates those facts that suit it; it
nourishes recollections that may be out of focus or telescopic, global or detached,
particular or symbolic” (Nora 1989, 8-9). Building on this dichotomy, Olick (2003, 15)
describes collective memory as an "active past," or "the central faculty of our being in
time [that is] the negotiation of the past and present through which we define our
individual and collective selves."

The ahistorical nature of collective memory is a fundamental premise of this
dissertation. In analyzing the protector role, I recognize that it does not encompass the
full historical reality of Russian-Armenian relations over the centuries and that, by
emphasizing its protective function, Russian actors have manipulated certain historical
events rather than reporting them with absolute accuracy. This premise matters because,
without it, much of the subsequent analysis could be misconstrued as corroboration of the
protector narrative's historical veracity, rather than as an exploration of how a selective
and inherently distorted representation of the past was constructed and perpetuated as part
of Russian collective memory. The very moments that gave rise to the image of Russia
as protector were often accompanied by darker episodes (Minasyan 2013), which I
discuss in the following chapters. As Vékony (2017, 3) argues, while historians seek to
uncover the past with precision and scientific rigor, collective remembrance requires
neither objectivity nor exactitude. Not being a historian myself, I aim to show how, by
selectively emphasizing moments of assistance or protection, Russia constructed a self-
image from which it derives a moral and legitimizing sense of purpose in the Nagorno-

Karabakh conflict.
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Since the 1980s, scholarly examination of memory in the social sciences has evolved
remarkably. This phenomenon is often referred to as the "memory boom" (Olick 2003;
Langenbacher and Shain 2010), the "generation of memory" (Winter 2001), or even the
"memory industry" (Klein 2000; Wertsch 2009). This is also evident in the wide range of
terms emerging in scholarly work, such as "public memory" (Bodnar 1992), "social
memory" (Connerton 1989), "cultural memory" (Assmann 1995), "mnemonic battles"
(Zerubavel 2003), and many more.

The growing interest in memory has not only led to the creation of commemorative
sites such as museums and monuments and the initiation of ceremonial remembrance
activities, but has also heightened focus on the concept of “memory politics” (Gustafsson
2014, 76). According to Langenbacher and Shain (2010), this surge gained further
momentum following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, which “created a
poignant new traumatic memory, whose contours are still taking shape and whose cultural
and policy implications are still being negotiated” (Langenbacher and Shain 2010, 18).
Memory politics, as defined by Confino (1997, 1393), pertains to the ‘“‘subjective
experience of a social group that essentially sustains a relationship of power” and
examines questions such as “who wants whom to remember what, and why?”’

Despite a substantial body of scholarly work on this concept, academic debates
persist regarding the determinants of memory politics. Instrumentalist perspectives posit
that political elites shape collective memory to serve their interests (Zerubavel 2003; He
2009). Conversely, historical determinists argue that attempts to manipulate history are
invariably met with resistance from historical realities (Barkan 2001; Suny 2009).
Additionally, culturalist approaches assert that collective memory is fundamentally
rooted in cultural and religious traditions, ideas, and values, and does not aim to
accurately reflect objective historical events (Berger 2012). This dissertation adopts a
culturalist framework, asserting that the legacy of the Russian Empire is not strategically
exploited by the Kremlin; rather, it functions as a modus vivendi from which post-Soviet
Russia has derived inspiration to confront the ontological void following the dissolution
of the Soviet Union.

While early sociological and political studies of memory focused primarily on the
domestic sphere, scholars in IR and PS have introduced a fresh perspective on memory
politics. For example, some authors have examined how memory politics affects foreign
policy (Suboti¢ 2018; Bachleitner 2021). Others have examined the role of trauma in
shaping decision-making (Resende and Budryte 2014; Klymenko and Siddi 2022), the
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effects of historical legacies on interstate reconciliation (Gustafsson 2014), or the
securitization of collective memory (Milksoo 2015).

Over the years, various approaches, often interconnected, to studying memory
politics in international affairs have emerged, and it is useful to review some of them.
One methodology examines memory through historical analogies (Levy 1982; Khong
1992; Mouritzen 2020). For instance, Mouritzen (2020) investigates how "lessons
learned" from past conflicts, such as the 2003 Iraq War, influenced decisions regarding
military intervention in Syria in 2013. Mouritzen (2020) employs learning theory to
demonstrate that historical analogies, particularly the comparison of the adverse
consequences of the Iraq War with the Syrian context, significantly impacted the
decision-making processes of countries including the US, the UK, Poland, and Denmark.

A secondary approach emphasizes how actors construct and reinterpret their
historical narratives (Olick and Robbins 1998). Indeed, memory politics may be regarded
as integral to state identity (Olick and Robbins 1998), with national biographical
narratives delineating the boundaries of a nation-state's community (Berenskoetter 2012).
Collective agents can use collective memory to strengthen and reaffirm their identity,
enabling them to respond appropriately to contemporary challenges (Vékony 2017, 4).

Historical narratives significantly influence states’ foreign policy (Berenskoetter
2012; Suboti¢ 2016; Klymenko and Siddi 2022). Berenskoetter (2012) argues that
biographical narratives confer on social actors “a sense of being in the world by situating
them in an experienced space and an envisioned space, ordered from a particular place
and delineated through horizons of experience and of possibility, respectively.” In this
context, the experienced space gives the past significance, whereas the envisioned space
offers guidance for understanding how a community perceives and interprets the world
and its position within it in the present.

A third approach focuses on memory sites, drawing on Pierre Nora's seven-volume
work, “Les lieux de mémoire,” published between 1984 and 1992. Nora (1989, xvii)
defines a "lieu de mémoire" (memory site) as “any significant entity, whether material or
non-material in nature, which by dint of human will or the work of time has become a
symbolic element of the memorial heritage of any community.” These sites are not
naturally occurring but are intentionally constructed to convey specific memorial
meanings (Nora 1989; Gillis 1994). Memory sites are strong symbols of national identity
and collective memory (Savage 1994). Official memorials further shape collective

memory by encouraging visitors to engage with the national narrative and to actively
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contribute to the construction of a particular version of the past (Yanik and Hisarlioglu
2019).

A fourth approach in the literature on memory politics involves marginalizing and
erasing aspects of the past. This is particularly evident when memories shared by some
groups are contested by others, leading to their constant framing and reframing within
hierarchical social structures, where they can be subject to both deliberate and organic
forgetting (French 2012). Klymenko and Siddi (2022) emphasize the significant role of
forgetting in memory politics and foreign policy, illustrating how certain historical events
are selectively marginalized or erased. They argue that influential actors can suppress
specific narratives, often with society's tacit approval, as society prefers to avoid
confronting uncomfortable truths.

Building on these approaches, scholarship on ontological security has highlighted the
role of historical memory in sustaining a coherent sense of Self. Historical memory plays
a central role in actors’ self-identity, serving as a temporal reference point that makes the
“past meaningful by providing a sense of where ‘we’ have come from and what ‘we’ have
been through” (Berenskoetter 2012, 270). As a result, “memory must be defended,” as
Milksoo (2015) observes, drawing on Michel Foucault’s concept that “society must be
defended” (Foucault 1972).

States maintain cohesion within the international system by assigning meaning to
their past actions, thereby minimizing unpredictability and vulnerability relative to other
political actors (Innes and Steele 2014; Milksoo 2015). To accomplish this, they may
deny or minimize past atrocities, criminalize alternative historical interpretations, or
reshape public representations of history by removing monuments, revising school
curricula, or altering museum exhibits (Zarakol 2010; Gustafsson 2014; Mélksoo 2015).
According to Innes and Steele (2014), historical traumas pose a profound ontological
insecurity dilemma. Such trauma challenges the state's sense of Self, compelling it to
reassess its biographical narrative (Innes and Steele 2014).

In accordance with this scholarship, I interpret the dissolution of the Soviet Union as
an event that not only ruptured the lived experience of many Russians, who abruptly
became citizens of a new political entity, but also compelled Russian leadership to
reevaluate and revise its historical narrative to define what it had been and what it was
destined to become. At the same time, Moscow became deeply entangled in the emerging
ethno-territorial conflicts of the South Caucasus, including the Nagorno-Karabakh

conflict as well as those in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, all consequences of the Soviet
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state’s increasing weakness (De Waal 2019). I believe that, given the region’s
longstanding significance in Russia’s imperial history, Russia was able to invoke familiar
historical analogies and reaffirm meanings that shaped its evolving sense of identity and
role in the post-Soviet space, ultimately making its engagement necessary to preserve this
sense of ontological stability.

2.1.3. Honor

Another important concept for the dissertation is honor, which can be understood as
“a multi-phenomenal category of concepts that, as a system, hierarchically structures
society when an ‘Other’ inscribes value onto an individual” (Oprisko 2014, 3). Pitt-Rivers
(1965, 21) defines it as “the value of a person in his own eyes, but also in the eyes of his
society. It is his estimation of his worth, his claim to pride, but it is also the
acknowledgment of that claim, his excellence recognized by society, and his right to
pride.”

Scholars have traced the origins of honor to ancient Greece, where the term "timé"
referred to both an individual’s perceived worth and the recognition granted by Others
(Cairns 2011, 29). Cairns (2011, 29), through an analysis of Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey,
claims that, in Homeric society, a person’s value was determined by various factors,
including military prowess, social rank, wealth, noble lineage, age, specialized skills,
kinship, and loyalty, servant, or friend.

In “Cultural Theory of International Relations,” Lebow (2008), drawing not only on
Homer but also on other Greek thinkers, including Thucydides, Aristotle, and Plato,
illustrates how, in Ancient Greece (and not only), honor emerged as a fundamental
psychological driver alongside material interests. He identifies three key elements of the
human psyche: the spirit, also known as “thumos,” which prioritizes honor and status; the
appetite, which seeks wealth and comfort; and reason, which, according to Plato, should
govern the first two to maintain balance and order. Lebow warns that an unrestrained
quest for honor and material wealth can be harmful unless reason directs it. Ultimately,
reason is essential for maintaining equilibrium between the two. Disruption of this
balance leads to a destructive struggle for security and survival (Lebow 2008; Friedrichs
2016). and survival (Lebow 2008; Friedrichs 2016).

The literature has frequently framed honor in relation to gender, delineating
differences between female and male manifestations of honor (Spierenburg 1998;
Vandello and Cohen 2003; Barnes et al. 2012; Travaglino et al. 2016). Female honor is

generally connected to concepts of sexual purity and chastity. In contrast, male honor is
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predominantly associated with defending and providing for one's family, protecting
reputation, and responding to insults (Travaglino et al. 2016, 184). Another crucial aspect
is the importance placed on insults and acts of disrespect. In honor cultures, failing to
respond to an insult may be seen as a sign of weakness and an inability to defend oneself
and one's possessions (Nisbett and Cohen 1996). This is why men of honor become
enraged when they sense that significant Others may question the very source of pride
that society has instilled in them (Friedrichs 2016, 69).

The upper classes of militaristic societies, such as feudal Europe and Japan,
particularly emphasized these conceptions of honor (Stearns 2022, 105). Other historical
examples include the Old South in the US (Wyatt-Brown 1982; Nisbett and Cohen 1996;
Vandello and Cohen 2003) and traditionalist communities in Mediterranean Europe
(Péristiany 1974). Uskul et al. (2022, 13) note that in these societies, honor was (and still
is) socially fragile because it is hard to regain once lost. As a result, those who adhere to
an honor-based cultural framework are motivated to protect their honor by responding to
both positive and negative actions in kind (Uskul et al. 2022, 13). Historically, dueling
was a particularly explicit practice for restoring threatened honor (Reyfman 1995;
Friedrichs 2016; Koschut 2020). Reyfman (1995, 26) writes that in early nineteenth-
century Russia, duels became widespread among the upper classes as a way to respond to
perceived affronts to honor, ranging from serious disputes over status to seemingly minor
personal slights. This period was marked by the emergence of the “bretteur,” whom she
defines as “a type of reckless duellist, ready to fight at the slightest provocation,” among
both the military and intellectuals (Reyfman 1995, 26).

The existing literature (Pitt-Rivers 1965; Stewart 1994; Nisbett and Cohen 1996;
Mosquera 1999; Friedrichs 2016) asserts that a prominent feature of honor cultures is the
extent to which personal value is shaped by interpersonal recognition. Bourdieu
(Péristiany 1974, 211) wrote that the “point of honor is the basis of a moral code of an
individual who sees himself always through the eyes of Others, who needs Others for his
existence, because the image he has of himself is indistinguishable from that presented to
him by other people.”

Hence, (dis)honor stems not only from personal and social evaluations but also from
the actions and attributes of Others (Mosquera 1999, 65). Mosquera (1999, 65)
differentiates between individualistic and honor cultures, noting that, while both value
personal worth and respect, social esteem plays a significantly greater role in shaping an

individual's sense of Self in honor cultures than in individualistic ones. This is why a part
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of the literature (Stewart 1994; Steele 2008; Oprisko 2014) distinguishes between
external honor, which pertains to social interactions between individuals and groups, and
internal honor, which refers to psychological processes within an individual (Oprisko
2014, 6).

Several authors tend to treat honor as synonymous with prestige and glory (Joshi
2008). For instance, Morgenthau described a “policy of prestige” aimed at demonstrating
power (Donnelly 2000, 46). Aron (1966, 73) viewed glory as “inseparable from the
human dialogue” yet ultimately “consecrated by victory and the enemy’s submission.”
Similarly, Max Weber framed honor in terms of power when asserting that “a nation
forgives injury to its interests, but not injury to its honor” (Donelan 2007, 117).

Others have placed considerable emphasis on status. The latter is generally
understood as an actor’s "position in a social hierarchy" (Sauder et al. 2012, 268). For
example, Stewart (1994, 59) posits that "vertical honor" is the right to be respected by
those who are superior in certain respects (such as rank, family, or achievements), while
"horizontal honor" refers to the right to be respected.

As Koschut (2020) argues, honor can be measured across various dimensions,
including emotions. Emotions can be described as the conscious awareness of physical
sensations (Hutchison and Bleiker 2017). Honor itself is not an emotion (Stearns 2022).
However, existing literature shows that honor is closely connected to both positive and
negative emotions (Mosquera 1999; Koschut 2018). Within the context of status, higher
status tends to evoke positive emotions such as pride and compassion, whereas lower
status is more commonly linked to negative feelings such as anger or shame (Koschut
2018). Moreover, when an actor perceives a loss of the status it believes it deserves, that
actor can feel anxious (Gurr 1970). Nonetheless, the methodological chapter will discuss
emotions in more detail.

While much of the literature on honor has focused on its implications for dynamics
within societies, other scholars have also examined national honor (O’Neill 2001;
Donelan 2007; Lebow 2008; Steele 2008; Tsygankov 2014). The notions of "group face"
and "national face" have received similar attention in the East Asian context (Gries 1999).
In his 2001 seminal book “Honor, Symbols and War,” O’Neill (2001, 87-88) identifies
three essential aspects of national honor: keeping one's word, protecting one's homeland
or allies, and displaying social grace. This is also why, according to Friedrichs (2016, 69),
honor depends on "role fulfillment" (Friedrichs 2016, 69).

Crucially, honor should not be regarded as a universally consistent concept across
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different cultures. As Friedrichs (2016) contends, culturally specific interpretations of
self-worth, which also influence this dissertation’s understanding of collective memory,
fundamentally shape perceptions of recognition, status, and humiliation, resulting in
significant variation even among societies traditionally associated with honor cultures.
Consequently, insights derived from Mediterranean, Asian, or American understandings
of honor cannot be straightforwardly applied to the Russian context. Instead, Russian
expressions of honor must be contextualized within the nation’s unique historical and
cultural framework (Friedrichs 2016).

In Russian, the word honor is usually translated as gects (chest’). According to
Tolstaya (2013, 10—11), this word encompasses two interconnected dimensions. The first
is a historically primary “external” meaning, referring to the respect and recognition
others bestow. The second represents an “internal” meaning, denoting the moral qualities
that make a person worthy of such respect. The former appears in expressions such as
oka3ath yecTh/okazat’ chest’ (to show honor), 6sITE B wecTu/byt’ v chesti (to be held in
esteem), and yecTh u cnaBa reposiM/chest’ i slava geroiam (honor and glory to the heroes),
while the latter is expressed through formulations such as uenosek yectu/chelovek chesti
(a person of honor) and wectHoe cmoBo/chestnoe slovo (word of honor). From its
predominantly external meaning in Old Church Slavonic, yects gradually acquired an
internal and ethical sense, already visible in Old Russian and firmly established by the
nineteenth century (Tolstaya 2013, 12—16). Today, the word uectnsiif/chestnyi (honest)
generally describes someone who does not lie, steal, deceive, or act against their
conscience, reflecting the importance of truth and justice (Tolstaya 2013, 13—15). Yects
may also refer to the written or unwritten behavioral code of a social group, as in
IBOpsHCKas yecTh/dvorianskaia chest’ (noble honor) and odurnepckas yects/ofitserskaia
chest’ (officers’ honor). This collective form of honor combines adherence to shared
moral principles with concern for the group’s public reputation and must therefore be
protected from humiliation (Tolstaya 2013, 15-16). Unlike the concept of
nocrouncTBo/dostoinstvo  (dignity), which primarily concerns an individual’s
consciousness of their own worth, yects remains more closely connected to social
relations, collective expectations, and the judgment of others (Tolstaya 2013, 18—19).

Kollmann (2016) identifies uectp as a vital concept in seventeenth-century Russian
mentality, situating Muscovy within a broader “pan-European culture" where reputation
and status were rooted in personal honor and served as foundational elements of social

identity. Tikhonova (2021) further captures this specificity through the notion of a
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“syncretism of honor” (cuakperusm uectu/sinkretizm chesti), whereby ancestral honor
(pomoBasi/oTeueckas decth/rodovaya/otecheskaya chest’), rank-based honor (unHOBHas
yecTh/chinovnaya chest’), corporate honor (kopmopatuBHasi decTb/korporativnaya
chest”), personal honor, and spiritual honor coexisted. Particularly distinctive was the
close intertwining of honor (4ects/chest’) with rank (uun/chin), service to the state, and
Orthodox piety (6marouectue/blagochestie), which preserved a spiritual understanding of
honor alongside its social and hierarchical dimensions.

By the middle of the sixteenth century, Muscovites could seek legal redress for
injuries to their honor through litigation for dishonor (6ecuectre/beschest’e), while the
system of precedence (MmectHmdyecTBo/mestnichestvo) regulated appointments and
military rank according to honor and inherited status (Kolmann 2016, 156). By providing
structured mechanisms for defending standing and resolving disputes, these institutions
managed social tensions and reinforced the tsar's authority (Kollmann 2016, 158).

Honor became even more deeply embedded in the state’s national identity through
the principle of autocracy (Tsygankov 2014a). This principle was established not merely
to maintain control over political and economic resources but also to provide ordinary
Russians with stability, improve their living conditions, and protect them from potential
abuses by local authorities and the nobility (Platonov 1996, 204). As Tsygankov (2014a,
320) explains, the Church and self-governing institutions were not intended to constrain
the monarch’s authority but rather to reinforce it by enabling locally tailored responses,
while the autocrat remained the ultimate protector of citizens’ rights. Autocracy's
importance to Russia’s political and moral order was further consolidated in the
nineteenth century by Count Sergei Uvarov (1786-1855), Minister of Education under
Nicholas I and the architect of the influential formula “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, and
Nationality” (IlpaBocnaBue, camojep:xkaBue, HapojaHocTh/Pravoslavie, samoderzhavie,
narodnost’). Uvarov portrayed autocratic rule as an organic product of Russian historical
development and the tsar as its natural guide, defining autocracy as the sine qua non of
Russia’s political existence (Whittaker 1978, 164). This became evident in foreign policy.
Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, for example, Russian military
actions abroad could be justified by the duty to defend “the faith, the Tsar, and the
fatherland” (3a Bepy, 1apst m oTedecTBo/za veru, tsarya i otechestvo) (Tsygankov 2014,

264).
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2.2. The Politics of Deference

Having now clarified the three theoretical concepts that underpin my meaning-
making analysis of Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, I can proceed to
introduce the central argument of this dissertation. In the context of the Armenian-
Azerbaijani dispute, Russia’s quest for ontological security was shaped by mnemonic
reflections of its Tsarist past in the Caucasus and manifested in a politics of deference
toward Armenia. While the following chapters will examine the dynamics through which
Nagorno-Karabakh and Armenia came to hold such importance for Russia’s ontological
security, it is essential to exemplify what I mean by a politics of deference and to explain
how this concept connects to those discussed thus far.

Deference is commonly understood as an act of showing respect and maintaining
social distance toward individuals assumed to occupy a higher social status, where such
status precedes the interaction itself (Fraser and Nolen 1981; Hwang 1990; Wolf 2019).
Wolf (2019) argues that this practice is mutually constitutive with honor. In fact,
deference plays a crucial role in reproducing hierarchical rankings in societies (Fraser and
Nolen 1981). While honor endows actors with a sense of moral authority, individuals in
various positions within the hierarchy use deference to show respect for and endorse that
authority (Wolf 2019, 1193).

In the case of Russia, I argue that its moral standing draws on its self-perception as a
benevolent protector, while deference functions as the relational mechanism through
which Russia has historically sought recognition of this role both within its borders and
beyond to pursue ontological security. This conception will be explored further in the
next chapter, where I discuss the significance of the concept of “cultural allies,” as
introduced by Tsygankov (2014a) in the context of Russian foreign policy.

The role of protector can be understood as indicative of gender-specific roles in
honor-based societies, where masculine honor is defined by the ability to defend the
homeland. While [ recognize this aspect, I also contend that, consistent with my culturalist
perspective on collective memory, Russia’s role as protector reflects its interpretation of
the Tsarist legacy.

Aside from honor, the notion of deference can be directly linked to an actor’s pursuit
of ontological security. Pratt (2017, 19) defines “performative deference” as a means by
which actors uphold the social structures that render their environment intelligible.
Ontological security concerns not only the coherence of the Self but also the stability of

the relational field in which the Self is embedded (Pratt 2017, 21). By enacting deference,
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actors publicly affirm Others’ social roles and standing, thereby reducing uncertainty and
reinforcing the broader social order that underpins the ontological security of all parties
involved (Pratt 2017, 22). Importantly, occupying a lower-ranked position in such a
hierarchy is not inherently a source of shame or ontological insecurity. Rather, shame and
ontological insecurity arise when the code governing rightful conduct is breached
(Gilmore 1987). In such situations, conflict may emerge, particularly when an actor feels
its integrity is at stake or when Others do not adequately recognize claims to honor (Wolf
2019, 1198).

In the case of Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, this dissertation argues
that Armenia’s acts of deference served as a crucial source of ontological security for
Moscow, enabling Russian actors to render their country’s security practices in the South
Caucasus intelligible and morally justified. The politics of deference should thus be
understood as the set of discursive operations Russian actors enacted to secure Armenia’s
recognition of its self-image as a hero-protector, with the Nagorno-Karabakh question
serving as the symbolic arena through which Russia repeatedly sought it.

While advancing the idea of a politics of deference, I recognize that this notion
reflects, to some extent, the Hegelian master-slave dialectic, in which the master’s identity
depends on the recognition granted by the subordinate, even as the subordinate ultimately
shapes the master’s self-understanding (Hegel et al. 2013). In the “Phenomenology of
Spirit” (1807/2013), Hegel describes how both actors in the struggle for recognition seek
to assert themselves as autonomous subjects. Each self-consciousness exists “in and for
itself,” yet also for an “Other,” meaning that identity can only be constituted
intersubjectively (Hegel 2013, 111-18). In this dynamic, the master (Herr) appears to
prevail by subordinating the slave (Knecht). However, the master’s identity is ultimately
dependent on the slave’s acknowledgment, which renders the seemingly dominant
position inherently unstable and relational. Similarly, Russia’s self-perception as a heroic
protector in the South Caucasus required affirmation from a vulnerable counterpart. By
presenting itself as existentially threatened and acknowledging Moscow's historical role
in its survival, Armenia enabled Russian actors to sustain the image of Russia as a morally

responsible and historically indispensable force in the region.

2.3. The Hero-Protector Narrative
A key question about Russia's politics of deference is how it was expressed and

contested during the war and how far it can be traced analytically. Wolf (2019, 1195)
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notes that deference may take the form of yielding to Others, expressing gratitude, or
publicly affirming a hierarchical relationship. However, these practices are not limited to
concrete gestures alone. In particular, Gustafsson and Hall (2021) introduce the concept
of the “politics of emotional deference,” referring to “whose emotions deserve
consideration, respect, and priority” (Gustafsson and Hall 2021, 976).

The social actors involved in the politics of deference “often seek to elevate the
potential emotional impact of a given decision, practice, or outcome on a certain set of
actors as a socially, morally, and politically salient concern” (Gustafsson and Hall 2021,
976). Gustafsson and Hall (2021, 976) assert that when successfully employed, the
“politics of emotional deference” not only achieves specific policy outcomes but also
more broadly establishes norms for discourse and behavior that respect and honor the
emotions of the referent group. Conversely, when conflicts over emotional deference
emerge, they can become central to political struggles.

To trace Russia’s politics of deference, I employ an existing framework coined by
Clément et al. in 2017: the “hero-protector narrative.” On one hand, narratives serve as
the means through which collective memory transmits the past into both the present and
the future (Bachleitner 2021, 26). Wang (2008) further argues that narratives form the
core of collective memory, as community members actively interpret and solidify shared
past experiences into memory representations. This process directly corresponds to my
dissertation's focus: understanding the Tsarist past in relation to its role in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict.

Narrative study also forms a central part of ontological security scholarship. As we
already know, ontological security is often referred to as a sense of "biographical
continuity" (Giddens 1991, 53). Hagstrom (2021, 333) claims that most of the ontological
security scholarship adopts a “narrative understanding of the Self” and a “narrative
ontology.” According to Flockhart (2016), narratives help explain how social actors
maximize their sense of ontological security. First, through the "strategy of being," social
actors establish a stable and esteem-boosting identity (Flockhart 2016, 799). Second,
through the “strategy of doing,” they maintain cognitive consistency through routine
practice while also taking actions that promote integrity and pride (Flockhart 2016, 799).

Overall, narratives are both constitutive elements of social actors’ self-identity and
sources of stability and continuity, allowing individuals and states to make sense of their
experiences through biographical storytelling (Kleres 2010). At the same time, they offer

useful insights into how actors navigate and mitigate ontological insecurity. Gellwitzki
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and Houde (2023) contend that reassessing established narratives or creating new ones
functions as a coping strategy for navigating the uncertainty induced by critical
circumstances. In times of profound crisis and threats to multiple aspects of state security,
specific narratives are deliberately activated to establish a cognitive bridge. They enable
policy shifts that respond to immediate physical security challenges while simultaneously
preserving the state’s ontological security by maintaining a sense of continuity, routine,
familiarity, and stability (Suboti¢ 2016).

Returning to the “hero-protector narrative,” the latter was coined to illustrate how
political leaders construct emotionally resonant narratives to justify the use of force. Such
narratives often emerge in societies where gender hierarchies are deeply embedded, and
ideals of dominant masculinity are strongly upheld (Clément et al. 2017, 8). While
Clément et al. (2017) focus explicitly on the justification of force, I argue that their
framework can be applied more broadly to understand assertiveness in conflict. Russia's
assertiveness in Nagorno-Karabakh is clear in several ways, such as diplomatic
engagement, a military presence in Armenia, and the temporary deployment of troops to
Nagorno-Karabakh. In this dissertation, I treat the hero-protector narrative as the main
script guiding Russia’s politics of deference and its quest for ontological security.

Within the hero-protector narrative, political leaders use language that activates the
audience’s emotional need to defend moral dignity and preserve collective self-worth.
This is achieved by evoking powerful feelings such as compassion for innocent victims
and moral anger toward perceived aggressors or cowards (Clément et al. 2017, 2). Chapter
4 provides a more detailed discussion of these emotions and their specific manifestation
within the Russian socio-cultural context. For now, the key point is that the hero-protector
narrative is structured around specific narrative roles and sequences. The following
schema, originally developed by the authors and reproduced here for reference, briefly

illustrates these roles and sequences.
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Narrative Narrative

Sequence Character
Current Aggression: Frames the current situation as a moral ] .
= challenge in which an innocent victim is illegtimately || The Victim: Object of the audience’s
attacked by an aggressor compassion

Past Aggression: Frames the current situation as one in a The Hero: Object of the audience's

series of wrongdoings by the aggressor = positive self-identification
n Past Reaction: Frames earlier (often nonviolent) reaction(s) The Aggressor: Object of the
to aggression as insufficient to protect the victim 1 audience's moral anger
Current Reaction: Presents the use of force as the only The Coward: Object of the audience's
maorally acceptable option negative self-identification

Future Idealized End State: The possible after the
overcoming of the aggressor through the use of violence

Figure 1: The Hero-Protector Narrative Structure (Source: Sangar et al. 2018, 190).

The hero-protector narrative structure centers on four key narrative roles. The “hero-
protector” is an “actor who reacts to the illegitimate aggression out of a sense of moral
obligation and not in the pursuit of egoistic interests” (Sangar et al. 2018, 190). The hero
takes action to confront and eliminate the source of aggression, even if this means
violating moral norms that would typically apply in a just and lawful context. In doing
so, the hero risks personal safety or material well-being and demonstrates a willingness
to make sacrifices for the sake of protecting the “victim.” This readiness to act and accept
personal cost highlights the contrast between the hero and the “coward,” who remains
passive.

The “victim” refers to “any actor who remains passive during the narrative and is the
target of the unprovoked, illegitimate aggression by the perverse aggressor” (Sangar et
al. 2018, 190). The latter is described by Sangar et al. (2018, 190) as “a perpetrator who
pursues his/her advantage without any respect for the life and rights of Others.” This actor
typically “initiates violence without justification or provocation and is frequently depicted
as “perverse.” Finally, the “coward” is “an actor who, despite having a moral
responsibility toward the victim, does not do what is morally right out of fear for his/her
life and material interest” (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). Instead of intervening, the coward
either stays passive while the victim is harmed or even aligns with the aggressor. By
failing to uphold what is considered morally right, the coward risks becoming a legitimate

target for the hero.
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Furthermore, the “hero-protector narrative” is structured around distinct action
sequences, each representing a defined episode that contributes to the narrative’s central
turning point or climax (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). The first sequence typically begins with
"a current act of aggression against an innocent victim, shown allegedly from the victim’s
perspective" (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). This moment prompts an immediate emotional
response from the audience, marked by "a combination of moral anger and compassion
because the aggression happens without prior provocation by the victim or any other
legitimate reason" (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). The victim is portrayed as defenseless, which
introduces a strong moral imperative for someone capable of stepping in.

The second sequence shifts the focus to "a former act of aggression, which can be
considered a precedent to the extent that it happened in the more or less distant past"
(Sangar et al. 2018, 192). This stage serves to reinforce the aggressor’s consistency in
behavior, underscoring his or her inherently violent and malicious character. The third
sequence usually involves "a first (failed) attempt to protect the victim, which happened
in the more or less distant past as a reaction to the chronologically first aggression"
(Sangar et al. 2018, 192). This part often illustrates a non-military or restrained reaction
that ultimately proves ineffective in stopping the aggressor.

The fourth sequence features "the anticipated intervention of the hero-protector, who
finally confronts the aggressor" (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). Here, force is shown as the only
viable option for the hero to decisively alter the situation and permanently remove the
threat to the victim. Finally, the narrative ends with "normalization and de-dramatization”
(Sangar et al. 2018, 192). The dramatic tension is resolved, and a better end state provides
additional legitimacy to the use of force as a necessary and morally appropriate means to
restore the victim’s dignity and return to “normal life” (Sangar et al. 2018, 192). This
resolution underscores the hero’s actions as both just and necessary, bringing closure and
moral clarity to the story.

I chose the hero-protector narrative as the framework for my analysis because it
offers a powerful lens for tracing the links in roles and sequences between Russia’s self-
perception in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and how the Russian Empire shaped its
relationship with Armenia in emotional and moral terms. From the eighteenth to the early
twentieth century, Tsarist authorities cast themselves as heroic guardians of Armenians,
regarding the latter not simply as allies on the southern frontier but also as defenseless
victims they had a religious duty to protect from Muslim oppressors, such as the Persian

and the Ottoman Empires (Blauvelt and Berglund 2016, 70)
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The preservation of the protector image was central to Tsarist policy; for this reason,
it sought to keep Armenians under constant threat from their traditional adversaries
(Somakian 1993, 80). Nevertheless, later chapters on Russian-Armenian relations will
examine more thoroughly how this relationship was consistently marked by underlying
tensions (Hovannisian 1971; Suny 1993; Badalyan Riegg 2020). This shift led to
Armenians' misrecognition of Russia's protector role and the Tsarist authorities' portrayal
of Armenians as "conspiratorial" (Suny 1993, 32). Moreover, the strategic interests of the
Russian Empire did not consistently align with Armenian needs, thereby constraining the
Tsars' ability to provide sustained support, with the Armenian Genocide serving as its
most tragic illustration (Holquist 2011).

Overall, the hero-protector narrative offers significant analytical insight into Russian-
Armenian relations, as it not only delineates historical perceptions but also encapsulates
key elements of post-Soviet Russia’s self-identity and traces them in its contemporary
security policies. In fact, it establishes the moral and emotional foundation through which
Russian actors pursued ontological security by using the significant Other as a mirror. By
analyzing how this narrative is disseminated and substantiated through discursive means
during periods of calm and in critical moments such as the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict,

this dissertation addresses the research question.

Conclusion

This chapter has laid the theoretical foundations needed to understand the research
question. It has done so by showing how the notions of ontological security, memory
politics, and honor converge in what I call Russia’s politics of deference. Each concept
offers a distinct yet complementary way to understand how Russia seeks meaning,
continuity, and moral validation in its conduct toward Armenia and the South Caucasus
more broadly.

The Kremlin’s security practices reflect a deeper need to preserve a coherent sense
of Self in a world that has repeatedly unsettled its self-identity since the end of the Soviet
Union. Within this logic, Armenia appears not only as a strategic partner but also as a
significant Other whose recognition helps sustain Russia’s belief in its own moral
consistency. The debates within ontological security theory have made it possible to adopt
an approach that treats identity as both internally narrated and externally affirmed,
recognizing that the search for stability often involves moments of transformation.

The discussion on memory politics has shown how Russia draws emotional and
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symbolic strength from the selective remembrance of its imperial past. By treating
memory as a social, dynamic, and ahistorical process guided by a culturalist framework,
this dissertation views Russia’s image of itself as Armenia’s protector as a modus vivendi
rather than a historical truth. Through this perspective, memory politics becomes a way
for Russia to sustain its ontological security by drawing moral purpose from a
reconstructed past. The invocation of imperial legacies is not a mechanical reproduction
of history, but a continuous act of remembering that keeps the past emotionally present
and politically meaningful.

The concept of honor has added a moral dimension to this picture. Honor defines not
only how Russia perceives its own worth but also how it expects Others to recognize it.
Armenia’s recognition of the Kremlin’s protector role during the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict reaffirmed a moral and hierarchical order that allows Moscow to understand its
identity as just and coherent with its self-identity. When this recognition is withheld or
questioned, ontological insecurity emerges. In this sense, honor provides both the
emotional charge and the relational framework through which Russia’s identity in the
region becomes intelligible.

The chapter has presented the politics of deference and has claimed that the hero-
protector narrative captures how Russia presents itself as a morally responsible actor, a
guarantor of stability, and a heroic defender of the innocent, while expecting Others to

validate this image through deference.
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
Before introducing this chapter, I present two illustrative quotes that resonate with
distinct moments in Russia’s history. The first comes from one of Russia's and humanity's
greatest writers, Fyodor Dostoevsky, who reflected on the Russian Empire's involvement

in the Russo—Turkish War of 1877-1878:

“Why should Russia assume such a task? What for? In order to pursue a superior, great life; in order
to shine to the world with a great, disinterested, and pure idea; in order to create, at length, a great and
mighty organism of a brotherly union of nations; to create this organism not by means of political violence,
not by the sword, but by persuasion, example, love, disinterestedness, and by light; to elevate those little

ones to our level, so that they shall perceive in Russia her motherly mission” (Sandoz 1978, 651).

The second was articulated by then-Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in August
2008, during a televised address to the Russian population in which he explained the

rationale behind the Kremlin's military intervention in Georgia.

“Our key task is to maintain peace. Russia historically was and will be a guarantor of security of the

Caucasian people” (Medvedev in CivilGe 2008).

I chose to include these quotations at the beginning of this chapter because, despite
being separated by more than a century, expressed by two entirely different figures, and
delivered in markedly different tones, both passages articulate a sense of moral purpose
and responsibility toward Russia’s neighbors. According to my study, this sense lies at
the heart of the Kremlin’s quest for ontological security.

As mentioned before, this dissertation rests on two fundamental assumptions. First,
Russian actors have been engaged in an ongoing effort to restore the existential
meaningfulness of their country, i.e., a quest for ontological security, that was disrupted
by the collapse of the Soviet Union. Second, within the realm of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict, this endeavor was shaped by their interpretation of the Tsarist past in the
Caucasus and manifested in a politics of deference toward Armenia.

Nonetheless, before showing how Russia's ontological concerns manifested in the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, it is crucial to develop a comprehensive understanding of the
Armenian-Azerbaijani dispute itself, as well as the scholarly literature on Russian foreign
policy that has examined its pursuit of ontological security. Without this essential
background, it is difficult to situate my research within the constructivist paradigm of
Russian foreign policy and fully appreciate this dissertation's contributions.

To achieve this goal, the present chapter is divided into two parts. The first part, after
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briefly contextualizing the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, examines how existing
scholarship has analyzed Russia’s role, showing that before and after the events of
September 2023, most scholarly and non-scholarly accounts have relied primarily on
outcome-based explanations to assess its practices in the conflict. The second part turns
to the so-called “constructivist turn to Russian foreign policy” and considers how the
three concepts underlying my theoretical framework have been used to date to assess the

Kremlin’s security practices.

3.1. The Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict

(Ofshushi/shusn
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Map 1: Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Nagorno-Karabakh. (Source: the Author through Datawrapper).

Nagorno-Karabakh is a highland territory in the southeastern Lesser Caucasus,
nestled between Azerbaijan's Lower Karabakh and Armenia's Syunik region. While the
term "Nagorno" stems from the Russian adjective "nagorny" (maropusiif), which
translates to "mountainous," "Karabakh" is believed to derive from a combination of the

Turkic word "kara," meaning "black," and the Persian word "bagh," meaning "garden"
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(De Waal 2019, 102).

Azerbaijanis refer to both Nagorno-Karabakh and Lower Karabakh as “Karabakh”
(Qarabag in Azerbaijani), viewing them as a single, indivisible entity (Broers 2019, 85).
In contrast, Armenians identify this territory either by the Russian designation or by the
name "Artsakh" (Upguwfu). This term derives from a province of the ancient Kingdom of
Greater Armenia, dating to the fourth century BC (Libaridian 2007).

Despite its small size, Nagorno-Karabakh holds profound cultural and symbolic
significance for both Armenians and Azerbaijanis. De Waal (2013, 3) notes that
Armenians have viewed the region as the heart of their Christian civilization, emphasizing
that medieval monasteries such as Gandzasar, Amaras, Dadivank, Tsitsernavank, and
Gtichvank historically served as refuges for Armenian dignitaries and religious figures.
Azerbaijanis, by contrast, regard it as the beginning of their cultural heritage. They
celebrate it as the birthplace of renowned musicians such as composer Uzeyir Hajibeyov
(1885-1948) and operatic tenor Bulbul (1897-1961), as well as poets such as Vagif
(1717-1797) and Natavan (1832—1897).

Historical assertions may suggest that the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has deeper
roots. However, the ethnic strife between Armenians and Azerbaijanis is a twentieth-
century phenomenon (Saparov 2014, 89). The first outbreak of violence occurred between
1905 and 1907, driven by the Tsarist Empire's waning power and the rise of new national
movements in the late 1800s (De Waal 2019, 105). The second wave of conflict arose
after the Russian Empire's collapse in 1917, when independent Armenian and Azerbaijani
republics emerged for the first time. Following a brief period of cooperation under the
Transcaucasian Federation, tensions escalated from 1918 to 1920 as the two states clashed
over control of mixed-population areas, including Nakhichevan, Zangezur/Syunik, and
Karabakh (Saparov 2014, 90). !

In 1920, the Bolsheviks took control of the South Caucasus. Faced with the challenge

1 Azerbaijanis refer to this region as Zangezur, while Armenians call it Syunik. The term Zangezur holds
significant relevance today, as it is frequently mentioned in the media in connection with the envisioned
link between Azerbaijan and its exclave Nakhchivan through Armenian territory, as outlined in the 2020
ceasefire agreement. Additionally, it is associated with the so-called "Western Azerbaijan" theory.
According to Broers (2019, 119), this theory posits that the present-day Armenian territory was ruled by
various Turkic tribes, empires, and khanates from the Late Middle Ages, and that Armenians settled there
only after the signing of the Treaty of Turkmenchay in 1828, which followed the Russo-Persian War of
1826—1828. This concept has garnered official endorsement from the Azerbaijani government and has been
frequently referenced by its current president, [lham Aliyev, who regularly describes "Irevan" (Yerevan),
"GoOyco" (Lake Sevan), and "Zangazur" (Syunik) as lands that were once and will be future "Azerbaijani
territories."
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of defining the administrative status of these territories, the Soviet leadership ultimately
placed Nagorno-Karabakh under Azerbaijani jurisdiction. By 1923, this region, where
89% of the population was Armenian, was designated as an autonomous region (NKAO)
within the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic (SSR) (Pokalova 2015, 72). Furthermore,
Moscow established borders to prevent direct contact between the NKAO and Soviet
Armenia, with the 5 km-long Lachin corridor serving as a buffer zone between the two
(De Waal 2019, 106). The administrative capital of this autonomous region was
Stepanakert, named in honor of the Armenian Bolshevik Stepan Shaumyan.

In 1945, 1965, and 1977, Karabakh Armenians submitted petitions to Moscow,
complaining about social discrimination and economic neglect (Shnirelman 2001, 183).
These grievances included the disproportionate allocation of financial resources to
villages with Azeri majorities, the closure of Armenian churches, the limited availability
of Armenian-language books and media, the absence of Armenian history in schools, and
linguistic marginalization (De Waal 2019, 106). They also lamented an unfavorable
demographic shift during the Soviet era, which had significantly altered the population
balance between Armenians and Azerbaijanis, favoring the latter (Shnirelman 2001, 184).
Nonetheless, Soviet authorities managed to control tensions between the two
communities. Only after the democratization policies launched in 1987 by Soviet leader

Mikhail Gorbachev did the First Karabakh War begin (Saparov 2014, 94).

3.1.1. The First War (1988-1994)
In 1988, the NKAO parliament called for the region's transfer from Soviet Azerbaijan

to Soviet Armenia. As soon as the Soviet Union collapsed, Karabakh Armenians declared
independence. The ensuing full-scale war between Azerbaijan and the defense forces of
the breakaway republic of Nagorno-Karabakh, supported by Armenia, persisted until
1994, when Russia brokered a ceasefire agreement commonly known as the “Bishkek
Protocol.”

By that time, Armenian forces had captured nearly the entire former NKAO, along
with seven adjacent Azerbaijani regions, including Lachin, Kelbajar, Jabrayil, Gubadly,
Zangilan, and significant portions of Agdam and Fizuli. The First Karabakh War was
marked by severe violence on both sides, including the 1988 pogroms against Armenians
in Sumgait and Baku, Operation Ring (Koltso/Kons1o) in 1991, which led to the forced
expulsion of Armenians from villages in Nagorno-Karabakh, and the 1992 Khojaly
massacre of Azerbaijanis. In total, there were approximately 20,000 casualties, and over

a million people were displaced as a result of the conflict (De Waal 2019, 99). Those
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affected included Armenians who had to leave Azerbaijan and Azerbaijanis fleeing
Nagorno-Karabakh and its surrounding areas.

At the same time, the United Nations (UN) passed resolutions 822, 853, 874, and
884, which condemned the occupation of Azerbaijani land and called for its return.
However, these resolutions stopped short of explicitly designating the conflict as an
interstate war between Armenia and Azerbaijan, nor did they formally recognize Armenia
as an aggressor state (Cornell 2001). De Waal (2013, 210-12) observes that, in addition
to the economic and logistical support Yerevan provided to Stepanakert during the
conflict, units from the regular Armenian army were actively engaged in hostilities,
despite their involvement being unofficial and not requiring government approval.

From that time until September 2023, Nagorno-Karabakh operated as a de facto
independent republic, functioning outside Azerbaijani governance, even though no UN
member, including Armenia, officially acknowledged its independence. Furthermore,
until 2020, the Nagorno-Karabakh defense forces continued to control, either fully or
partially, the seven Azerbaijani districts surrounding the enclave. The Nagorno-Karabakh
authorities justified the occupation of these areas, marked by devastated towns and
abandoned villages, as a necessary measure to establish a "buffer zone" or "security belt"
(Broers 2019; De Waal 2019).

3.1.2. The Interwar Period (1995-2019)

During this phase, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was often described as being in a
state of "no war, no peace" (Pokalova 2015; Broers 2019). Although the 1994 ceasefire
created a military stalemate, it failed to produce a political resolution between Armenia
and Azerbaijan (Cornell 2017, 3). Various initiatives were proposed to address this issue.
The OSCE Minsk Group, established in 1992 and led by a permanent troika of France,
Russia, and the United States since 1997, put forward several initial principles for
resolving the conflict at the OSCE Lisbon Summit in December 1996.

These principles included recognizing the territorial integrity of Armenia and
Azerbaijan, affirming Nagorno-Karabakh's legal status based on self-determination, and
ensuring security for the region and its inhabitants (Pokalova 2015, 74). Although all
parties accepted the resolution based on these principles, Armenia did not.

One year later, the Minsk Group presented two proposals for a peaceful resolution.
The first was a "package" proposal, divided into two parts. Agreement I addressed the
cessation of hostilities, and Agreement II addressed the status of the territory, proposing

that Nagorno-Karabakh be recognized as a state-territorial entity within Azerbaijan, with
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self-determination rights guaranteed by both entities' constitutions. It also called for
establishing a buffer zone and deploying OSCE peacekeeping forces.

The second proposal outlined a "step-by-step" approach that called for withdrawing
armed troops from the line of contact, followed by negotiations among the three parties
to determine Nagorno-Karabakh's future status (Broers 2019, 43). Under the agreement,
the second phase would be implemented only after the first phase was successfully
completed, which included Azerbaijan regaining control of the occupied districts.
Ultimately, the Nagorno-Karabakh authorities rejected both the package and the step-by-
step proposals (Pokalova 2015, 74).

In addition to the initiatives proposed by the OSCE Minsk Group, the presidents of
Armenia and Azerbaijan held direct talks in various locations, including Washington, DC,
Paris, Key West, and Sochi. The 2001 negotiations in Key West produced a new
settlement proposal suggesting that Nagorno-Karabakh and Lachin reunite with Armenia,
while Azerbaijan would receive a land corridor to Nakhichevan through Armenia.
Although both sides initially agreed to the settlement, Azerbaijan ultimately rejected it
(Pokalova 2015; Broers 2019).

After the territorial swap concept was abandoned, talks resumed in the "Prague
Process" in 2002, with presidential envoys and, in 2004, Foreign Ministers Vartan
Oskanyan and Elmar Mammadyarov. The Prague Process proposed a hybrid approach to
agreeing on a mechanism for determining Nagorno-Karabakh's final status, deferring
implementation until after the return of occupied territories and the resolution of security
issues (Broers 2019, 292-93). Broers (2019, 293) notes that, rather than drafting detailed
proposals, Armenian and Azerbaijani diplomats focused on establishing a framework
agreement of basic principles to guide a comprehensive peace agreement. In November
2007, their efforts led to the creation of what are now known as the "Madrid Principles."

The Madrid Principles offered a step-by-step approach to resolving the conflict,
including the gradual withdrawal of Armenian forces from Azerbaijani territory
surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh, the establishment of an "interim status" for local
Armenians, and a commitment to hold a referendum at an unspecified date to determine
the region's future status (De Waal 2019, 130-131). Further negotiations led the two
countries' diplomatic representatives to meet in Moscow in November 2008 and sign the
“Declaration on Regulating the Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict” (Pokalova 2015, 77).

However, talks based on the Madrid Principles stalled during the Kazan Summit in

June 2011, even though both Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan and Azerbaijani
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President ITham Aliyev had expressed hope of reaching a peace deal (Pokalova 2015, 77).
According to De Waal (2019, 130-131), the impasse arose because accepting the
proposed solution would have put both Armenian and Azerbaijani leadership in a difficult
position.

For Armenians, the promise of Nagorno-Karabakh’s independence felt increasingly
remote, while the Azerbaijani government risked being accused of betrayal if it allowed
Karabakh Armenians to vote on secession (Broers 2019). Moreover, both Yerevan and
Baku were closely monitoring recent European events. Kosovo’s 2008 declaration of
independence had sparked hopes that Armenian secessionism would gain international
support, while Azerbaijan hoped the same by strongly condemning Russia's annexation
of Crimea.

In the meantime, incidents and casualties continued along the line of contact in
Nagorno-Karabakh and across the entire Armenian-Azerbaijani border (Broers 2016, 6).
During this period, economic and political dynamics in both countries changed
significantly (Cornell 2017, 1). On the one hand, Armenia's political and economic
standing suffered severe damage due to the First Karabakh War. In contrast, Azerbaijan
experienced a substantial boost in both its economy and defense budget after signing the
“Contract of the Century” with a consortium of international oil companies in 1994.
Broers (2019, 190) notes that in 2011 Azerbaijan's military budget amounted to $3.1
billion, surpassing Armenia’s state budget of $2.8 billion. At the same time, military
action was strongly supported in both Armenian and Azerbaijani societies. In 2014,
President Aliyev asserted, “I am completely confident that our territorial integrity will be
restored by any means. The Armenian occupation of 20% of Azerbaijani territory is a
temporary condition” (Azertac 2014).

In April 2016, a four-day war erupted along the line of contact. On April 5, Russian
Minister of Defense Sergey Shoygu brokered a ceasefire agreement without the other
Minsk Group co-chairs' involvement (Cornell 2017, 2). Although Azerbaijani forces
captured several Armenian front posts in Talish, Seysulan, and around Lale Tepe, the
significance of this four-day conflict for Baku was largely psychological (Broers 2016,
12). In fact, Azerbaijan celebrated its first military success in over twenty years, helping
to reverse longstanding feelings of humiliation.

3.1.3. The Second War (2020)
In September 2020, Azerbaijan launched a military campaign that quickly breached

Armenian defenses, triggering the Second Karabakh War. This escalation followed a
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series of clashes in July 2020 along the internationally recognized borders of Armenia
and Azerbaijan in the Tavush/Tovuz region (Stronski 2020).

During this 44-day conflict, Baku reclaimed control of territories in and around
Nagorno-Karabakh that Armenian forces had occupied during the First Karabakh War, as
well as approximately one-third of Nagorno-Karabakh itself, including the strategically
important city of Shusha/Shushi (Landgraf and Seferyan 2024). Beyond its historical
significance to both Azerbaijanis and Armenians, the settlement has major military
importance, serving as an effective defensive barrier for Stepanakert, only 10 km away,
as well as for the Lachin corridor (Spencer and Ghoorhoo 2021).

Baku's superior weaponry also made the Azerbaijani victory possible. As Hedenskog
et al. (2020) note, while both the Armenian and Azerbaijani armies originated in the
Soviet era, Baku benefited from upgraded Soviet equipment alongside modern
armaments from Turkey and Israel, including drones for strikes and reconnaissance, as
well as precision-guided munitions. In contrast, the Armenian and Nagorno-Karabakh
forces primarily depended on older military equipment, with only a handful of modern
systems, such as Russian Su-30SM fighter jets and Iskander missiles, though these were
in limited supply. Furthermore, reports suggest that Azerbaijan used Syrian mercenaries
in its campaign against Nagorno-Karabakh, transporting them through Turkey (OHCHR
2020).

On November 9, Armenian Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan and Azerbaijani
President [lham Aliyev signed a Russia-brokered ceasefire agreement. Although the deal
did not pave the way for definitive, lasting peace, it ended the most intense fighting in the
region in nearly three decades. The Second Karabakh War resulted in the deaths of nearly
7,000 soldiers and about 170 civilians, with many others wounded (Crisis Group 2025).

The ceasefire agreement provided for the deployment of 1960 Russian peacekeepers
in the Armenian-populated areas of the conflict zone until November 2025, with the
option of a five-year extension unless either Armenia or Azerbaijan requested otherwise
(President of Russia 2020). One of these areas was the Lachin corridor, the vital route
linking Armenia and Karabakh, where Azerbaijan was required to ensure the
uninterrupted free movement of people and goods. A Russian-Turkish monitoring center
was also established in the Aghdam district. Finally, the agreement required Armenia to
"guarantee the safety" of transport links between mainland Azerbaijan and its
Nakhichevan exclave, with oversight by the Border Guards of the Russian Federal

Security Service (FSB) (President of Russia 2020).
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3.1.4. The Second Interwar Period and the Third War (2021-2024)
In the aftermath of the Second Karabakh War, hostilities spread beyond Nagorno-

Karabakh, affecting the entire Armenian-Azerbaijani border (De Waal 2024a; Landgraf
and Seferyan 2024). Azerbaijani forces launched incursions into both Nagorno-Karabakh
and sovereign Armenian territory in May 2021, November 2021, and September 2022. In
March 2024, Armenian authorities reported that 31 villages, covering approximately 200
square kilometers of Armenia’s sovereign territory, had come under Baku's control
(Eurasianet 2022; Zanatta 2024).

Within Nagorno-Karabakh, the situation remained precarious. In March and August
2022, reports indicated that Azerbaijani forces had breached the line of contact in
Nagorno-Karabakh, including areas under the supervision of Russian peacekeeping
forces (De Waal 2024). That same year, Baku imposed a blockade of the Lachin Corridor,
the sole highway connecting the region to Armenia and the outside world. Beginning in
December 2022, movement through the Lachin Corridor was partially or completely
obstructed, initially by government-directed environmental activists and later by
Azerbaijani border guards (De Waal 2024a). Although Russian peacekeepers and the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) were able to facilitate the delivery of
food, medicine, and transportation for residents on some occasions, the estimated 120,000
inhabitants of Nagorno-Karabakh faced severe shortages of essential supplies, including
food, medicine, electricity, heating, water, and fuel (Landgraf and Seferyan 2024).

On September 19, 2023, Azerbaijani forces launched a decisive offensive that, within
24 hours, ended Nagorno-Karabakh Armenians' decades-long aspiration for
independence and triggered their mass exodus to neighboring Armenia. On September
28,2023, Samvel Shahramanyan, the president of Nagorno-Karabakh/Artsakh, signed an
order dissolving it, effective January 1, 2024 (Landgraf and Seferyan 2024).

After the events of September 2023, the long-standing territorial question of
Nagorno-Karabakh has, in practical terms, ended. However, the conflict between
Armenia and Azerbaijan persists. A series of unresolved and deeply sensitive issues
remains: agreeing on the precise delineation and demarcation of the interstate border;
addressing the legacies of the 2020 war, including the contested transport link between
mainland Azerbaijan and the Nakhchivan exclave and the fate of Armenian prisoners of
war; and, finally, how the two governments and their societies might begin, slowly and
cautiously, to move toward normal diplomatic relations.

While these developments are important for assessing Russia’s role in the region, this
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study confines its scope to the territorial dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh. Methodological
and empirical feasibility considerations motivate this decision. Including subsequent
dynamics would turn the thesis into a constantly evolving project, as the issues mentioned

above remain unresolved.

3.2. Russia’s Practices and Interests in the Conflict

3.2.1. The First War
Some scholars (Abushov 2009, 195) have characterized Soviet policy at the onset of

the First Karabakh conflict as incoherent and lacking clear strategic direction. In contrast,
others (Kopecek 2019, 124) argue that the Gorbachev administration's involvement was
driven primarily by a desire to avert the disintegration of the Soviet Union. Kopecek
(2019, 124) further asserts that Moscow's support was often contingent on which side it
perceived as most aligned with its interests at any given moment.

Initially, Moscow may have seemed responsive to the Karabakh Armenians' claims
(Kopecek 2019, 124). Indeed, the Kremlin directly governed the Nagorno-Karabakh
Autonomous Oblast (NKAO) for much of 1989, rather than the Azerbaijan SSR.
However, in November of that year, the government in Baku assumed authority. The
Soviet leadership intensified its support for Azerbaijan between 1990 and 1991 (Cornell
2001; De Waal 2019). According to the literature (Cornell 2001; De Waal 2013; Coyle
2017), this shift was partly catalyzed by Armenia's emergence in 1990 as the first Soviet
republic to elect a non-Communist government under the Armenian National Movement.
By the end of that year, Yerevan declared its independence and appointed Levon Ter-
Petrosyan as its first president. Subsequently, Armenia opted to boycott the March 1991
referendum aimed at preserving the Soviet Union.

In contrast, Azerbaijan remained closely aligned with Soviet interests and did not
pursue independence until after the August 1991 coup. Although the Popular Front in
Azerbaijan, described by Broers (2019, 112) as a “heady mix of pan-Turkism, pan-
Azerbaijani nationalism, recriminations against Russian-speaking Azerbaijanis, populist
messianism, and anti-Armenian rhetoric,” emerged around the same time as the Armenian
National Movement, it faced significant repression from Soviet authorities in January
1990 and did not gain substantial political influence until late spring 1992.

Furthermore, Azerbaijanis benefited more than Armenians from the distribution of
Soviet military equipment agreed upon at a meeting of post-Soviet states in Tashkent in

May 1992 (De Waal 2019, 121). Although Ayaz Mutalibov was appointed party leader
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after the events of January 1990, De Waal (2019, 114) notes that his Russian deputy,
Viktor Polyanichko, significantly influenced him and received substantial support from
the security establishment in Moscow. The Soviets entrusted Polyanichko with
overseeing operations in Nagorno-Karabakh and countering the Armenian insurgency,
with assistance from Azerbaijani special police and Soviet troops.

It is also important to note that, in the immediate wake of the Soviet Union's collapse,
former Soviet soldiers were actively involved in military operations on both sides of the
conflict. These units, primarily composed of Russians but also including Ukrainians,
Belarussians, and other nationalities, remained in the region and served as mercenaries.
While some members of the 23rd Motorized Rifle Division participated in the so-called
“Operation Ring” from April to May 1991 to expel ethnic Armenians from areas
surrounding the NKAO in coordination with Azerbaijani security forces, others from the
366th Motorized Rifle Regiment were reportedly implicated in the Khojaly massacre in
January 1992 (Croissant 1998, 31-42).

Scholars have offered varied interpretations of the Russian government's
involvement in operations conducted by former Soviet soldiers. While Cornell (2001)
argues that this was part of a strategic initiative by Moscow to escalate the conflict for its
own advantage, others, such as De Waal (2013) and Coyle (2017), contend that the role
of former Soviet soldiers was not a deliberate Kremlin strategy but rather arose from the
troops' geographic positioning and composition. For instance, the 366th Motorized Rifle
Regiment, deployed in Stepanakert since August 1988, included a significant number of
Armenian officers and personnel, and Karabakh Armenians often rented tanks from the
regiment. In contrast, the 23rd Motorized Rifle Division, stationed in Ganja, had many
Azerbaijani soldiers. Moreover, Coyle (2017, 29) notes that Boris Yeltsin, Chairman of
the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (SFSR) and the
first President of the Russian Federation, was a staunch opponent of Operation Ring and
perceived the central government's actions against Armenian separatists as a troubling
precedent for Moscow’s standing in the region.

While the Soviet Azerbaijani strategy was beginning to pressure the Armenians, it
was abruptly interrupted by the failed coup in Moscow in August 1991. Accusations of
close ties to the plotters forced Polyanichko to leave Azerbaijan (De Waal 2019, 115).
Meanwhile, public sentiment against Moscow and the communist leadership intensified
in Azerbaijan, particularly after the Soviet military intervention in January 1990 (Cornell

2001, 53). The situation further deteriorated after the Khojaly massacre in February 1992.
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Cornell (2017, 10) observes that Azerbaijanis increasingly believed that Russia had
become Armenia's principal sponsor and a direct participant in the conflict, with Russian
forces actively involved in Armenian military operations. This perception was
compounded by the fact that Armenian offensives in Shusha and Lachin began the day
after Armenia and Russia signed the Tashkent Treaty in May 1992. Viewed as a pro-
Russian figure, Mutalibov was held responsible by Azerbaijani society for its military
setbacks and was subsequently ousted (De Waal 2013, 45). Abulfaz Elchibey, who had
risen to prominence as the leader of the Popular Front during the tumultuous events of
Black January in the 1990s and was known for his antagonistic stance toward Russia,
succeeded him.

This period marked a significant turning point, as experts on the conflict argue that
Moscow began extending military support to Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh (Broers
2019; De Waal 2019). Afterward, Russia began sending large supplies of arms and fuel
to Armenia. Defense Minister Pavel Grachev built strong ties with Armenian military
leaders, further solidifying this support (De Waal 2013). While Russian assistance was
pivotal in helping Yerevan bridge its military gap with Azerbaijan during 1992-1993, the
extent to which it was the primary factor in its victory in 1993-1994 remains debated (De
Waal 2013; Broers 2019).

Furthermore, a crucial factor in Armenia's success was the deterioration of relations
between Russia and Azerbaijan. This tension peaked in 1993, when the Azerbaijani
government decided to oust Russian military bases from its territory. Additionally,
Azerbaijan refused to join the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and sought to
strengthen its relationships with Turkey and Western nations (Furman 1994). In response,
Russia began to support separatist movements among the Talysh and Lezgin ethnic
groups and played a significant role in facilitating Surat Huseynov’s 1993 coup against
President Elchibey. Huseynov's forces acquired weapons from the departing Russian
military unit in Ganja, enabling them to attack an undefended Baku and ultimately oust
Elchibey (Cornell 2001; De Waal 2013).

The Russian representative in the OSCE Minsk Group, Vladimir Kazimirov,
successfully negotiated a ceasefire (the Bishkek Protocol) that took effect on May 12,
1994. Following that, Grachev invited his military counterparts to Moscow and proposed
deploying a contingent of 1,800 Russian peacekeepers to the front lines in Karabakh (De

Waal 2013). However, Azerbaijan refused to consent to Russian soldiers' presence.
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3.2.2. The First Interwar Period and the Second War
As a joke often heard in this region puts it, if Russia had to choose between Armenia

and Azerbaijan in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, it would always side with "conflict"
(Bennet 2023; Broers 2023). After the First Karabakh War, many observers widely
believed that Moscow was not genuinely committed to resolving the Armenian-
Azerbaijani dispute but instead leveraged the status quo to maintain its influence over
Baku and Yerevan (Cornell 2001; Babayan 2015; Coyle 2017; Romashov and Rytévuori-
Apunen 2017; De Waal 2019; Gafarli 2022; Cakmak and Ozsahin 2023).

This belief stemmed from the complexity and incoherence of certain policies Russia
adopted during its involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. The following

paragraphs summarize them.

3.2.2.1. Armenia’s Ally, Azerbaijan’s Strategic Partner

Scholars have emphasized that one reason the status quo mattered to Russia was the
preservation of its friendly relations with Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Turkey (Broers 2019;
Davidzon 2022). This view holds that the Kremlin would have lost influence in the South
Caucasus and faced polarization in its ties with one of the two parties after the conflict.

On the one hand, Armenia is a participant in the Collective Security Treaty
Organization (CSTO) and the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). Furthermore, Yerevan
maintains bilateral agreements with Moscow in the spheres of politics, defense, and the
economy. However, given Armenia’s significance to my aim of illustrating Russia’s
pursuit of ontological security, I examine these dynamics in greater detail in a dedicated
chapter. Conversely, despite its pledges to Armenia's defense, Moscow has treated
Azerbaijan as a strategic ally (Isachenko 2020).

As previously discussed, significant tensions marked Russian—Azerbaijani relations
during the First Karabakh War. These frictions stemmed not only from large segments of
Azerbaijani society viewing Russia as Armenia’s principal supporter after 1992, but also
from Elchibey's attempts to expel Russian military bases from Azerbaijan, together with
his efforts to deepen ties with the West through initiatives such as GUAM, NATO’s
Partnership for Peace, and closer cooperation with Turkey, which provoked considerable

unease in Moscow (Furman 1994; Abushov 2019). 2

12 GUAM was founded in October 1997 when the leaders of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova
issued a joint communiqué to establish a quadrilateral partnership aimed at enhancing stability and security
in Europe. Four years later, in June 2001, the leaders of these states signed the Yalta Charter, which outlined
the objectives and principles of their collaboration. The partnership was later expanded to include
Uzbekistan. However, Tashkent withdrew from the organization in 2005 when GUAM opted to pursue
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Although Russian—Azerbaijani relations continued to be shaped by mutual distrust,
Elchibey's departure and the Aliyev family’s consolidation of power created more
favorable conditions for pragmatic cooperation (Markedonov 2018). However, this
underlying mistrust never completely disappeared. At the time of writing, tensions remain
pronounced, particularly in light of the incident in which an Azal Airlines flight was shot
down and the subsequent arrests of several ethnic Azerbaijanis in Yekaterinburg between
late 2024 and 2025 (De Waal 2024; Figari Barberis and Zanatta 2025).

Nevertheless, Russian-Azerbaijani relations now feature more areas of convergence
in Russia's and Azerbaijan's foreign policy agendas than ever before. Baku has no
intention of joining NATO or the EU. Just before the Kremlin's full-scale invasion of
Ukraine, Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev visited Moscow to sign a declaration on
Allied Interaction (President of Azerbaijan 2022). In April of the same year, Aliyev
reaffirmed Azerbaijan's support for Ukraine's territorial integrity and called for the de-
occupation of its territories. However, he stopped short of labeling Russia the aggressor
(Izvestiya 2022). In August 2024, Baku took another significant step by officially
applying for BRICS membership (Huseynov 2024).

While Azerbaijan has benefited from the Russia-Ukraine war by positioning itself as
a key natural gas exporter to the EU, it has also sought to mitigate criticism from its
Western partners about its authoritarian regime by fostering positive relations with
Moscow (Markedonov 2018). The Kremlin has likewise viewed Azerbaijan as a
trustworthy partner in the fight against "color revolutions" in the South Caucasus (Cornell
2017; Toal 2017; Markedonov 2017). The two countries also maintain strong economic
and energy ties. As of 2022, Azerbaijan accounted for 50% of Russia's trade with the
South Caucasus, and the Russian energy company Lukoil plays a crucial role in
Azerbaijan's upstream hydrocarbon sector (German 2022, 1601).

Ultimately, it is crucial to underscore the growing importance of (inter)regional
infrastructure in Russian-Azerbaijani relations. In fact, Azerbaijan has become an
important hub in the International North-South Transport Corridor (INSTC), which aims
to improve connectivity among Russia, Iran, and India (Romashov and Rytdévuori-
Apunen 2017). Additionally, under the trilateral ceasefire agreement of November 10,

2020, FSB border service agencies were authorized to supervise transportation links

deeper European integration by forming partnerships with the EU) and the NATO to create a unified
security framework.
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between Azerbaijan and its exclave, the Nakhichevan Autonomous Republic, via
Armenia’s Syunik region. Some experts posit that Russia's interest in developing this
transportation corridor is driven by the prospect of establishing a land route to Turkey

(Chedia 2024).

3.2.2.2. The Role of Turkey

A brief discussion of Turkey's role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is essential to
understanding how the literature has examined specific Russian strategic interests in the
region. Because of Azerbaijan's alliance with Ankara and its strategic partnership with
Moscow, the dynamics in Nagorno-Karabakh strongly influence Russian-Turkish
relations (Romashov and Rytévuori-Apunen 2017, 8). Just as the Russian and Ottoman
empires were long-standing adversaries on multiple fronts, relations between Republican
Turkey, which joined NATO in 1952, and the Soviet Union were similarly complex.
Nonetheless, until the Soviet Union's official dissolution, Ankara adopted a cautious
approach in its interactions with Moscow, especially regarding the fate of Turkic
populations residing in the Soviet Union (Aras 2017, 176).

After the Cold War, Turkey adopted a foreign policy defined by two distinct yet
seemingly contradictory vectors. The first sought to position the Caucasus as an
alternative transit route for Caspian hydrocarbons, within the broader context of Turkey's
aspirations for EU candidacy and NATO membership (Oskanian 2014, 144). The second
vector emerged from two prevailing currents in its geopolitical thinking, "neo-
Ottomanism" and "Eurasianism" (Cheteryan 2023, 1274). The former represented the
strategy of the Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi), which sought
to extend its influence in the provinces of the former Ottoman Empire. In contrast, the
latter was an ideology embraced by Turkish nationalists seeking to assert power in the
Turkic-speaking republics of the former Soviet Union.

In this context, Turkey prioritized building strong ties with Azerbaijan. Broers (2019,
231) characterizes the relationship between the two countries as "geopolitically intimate."
In fact, Ankara was the first country to recognize Azerbaijan's independence following
the collapse of the Soviet Union and, during the First Karabakh War, provided Baku with
some "passive assistance" (Coyle 2017, 43). In 1992, Ankara threatened Yerevan with
the possibility of launching a military campaign, asserting its role as the security
guarantor of Azerbaijan’s exclave Nakhichevan. The following year, Turkey closed its

border with Armenia to protest the seizure of the Kelbajar district by Armenian forces.
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As of this writing, the border between the two countries remains closed.

Meanwhile, Turkey and Azerbaijan rekindled their historical and linguistic ties. The
slogan "one nation, two states" (Bir millat, iki dovlot in Azerbaijani; Bir millet, iki devlet
in Turkish), articulated by Azerbaijani President Heydar Aliyev during his speech to the
Turkish parliament in 1995, inspired future leaderships in the two countries to enhance
their relations (Ismayilov and Graham 2016). Since then, the partnership between Turkey
and Azerbaijan has expanded significantly across various domains. One key area is
energy politics, which has been crucial to their relationship for the past three decades
(Ismayilov and Graham 2016, 10).

On the diplomatic front, Turkey has consistently backed Azerbaijan during the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, even at the cost of complicating its efforts to normalize
relations with Armenia (De Waal 2019; Broers 2019). It is crucial to recognize that
Ankara's strained relationship with Yerevan stems from factors on both sides. From the
Turkish perspective, the insecurities that have plagued Turkish society since the
establishment of the Republic, often referred to as the "Sevres syndrome," play a
significant role. This term encapsulates a widespread, irrational fear among the Turkish
populace of being dismembered by other major powers and regional rivals (Oskanian
2014).

According to Oskanian (2014, 146), the Sévres syndrome has significantly shaped
and constrained successive governments in Ankara, particularly regarding Armenia and
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. From an Armenian perspective, the Turkish
government's ongoing refusal to acknowledge the 1915 Armenian genocide, coupled with
its support for Azerbaijan in the conflict due to Turkic solidarity, has led Armenian
society to draw parallels between the 1915 genocide and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict,
viewing both as manifestations of a Turkic threat (Gamaghelyan 2010; De Waal 2019).

Furthermore, Azerbaijan's stance on Turkish-Armenian relations adds another layer
of complexity (Broers 2019; De Waal 2019). In October 2009, the foreign ministers of
Armenia and Turkey signed two protocols in Switzerland to restore relations and reopen
their border. However, because the agreements did not explicitly address the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, Azerbaijan strongly opposed them. De Waal (2019, 243) notes that
Azerbaijani officials protested vigorously in Ankara against the protocols, even
threatening to renegotiate Baku's gas supplies to Turkey. That same year, then-Turkish
Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan called for Armenia to withdraw from the occupied

territories. As a result, the protocols were not ratified, and relations between Armenia and
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Turkey deteriorated further.

Military cooperation has been a cornerstone of Turkish-Azerbaijani relations since
the early 1990s (Hovsepyan and Tonoyan 2024). Baku and Ankara have signed several
agreements and protocols, including the 2010 Strategic Partnership and Mutual
Assistance Agreement, to strengthen their security collaboration. This framework has
facilitated Turkey's growing involvement in Azerbaijan’s efforts to retake Nagorno-
Karabakh (Isachenko 2020). During the Second Karabakh War, Turkey not only deployed
Syrian mercenaries to support Azerbaijani forces but also provided military, logistical,
and intelligence assistance to its ally (Racz 2020, 2). Turkey's support for Azerbaijan
during the war has strengthened its position in the South Caucasus, as evidenced by the
establishment of the Turkish-Russian monitoring center in Aghdam, which emerged as
one of the key outcomes of the conflict (Gafarli 2022). In June 2021, Baku and Ankara
also signed the Shusha Declaration on allied relations (President of Azerbaijan 2021).

In the 1990s, the Russian elite viewed the close partnership between Azerbaijan and
Turkey as an attempt by a NATO member to undermine its interests in the post-Soviet
space (Croissant 1998). When Ankara threatened military intervention against Armenia,
Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev stated that the Kremlin would protect Yerevan
from any potential military action by its Turkish neighbor (Ter-Matevosyan and
Ghazaryan 2019, 184). In light of these developments, some observers warned that one
of the biggest risks of the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute was its potential to escalate into a
broader confrontation between Turkey and Russia (Ter-Matevosyan and Ghazaryan
2019).

However, following the December 2006 suspension of EU-Turkey talks on Ankara's
membership and a general decline in Turkish-Western relations, Russian-Turkish
relations have improved (Aras 2017). Aras (2017) notes that Turkey recognized Russia's
continued significance as a key player in the South Caucasus's geostrategic dynamics and
saw potential for collaboration with Moscow, especially as the conflicts in Chechnya
during the 1990s threatened to escalate beyond Russia's borders. Consequently, Ankara
adopted a largely pragmatic and non-aggressive approach toward Moscow, which helped
reassure the Kremlin about Turkey's interests in exploiting secessionist movements
among Turkic populations in Russia.

In the wake of the 2016 Russo-Turkish crisis in Syria, triggered by Turkey's downing
of a Russian Su-24 aircraft on its way to the Khmeimim airbase in December 2015,

Ankara and Moscow inaugurated a relationship that, in the words of Cheteryan (2023,
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1271), combines elements of a tactical alliance with strategic competition. Despite
competing on rival geopolitical axes stretching from Syria to Libya and ultimately to the
South Caucasus, the two sides effectively collaborated on energy projects, including the
Akkuyu Nuclear Power Plant and the Turkish Stream (2018). In 2017, Turkey also signed
an agreement with Russia to acquire its S-400 air defense system (Gafarli 2022, 360-61).

Following Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, Turkey chose not to join the
Western economic and financial sanctions imposed on the Kremlin (Cheteryan 2023,
1273). Instead, Ankara leveraged the conflict and the shifting global landscape to
strengthen its economic and energy ties with Moscow (Cheteryan 2023, 1286). Turkey
has positioned itself as a mediator between the warring parties, seeking to balance its
relationships with Ukraine and the West on one side and with Russia on the other. For
example, in July 2022, Ankara, alongside the UN, played a crucial role in facilitating an
agreement between Ukraine and Russia to resume Ukrainian grain exports through Black

Sea ports (Reuters 2022).

3.2.2.3. Main Mediator, Main Weapons’ Supplier

After facilitating the signing of the Bishkek Protocol in 1994, Russia became the
principal mediator in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Initially, its engagement was
largely nominal, limited to its role as a co-chair of the OSCE Minsk Group. As John
Maresca (1996), who served as US Ambassador to the OSCE and was appointed special
representative for mediation in Nagorno-Karabakh, noted, the Kremlin grew increasingly
dissatisfied with the Minsk Group and began boycotting its activities.

Meanwhile, the concept of the post-Soviet space as a distinct zone of interest for
Russia began to take shape. In a 1993 speech, President Boris Yeltsin had already stressed
that “Russia continues to have a vital interest in the cessation of all armed conflicts on the
territory of the former Soviet Union” and that “the world community is increasingly
coming to realize our country’s special responsibility in this difficult matter” (Baev 1997,
181). As Yevgeny Primakov succeeded the ostensibly liberal Andrei Kozyrev as Minister
of Foreign Affairs, the pursuit of great-power status and a commitment to multilateralism
in international relations became central themes of Russian foreign policy. Primakov’s
vision for restoring Moscow's position as a great power focused on countering U.S.
unipolarity through a strategic alliance with states such as China and India, as well as on
fostering greater integration within the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

(Lynch 2001). This new approach to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict rejected the status
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quo as a viable solution, instead seeking a partial resolution that aligned with a broader
vision of Russia-centered security in the post-Soviet space (Broers 2019).

In the wake of the 2008 Russo-Georgian War, then-President Dmitry Medvedev and
Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov significantly ramped up efforts to hold a series of
trilateral discussions with their Armenian and Azerbaijani counterparts, Serzh Sargsyan
and Ilham Aliyev (Romashov and Rytévuori-Apunen 2017, 5). In the same year, Russia,
Armenia, and Azerbaijan signed the Moscow Declaration, in which the parties expressed
their firm intention to resolve the conflict.

Although the 2011 Kazan Summit, as previously noted, failed to achieve a political
resolution to the conflict, the Kremlin maintained its position as the primary mediator in
the dispute (Abushov 2019). In May 2012, Russia signed a decree with the other two co-
chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group (France and the United States) reaffirming its
commitment to a peaceful resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Point 49 of the
2013 Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation stated that Moscow aimed to
“contribute to the settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in collaboration with other
OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs, building on the principles contained in the joint
statements made by the Presidents of Russia, the USA, and France in 2009-2011.” In the
same year, then-President Dmitri Medvedev reiterated the belief expressed by Yeltsin 20
years earlier, declaring that “Russia, like other countries in the world, has regions where
it has privileged interests. These are regions where countries with which we have friendly
relations are located...” (Kramer 2008, 9).

In August 2014 and June 2016, following escalations along the line of contact
between Azerbaijan and Nagorno-Karabakh, Russian President Vladimir Putin held
bilateral discussions with Presidents Serzh Sargsyan and Ilham Aliyev, followed by
trilateral negotiations. Russian officials repeatedly stressed that Russia aimed to “find
mutually acceptable solutions within the shortest possible time” (MFA of the Russian
Federation 2016). Finally, as discussed above, in November 2020 the Kremlin brokered
a ceasefire that ended the Second Karabakh War and facilitated the deployment of
Russian peacekeepers in Nagorno-Karabakh. Overall, the major Russian efforts in the

peace process are summarized in the following table:
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Year Initiative Name Broker/Actor Russia's Role
. OSCE member, initially
1992 z’ggg'é)G youp 0SCE supportive of group
format
Main initiator,
CIS Inter- mediation through the
1994 Bishkek Protocol Parliamentary CIS and the OSCE to
Assembly end the First Karabakh
War.
Step-by-Step & : .
1997 Package Deal OSCE Minsk Group Nominally supportive
Phased Approach
1997 / Step-by-Step OSCE Minsk Group Nominally supportive
Plan
Not formally involved,
Territorial Swap | skeptical of territorial
1997 (Informal) OSCE Minsk Group adjustments that shift
influence
Common State
1998 Proposal 0SCE Minsk Group Nominally supportive
2007 Madrid Principles OSCE Minsk Group Nominally supportive
Mediator, proposed
20Mm Kazan Summit Russia compromise on
Karabakh status
Lead mediator,
St. Petersburg proposed de-
2016 Meeting Russie escalation. End of the
2016 April War,
Main broker, deployed
November : . peacekeepers to
2020 Ceasefire ﬁ:lr?‘:‘;l:;‘;\zerbm]an, Nagorno-Karabakh
Agreement End of the Second
Karabakh War
Not directly involved,
2023 El-led Brussels European Union overshadowed by EU

Peace Talks

initiative

Table 1: Russia’s Efforts in the Nagorno-Karabakh Peace Process (1992 - 2023). (Source: the
Author through Datawrapper)

At the same time, Russia served as the primary arms supplier to both Yerevan and
Baku during the conflict (Broers 2019; SIPRI 2020). A 2020 report from the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) estimates that from 2011 to 2020, Moscow
provided 94 percent of Armenia's major arms and approximately 60 percent of those for
Azerbaijan. According to some experts (Romashov and Rytovuori-Apunen 2017), this
practice stemmed from Russia’s need to maintain control over the arms race. If Russia
were to supply weapons exclusively to Armenia while Azerbaijan sourced armaments
from other countries, Russia's influence over Azerbaijan's military capabilities would be

significantly diminished—furthermore, economic considerations led to the export of arms
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to both nations. As will be discussed later, Armenia purchases weapons from Russia at
discounted prices, whereas Azerbaijan acquires them at full price (Markedonov 2018;
Broers 2019; De Waal 2019). Consequently, by exporting weapons to both countries,
Moscow aimed to offset the financial losses incurred from supplying arms to Armenia on
preferential terms (Romashov and Rytdvuori-Apunen 2017, 6).

Russia’s multiple and contrasting roles—Armenia's ally, Azerbaijan’s strategic
partner, primary mediator, and primary arms supplier—have sparked discussion about the
Kremlin's (un)willingness and/or (in)capacity to resolve the Armenian-Azerbaijani
rivalry effectively. Some Western observers have examined Russia's involvement in
Nagorno-Karabakh within the broader context of "frozen conflicts" in the post-Soviet
space. According to this thesis, the Kremlin either exploited or even created the
unresolved conflicts in Nagorno-Karabakh, Transnistria, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia to
maintain its grip on the post-Soviet space (Blank 2008; Coyle 2017; Kazantsev et al.
2020; Sieniawski 2024). Coyle (2021, 165) writes, “Russia supplied the weaponry to
create a hot war [First Karabakh War] in 1992, and it has supplied the diplomacy that has
kept the conflict “frozen” but not resolved ever since.”

Broers (2019) uses the term "Pivotal Deterrence," first coined by Crawford, to
describe how Russia's different roles in the conflict interact. Both Broers (2019) and
Crawford (2014) argue that pivotal deterrence occurs when an actor successfully instills
uncertainty in its targets. In the context of Nagorno-Karabakh, ambiguity about Russia's
role led Azerbaijan to adopt a cautious approach, even though its military capabilities
outmatched Armenia's. Conversely, this uncertainty fostered Armenia's dependence on
Moscow, allowing the Kremlin to dissuade Yerevan from pursuing a more pro-Western
foreign policy. However, this theory has clear limits. As Broers admits, this dynamic is
effective only if neither side has viable alternative alliances. As discussed in this chapter,
Baku successfully forged strategic and allied relations with Turkey and expanded its
military capabilities by importing arms from Israel.

In contrast, Russian scholars emphasized that despite significant efforts to resolve
the conflict, Moscow lacked the leverage to compel both parties to begin the peace
process (Markedonov 2018; Suchkov 2018; Sushentsov and Neklyudov 2020). As
Markedonov (2018, 5) writes, “Baku and Yerevan do not show any signs of reaching a
compromise; their maximalist approaches determine their foreign policy, and Karabakh
itself in the Armenian and Azerbaijani societies is perceived to some extent as sacred

territory. In such circumstances, Moscow is not interested in accepting exclusive
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responsibility and accelerating any solutions, especially given the difficulty of
implementing prospective agreements. In case such agreements failed, this would pose
some extra risks to Moscow’s reputation and might sour its security environment.” Other
scholars adopted a position between these approaches, noting that the Kremlin, though
playing an important role in the conflict and undoubtedly benefiting from the status quo,
was not instigating it (Abushov 2019; De Waal 2019). Abushov (2019) contends that
Russia favored the peace process and sincerely invested in its resolution. However, it

avoided exerting much pressure on the conflicting parties.

3.2.2.4. Cooperation and Rivalry with the West

An important aspect to consider is the West's role in Russian foreign policy. The US
and the EU have expanded their regional footprint since the 1994 signing of the "Contract
of the Century" with Azerbaijan. Initially, their involvement focused on energy transit
routes for hydrocarbon deposits, such as the proposed Nabucco gas pipeline, the Baku—
Thilisi—-Ceyhan oil pipeline, and the Southern Gas Corridor. These initiatives are
strategically important because they allow the EU to diversify its hydrocarbon imports
from Russia. Additionally, the US entered the military and political spheres by promoting
Georgia's inclusion in NATO, at least under the G.W. Bush administration, before scaling
back its aspirations under the Obama administration (Lynch 2006, 51-54).

The EU also began to play an important role in the region's security environment. In
2003, it appointed its first Special Representative for the region (EUSR); the EU
facilitated the agreement that ended hostilities during the Russia-Georgia war in August
2008 (Hedenskog 2022). Since then, Brussels has co-chaired the Geneva International
Discussions with Georgia, Russia, and representatives of the two de facto republics of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, which focus on the post-conflict setting (Hedenskog 2022).

In May 2022, Charles Michel, President of the European Council, convened the
leaders of Armenia and Azerbaijan in Brussels. He emphasized the critical importance of
ensuring stability and security along the Armenia-Azerbaijan border as the delimitation
process is undertaken, particularly in light of the historic meeting of both countries' border
commissions scheduled for two days later (Hedenskog 2022). Furthermore, in October
2022, the EU further solidified its commitment to conflict resolution by initiating a short-
term civilian monitoring mission along the internationally recognized border between
Armenia and Azerbaijan (De Waal 2024a).

Over time, Russia came to view these Western efforts as tools to encircle it with
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hostile or unfriendly governments. Russian apprehensions intensified with the rise of
democratic movements in Ukraine (the Orange Revolution of 2004-2005), Kyrgyzstan
(the Tulip Revolution in 2005), and Georgia (the Rose Revolution in 2003). Moscow
perceived these uprisings not as spontaneous events but as orchestrated efforts by the
West to establish anti-Russian, pro-Western regimes, thereby undermining its influence
in the post-Soviet space (Toal 2017).

Consequently, Russia became increasingly determined to prevent similar
developments in the region. When NATO announced in 2008 that Georgia would
eventually join the alliance, Russia stated that it would not tolerate such a shift and
intervened in support of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in their conflict with the Georgian
government (Toal 2017). In this context, some scholars argued that one of Russia's
interests in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was to mitigate the growing Western influence
in the region (Toal 2017).

However, not all scholars agree with this perspective. For instance, Romashov and
Rytdvuori-Apunen (2017, 6) contend that after 2008, Russia needed to signal to the West
that the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh was distinct from the events in Georgia and that
it sought to collaborate on a peace proposal for the region. According to Markedonov
(2017, 137), Russia actively engaged with the West through the OSCE Minsk Group.
Mankoff (2012, 10-11) notes that Moscow’s mediating role within the Minsk Group was
strongly supported by the United States and France, exemplifying US-Russian
cooperation in the post-Soviet space.

Even after hostilities erupted between Armenia and Azerbaijan in April 2016, the
Kremlin did not position its mediation as a viable alternative to the Minsk Group's efforts.
Instead, it framed its actions as complementary to the Minsk Group’s initiatives
(Markedonov 2017). Following Moscow’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, Russia claimed
that the other two countries had ceased cooperating within the Minsk Group framework.
However, the United States refuted these allegations, asserting that it still valued the
format (Chanadiri 2022).

Overall, the literature has predominantly examined Russia’s involvement in the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict through the lens of outcome-based practices. I contend that
this pattern emerged primarily for two reasons. First, for an extended period, academic
discourse both within Russia and internationally has depicted the Kremlin's foreign policy
in the South Caucasus as heavily dependent on military strength and focused on

counterbalancing regional and non-regional competitors. Moreover, several esteemed
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scholars on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, many with substantial connections to policy
analysis, have reiterated this dominant perspective (Broers 2019; De Waal 2019).
Although these contributions offer valuable insights into conflicts in the South Caucasus,
they often fail to incorporate elements of social constructivism, such as contextual
meanings, historical backgrounds, and the cognitive and emotional dimensions of Russian
foreign policy.

Second, scholars who examine the identity dimension of the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict often focus on its ethnopolitical roots and their impact on Armenian and
Azerbaijani nationhood (Gamaghelyan 2010; Oskanian 2014; Saparov 2014). However,
like much scholarship on Russian foreign policy, they overlook the conflict's subjective
implications for Russia, which has been involved in the political affairs surrounding
Nagorno-Karabakh since the 19th century.

3.2.3. The End of the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic

Among several interpretations of Russia’s decision not to halt the Azerbaijani
offensive in September 2023, some observers (Chawrylo and Bartosiewicz 2023;
Sabbagh 2023; De Waal 2024) argue that Russia's lack of response to Azerbaijan's actions
in Nagorno-Karabakh stemmed primarily from its focus on the war in Ukraine, which left
it unable to address other regional issues. Although it is documented that the Russian
military’s invasion of Ukraine prompted the withdrawal of a significant number of skilled
personnel from its peacekeeping forces in Nagorno-Karabakh, as well as from bases in
Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Armenia (JamsNews 2022), this perspective overlooks
earlier and concurrent events that, regardless of the situation on the Ukrainian battlefield,
already signaled Moscow’s declining commitment to fulfilling its security responsibilities
in the region.

For instance, in December 2020, well before the start of Russia’s full-scale invasion
of Ukraine, Russian peacekeepers failed to stop Azerbaijani forces from taking control of
two villages in Nagorno-Karabakh that were supposedly within their area of
responsibility under the terms of the November 2020 trilateral ceasefire agreement
(Shahverdyan 2024). In May and November 2021, Azerbaijani troops carried out
incursions into Armenia’s Syunik and Gegharkunik provinces, despite Yerevan’s appeals
for intervention from the CSTO (De Waal 2024a). In March 2022, shortly after the war
in Ukraine started, Azerbaijani troops moved further into the area that the Russian
peacekeeping force was supposed to be in charge of (De Waal 2024a). In March 2022,

shortly after the onset of the war in Ukraine, Azerbaijani forces further advanced into the
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territory within the area of responsibility designated to the Russian peacekeeping
contingent (De Waal 2024). Finally, in December 2022, Baku blocked the Lachin
corridor, the only route connecting Nagorno-Karabakh to Armenia and the outside world,
and Russian peacekeepers either failed to intervene or chose not to reopen it (Shahverdyan
2024). These events show that Moscow had already failed to respond meaningfully to
Azerbaijan's renewed assertiveness in Nagorno-Karabakh and against Armenia, even
before the full-scale war in Ukraine and right after it.

Other analysts (Broers 2023; Krivosheev 2024; Von Essen and Hedenskog 2025)
have argued that Moscow prioritized its relationship with Baku for strategic reasons,
including Azerbaijan’s importance to Russia's connectivity projects with Iran and India
and the need to avoid straining ties with Turkey, Baku’s main regional ally. However,
this perspective overlooks key implications essential to fully understanding Russia’s
foreign and security policies in the South Caucasus. First, following Azerbaijan’s military
operation in Nagorno-Karabakh, relations between Russia and Armenia, traditionally
viewed as Moscow’s outpost in the region, have sharply deteriorated. Since then, Yerevan
has increasingly pivoted toward the West and India to diversify its security partnerships,
sought to normalize relations with neighboring Turkey, whose role in regional dynamics
has significantly expanded, and signaled its intent to withdraw from the CSTO and reduce
the presence of Russian military forces on its territory (Broers 2023; De Waal 2024;
Krivosheev 2024; Zanatta 2024).

Azerbaijan’s substantial energy resources, its close strategic partnership with Turkey,
and its pivotal role in infrastructure projects linking Europe and Central Asia make it a
key player for Moscow in the South Caucasus (Broers 2023). However, these same
attributes enable Baku to pursue a largely autonomous foreign policy, unlike Armenia,
which has remained heavily reliant on Russia for security and economic support. Despite
its 2024 application to join BRICS, Azerbaijan has refrained from joining the CSTO and
the EAEU, which are widely regarded as instruments the Kremlin uses to secure the
alignment of loyal regimes across post-Soviet Eurasia (Frost 2009; Davidzon 2022).
Consequently, a comprehensive peace agreement between Armenia and Azerbaijan
would likely empower both states to recalibrate their foreign policies, diminishing
Russia’s influence. This shift would be especially significant because the provisions
validating Moscow’s role as the essential mediator under the 2020 ceasefire agreement
would no longer hold (Fraser 2025).

The second implication concerns Turkey’s role. While Russia is becoming
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increasingly dependent on Ankara as a regional partner due to economic isolation from
sanctions and travel bans imposed by other countries following its invasion of Ukraine,
this partnership also poses potential risks to Moscow’s position in the South Caucasus
(Giirer and Walczak 2024). From a security standpoint, Ankara is a NATO member, has
supplied weapons to Ukraine, supported Kyiv’s NATO aspirations, and periodically
denied Russian warships access to the Bosphorus Straits (Aydin et al. 2022). It is not
surprising that the Kremlin has long viewed the potential expansion of NATO influence
into the South Caucasus as equivalent to losing a critical strategic buffer (Makarychev
2008; Oskanian 2014).

Furthermore, Turkey's deep cultural ties with the Central Asian republics
(Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan), coupled with these states'
growing desire to reduce their economic dependence on Russia and China, pose a
challenge to Russian foreign policy in yet another area where Moscow has historically
sought hegemony (Eldem 2022). From a geo-economic standpoint, these concerns may
manifest in competing infrastructure and transport projects. For instance, Turkey's Trans-
Caspian "Middle Corridor" initiative, which connects Europe to China via Turkey,
Georgia, Azerbaijan, the Caspian Sea, and the aforementioned Central Asian republics,
has gained renewed significance following Russia's invasion of Ukraine (Eldem 2022).
Growing interest in this corridor could undermine the viability of Russia’s International
North-South Transport Corridor (INSTC), which links Russia to Iran and India through
Azerbaijan.

Thus, the events of 2023 have significantly altered the foundations of Moscow's
strategy in the region. In re-evaluating the Kremlin’s security practices, I contend that its
disengagement from the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict further highlights the limitations of
interest-based explanations, both before and after these developments. To offer a more
nuanced contribution to the literature on Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict
and, more broadly, in the South Caucasus, this study deliberately moves away from an

outcome-oriented approach.

3.3. The Constructivist Turn in Russian Foreign Policy
Scholars typically explain Russian interventions in the post-Soviet space through
three mainstream perspectives. A first cluster emphasizes domestic political drivers,
arguing that Moscow’s assertiveness stems from regime-security concerns, whether

through diversionary tactics designed to generate rally-around-the-flag effects (Diamond
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et al. 2016; Mandelbaum 2019) or efforts to prevent the spread of democratic models that
could destabilize Russia’s authoritarian order (Kagan 2018; Person and McFaul 2022). A
second group advances geopolitical explanations, viewing Russia’s interventions as the
predictable behavior of a great power-seeking strategic depth, regional primacy, and
insulation from Western encroachment (Mearsheimer 2014; Charap and Colton 2017).
Applied to the Caucasus, this perspective stresses the close security interdependence
between its northern and southern regions, with developments on either side potentially
affecting the other. In particular, the independence of Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan
from Russian control could provide an attractive precedent for autonomous republics in
the North Caucasus with recurring separatist aspirations (Oskanian 2014; Markedonov
2017; De Waal 2019). Therefore, maintaining influence in the South Caucasus is seen as
important to Russia’s territorial integrity, allowing Moscow to better manage persistent
security challenges in the North Caucasus.

Finally, a third set of interpretations highlights ideational influences, focusing either
on civilizational or imperial identity narratives that structure what Russian elites see as
possible or legitimate, or on status ambitions that tie great-power identity to the
maintenance of a regional sphere of influence (Adomeit 1995; Hopf 2002; Mankoftf 2009;
Zarakol 2011; Cooley 2012; Tsygankov 2014a; Neumann 2015; Grigas 2016; Larson and
Shevchenko 2019; Sakwa 2020; Curanovi¢ 2021; Narozhna 2021; Kanet and
Moulioukova 2022).

In accordance with this final cluster, I analyze the characteristics of Russian foreign
policy that the existing literature frequently interprets as manifestations of ontological
insecurity. As the next section of this chapter will show, the dissolution of the Soviet
Union revitalized a series of interconnected narratives rooted in deeper forms of
ontological insecurity. Influential episodes in Russian history have shaped these
narratives, including the Mongol conquest, Peter the Great’s efforts at westernization, the
1917 Revolution, Stalinist terror, and Gorbachev’s final years in office. These narratives
continue to resonate, not least because memory practices occupy a central position in
Russian political life. Collectively, these narratives establish a foundation for identifying
the primary sources of anxiety and the gaps this study aims to address. Fundamentally,
these narratives revolve around themes of biographical (dis)continuity, the existential
threat of disintegration, self-perceived great power status, and moral subjectivity.

3.3.1. Biographical (dis)Continuity
As Laing and Giddens established, preserving a coherent biographical narrative is
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essential for any social actor to attain ontological security. When this coherence is
compromised or disturbed, agents may experience feelings of anxiety or shame. The
literature defines such moments as critical situations. Although Russia's history offers a
wealth of symbolic resources for developing a new national identity, this legacy has
consistently been entangled with ideological conflicts and, consequently, risked
becoming a point of contention among different political factions during the collapse of
the Soviet Union (Malinova 2017, 44).

This explains why, since the start of his first presidential term in 2000, Russian
President Vladimir Putin has consistently sought to reinterpret the nation's Tsarist, Soviet,
and post-Soviet histories as interconnected and mutually reinforcing elements of a
comprehensive, unified national narrative (Laruelle 2009, 155; Wijermars 2018, 7; Sakwa
2020, 3). These efforts have been evident in Putin’s discourse across different periods of
his presidency. In a speech before the Federal Assembly in December 2012, the Russian

president stated:

“In order to revive national consciousness, we need to link historical eras and get back to
understanding the simple truth that Russia did not begin in 1917, or even in 1991, but rather, that we have
a common, continuous history spanning over one thousand years, and we must rely on it to find inner

strength and purpose in our national development” (President of Russia 2012).
Four years later, during his speech to Russian soldiers at the Heroes of the Fatherland
Day (/lenn I'epoeB OteuectBa/Den’ Geroyev Otechestva) commemoration, he declared:

“We have equal respect for the defenders of ancient Russia, the Russian Empire, the heroes of 1812,
and the Great Patriotic War... We will not forget how our defenders fearlessly risk their lives to fulfill their

military duty in Syria” (President of Russia 2016).!3

Over the past decade, Putin's efforts to consolidate the nation's diverse and sometimes
conflicting histories into a cohesive, continuous biographical narrative have largely
focused on developments in Ukraine. On 18 March 2014, during Russia’s annexation of
Crimea, the Russian president addressed both chambers of the Federal Assembly of the
Russian Federation, emphasizing the ongoing nature of Russia’s historical narrative and

the pivotal role of Ukraine within it.

“Everything in Crimea speaks of our shared history and pride. This is the location of ancient
Khersones, where Prince Vladimir was baptized. His spiritual feat of adopting Orthodoxy laid the
foundation for the culture, civilization, and human values that unite the peoples of Russia, Ukraine, and

Belarus. The graves of Russian soldiers whose bravery brought Crimea into the Russian Empire are also in

13 The heroes of 1812 are the Russian soldiers who fought against Napoleon’s troops during the French
invasion of Russia.
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Crimea. This is also Sevastopol —a legendary city with an outstanding history, a fortress that serves as the
birthplace of Russia’s Black Sea Fleet. Crimea is Balaklava and Kerch, Malakhov Kurgan and Sapun Ridge.
Each one of these places is dear to our hearts, symbolizing Russian military glory and outstanding valor.
Crimea is a unique blend of different peoples’ cultures and traditions. This makes it similar to Russia as a

whole, where not a single ethnic group has been lost over the centuries.” (President of Russia 2014).

Seven years later, Putin reaffirmed Ukraine's importance in the Kremlin's historical
narrative by publishing his 5,000-word essay, "On the Historical Unity of Russians and
Ukrainians," on the Kremlin's website in July 2021. The document was released shortly
after diplomatic tensions with Kyiv escalated, coinciding with a significant Russian
deployment of troops and equipment near the Ukrainian border (Reuters 2021).

Spanning from the period of Kyivan Rus’ (a fragmented federation of principalities
that existed from the late 9th to the mid-13th century at the crossroads of Byzantium,
Lithuania, and the Golden Horde) to the developments following the dissolution of the
Soviet Union, the essay offers a highly selective and ideologically driven interpretation

of more than a thousand years of history. In its conclusion, the Russian president stated:
“I am confident that true sovereignty of Ukraine is possible only in partnership with Russia. Our
spiritual, human, and civilizational ties have formed for centuries and have their origins in the same sources;
they have been hardened by common trials, achievements, and victories. Our kinship has been transmitted
from generation to generation. It is in the hearts and the memory of people living in modern Russia and
Ukraine, in the blood ties that unite millions of our families. Together we have always been and will be

many times stronger and more successful. For we are one people” (President of Russia 2021).

Thus, by positioning Ukraine as a core part of the country's identity, the Russian
president has transformed it into a symbol embodying the collective longing for
wholeness while also attempting to address tensions within his country’s autobiographical
narrative.

The second narrative that warrants analysis in relation to Russia’s ontological
security is the Soviet Union’s victory over Nazi Germany in World War II. This event,
known in Russian discourse as the “Great Patriotic War” (Velikaya Otechestvennaya
Voyna/Benukas OredectBeHHast Boiina), is commemorated every year on May 9 during
“Victory Day” (Den’ Pobedy//lens I1oGensr). Putin has defined the latter as “a sacred
symbol of loyalty to the Motherland, [and] which lives inside every one of us” (President
of Russia 2013).

The war between the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany from 1941 to 1945 was the
most extensive military confrontation in global history, resulting in the deaths of

approximately 27 million Soviet soldiers and civilians (Hoffmann 2021, 1). Given this
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immense toll, the conflict's memory has played a prominent role in post-Soviet Russian
identity (Gudkov 2005; Hoffmann 2021). Although the Great Patriotic War had long been
commemorated in Soviet times through history textbooks, parades, monuments,
museums, literature, and films, it emerged as one of the most politically salient aspects of
the collective past available to the Kremlin after the Soviet Union's collapse. This was
largely possible because of its prior institutionalization, which had transformed it from a
mere historical narrative into a site of memory in the sense articulated by Nora (1989), as
well as its broadly accepted positive significance within Russian society (Malinova 2017,
Wijermars 2018).

Malinova (2017, 65) contends that although both Yeltsin and Putin drew on the
victory over Nazi Germany to legitimize their regimes, they invoked the memory of the
war in markedly different ways. Yeltsin sought to separate the heroism of the war effort
from the Soviet regime’s repressive legacy, advancing a narrative of dual victimhood and
resistance to both Nazi invasion and Soviet authoritarianism. Putin, by contrast, recast the
war as part of an unbroken, triumphant Russian legacy, selectively embracing Soviet
achievements while downplaying their more troubling dimensions. As Gudkov (2005)
notes, this is precisely why any critical reassessment of the Soviet Union’s role in the
Great Patriotic War remains taboo for the Kremlin.

The war in Russia is framed as patriotic (otechestvennaia/oreuectBennas) rather than
global (mirovaia/mupoBas) or common (obshchaia/o6mas). Both Soviet and Russian
leaderships have consistently emphasized the exceptional role of Soviet troops in
liberating Central and Eastern Europe while downplaying the Western Allies’
contributions (Malinova 2017; Kucherenko 2021). Anyone familiar with Russian politics
will likely recall Putin’s speech at the 18th annual meeting of the Valdai International
Discussion Club in October 2021, which quickly drew widespread attention on social

media and in news outlets.
"Who was it that stormed Berlin? The Americans? The British or the French? It was the Red Army!

Have you forgotten?” (President of Russia 2021).

References to the Second World War have become a central theme in Russian official
rhetoric regarding the 2014 annexation of Crimea and the full-scale invasion of Ukraine.
In fact, since 2014, the Kremlin has revived historical narratives involving Ukrainian
pogroms and the torture of Jews after Nazi forces occupied large parts of Ukraine in 1941,
during which an estimated 4,000 people were reportedly killed by Ukrainian mobs
collaborating with the Germans (Moulioukova and Kanet 2022, 126). This narrative
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gained additional traction amid the Maidan protests in Kyiv. While this event was
dominated by EU and Ukraine’s blue-and-yellow flags, red-and-black flags associated
with Ukrainian nationalists also appeared, sparking debate over the role of radical
nationalism in the revolution. In this context, the Kremlin transformed the red-and-black
flag seen on Maidan Square into a symbol of supposed ongoing Nazi affiliations among
Ukrainian protesters, labeling the newly formed Ukrainian government as ‘“neo-Nazis”
and accusing it of committing genocide against Russians and other ethnic minorities in
Ukraine (Kulyk 2014, 100).

In his March 2014 address to the Russian Parliament, Vladimir Putin framed the
events in Ukraine as a coup against the legitimately elected president, orchestrated by

"nationalists, neo-Nazis, Russophobes, and anti-Semites." He also noted that:
“The situation in Ukraine has turned out in such a way that we are forced to begin work on returning
Crimea to Russia. Because we cannot leave this territory and people there adrift, under the steamroller of

nationalists” (President of Russia 2014).

Similarly, during his (in)famous speech that launched the full-scale invasion of
Ukraine—referred to by the Russian government as a special military operation
(Spetsial'naya voennaya operatsiya/CrieniuanbHast BoeHHas onepaiusi)—he declared that
the invasion's purpose was "to denazify Ukraine."

Just as the narrative of Kyivan Rus' is used to reinforce Ukraine's place within
Russia's historical Self, the Soviet Union's fight against Nazism has become a
foundational memory that the Kremlin strives to maintain through assertive policies
(Edenborg 2017; Ryan 2023). Russia's use of the Great Patriotic War as a foreign-policy
instrument has faced growing opposition from rival counter-narratives, particularly those
advanced by the Baltic states, Poland, and Ukraine (Malinova 2017; Belavusau 2022).
While post-Soviet Russian narratives highlight Soviet military heroism during 194145,
these countries have focused on earlier or more contentious events—such as the 1939
Molotov—Ribbentrop Pact and the repression of groups labeled as "disloyal" by Stalin in
Soviet-liberated territories, including Poles (1939-1941 and 1944-1945), Estonians,
Latvians, and Lithuanians (1941 and 1945-1949), and Crimean Tatars (1944), which has
also been a point of contention (Rudling 2021). Therefore, these elements can undermine
Russia’s sense of ontological security, with assertiveness serving the Kremlin as a means
of preserving the coherence of its narratives, in its own view.

3.3.2. The Threat of Disintegration
Throughout the centuries, Russia has experienced nine significant invasions,
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including assaults by Sweden, Poland, and France. The most catastrophic event occurred
in 1941, when Nazi Germany invaded the Soviet Union (Sakwa 2020, 24). More recently,
in August 2024, amid the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian War, the Ukrainian armed forces
launched an offensive into Russia’s Kursk region and held portions of Russian territory
for nearly a year. These events have instilled in the Russian consciousness what
Tsygankov (2014a, 6) describes as a "psychological complex of insecurity." Yevgeny
Primakov, then Foreign Minister and later Prime Minister, argued that NATO’s
expansion was “not a military problem, but a psychological one” (Tsygankov 2014, 108).

Throughout his presidency, Putin has repeatedly warned of societal fragmentation in
his public addresses. For example, in May 2003, during his annual address to the Federal

Assembly, he declared:

“A country like Russia can live and develop within its current borders only if it is a strong power. In
all periods of the country’s weakening—whether political or economic—the threat of disintegration has

always and inevitably arisen before Russia” (President of Russia 2003).
Amid worsening relations with the West and events unfolding in Ukraine, Putin has
repeatedly emphasized that Russia’s rivals have consistently sought its disintegration. For

example, during a working trip to the Republic of Buryatia in March 2023, he said:

For us this [the war in Ukraine] is not a fight to achieve some geopolitical status. For us, it is about a
fight for the survival of Russian statehood, because our adversary, or, as I referred to them previously, our
partners, have one goal—and we know this from previous decades—which is to destabilize us and pull our
country apart. That is the point. So, for us, this is not a geopolitical goal but a matter of survival of Russian
statehood and the creation of proper conditions for further development of our country and our children.

This is what is at stake for us (Putin 2023).

In highlighting the threat of disintegration, Putin has frequently used the terms
"smuta" (cmyTta) or "smutnye vremena" (cMyTHble BpemeHa). These terms are often
rendered as "times of trouble." Historically, cmyTta refers to a turbulent period of political
upheaval during the foreign occupations by Polish and Lithuanian forces between 1598
and 1612/13 (Coalson 2012; Petersson 2013; Sakwa 2020). Nonetheless, Putin has
frequently likened this historical moment to the tumultuous aftermath of the Soviet
Union's dissolution (Mjer 2018, 19). Other episodes of smuta that Putin has frequently
referenced include the fall of Kyivan Rus’, the period following the Mongol invasion, and
the Bolshevik Revolution.

Another event Putin recently described as smuta was the attempted military uprising
in June 2023, orchestrated by Yevgeny Prigozhin, the head of the private military

company (PMC) "Wagner." In a televised speech to the citizens of Russia, Putin
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announced:

Today, Russia is waging a tough struggle for its future, repelling the aggression of neo-Nazis and their
patrons [reference to the war in Ukraine]. The entire military, economic and informational machine of the
West is directed against us. We are fighting for the lives and security of our people, for our sovereignty and
independence, for the right to be and remain Russia, a state with a thousand-year history... Therefore, any
actions that split our nation are essentially a betrayal of our people, of our comrades-in-arms who are now
fighting at the frontline. This is a knife in the back of our country and our people. A blow like this was
dealt to Russia in 1917, when the country was fighting in World War 1. But the victory was stolen from it:
intrigues, squabbles, and politicking behind the backs of the army and the nation turned into the greatest
turmoil, the destruction of the army, the collapse of the state, and the loss of vast territories, ultimately
leading to the tragedy of the civil war. Russians were killing Russians, and brothers were killing brothers,
while all sorts of political adventurers and foreign forces profited from the situation by tearing the country
apart to divide it. We will not allow this to happen again. We will protect our people and our statehood
from any threats, including from internal betrayal... Once again, any internal revolt is a deadly threat to our

statechood and our nation. It is a blow to Russia, to our people” (President of Russia 2024).

Putin articulated the threat of disintegration through two distinct modalities. The first
pertains to the ongoing conflict wherein Russia is engaged in Ukraine. The second
involves the use of the term cmyTa, comparing Prigozhin’s attempted coup to the events
following the 1917 revolution. This discursive strategy underscores how the Russian
President depicts disintegration as a grave and alarming prospect. Consequently, he can
portray himself as a resolute leader and Russia as a resilient, cohesive nation, thereby
fostering national unity and morale.

The notion of a powerful, centralized "strong state" (cubHOE rocynapcTBo/sil'noye
gosudarstvo) is deeply rooted in the autocratic tradition of Tsarist rule
(camopnepxasue/samoderzhaviye) mentioned in the preceding section. It remains
fundamental to Russia's sense of national identity and honor (Tsygankov 2014, viii). The

latter:

“...has been established over the course of millennia. Rooted in Eastern Christianity, it came to include
a distinctive concept of spiritual freedom and the ideal of a strong and socially protective state capable of

defending its own subjects from abuses at home and threats from abroad” (Tsygankov 2014, 28).

During the Soviet period, the notion of a strong state became a similarly powerful
one-party system characterized by a strict monopoly on authority (Kanet and
Moulioukova 2022, 14). According to Kotkin (2016), a strong and assertive state, capable
and willing to pursue its own interests, has remained the primary guarantor of security for

post-Soviet Russia. As Vladimir Putin himself wrote in 2000:

“For Russians a strong state is not an anomaly that should be gotten rid of. Quite the contrary, they

see it as a source and guarantor of order and the initiator and main driving force of any change” (Putin
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2000).

Putin emphasized the importance of the strong state concept in a December 2015
speech to the Federal Assembly, during which he mentioned the annexation of Crimea.

On this occasion, he announced:

“We crossed another milestone in 2014 when Crimea and Sevastopol were reunified with Russia.
Russia declared a voce piena its status as a strong state with a millennium-long history and great traditions,

as a nation consolidated by common values and common goals” (Putin 2015).

3.3.3. Russia as an Unrecognized Great Power
The Kremlin’s self-perception as a great power and its pursuit of equitable, horizontal

relations with the West have attracted considerable scholarly attention. Numerous
scholars, including Adomeit (1995), Hopf (2002), Mankoff (2009), Zarakol (2011),
Tsygankov (2014a), Neumann (2015), Sakwa (2020), Curanovi¢ (2021), Narozhna
(2021), Kanet and Moulioukova (2022), and many others, have examined these themes.

As Neumann observes:

“Russia is stuck in a prison of its own making. The name of that prison is great power identity. Time
and again since the fall of the Soviet Union, we have heard Russians state that Russia has to be a great

power, or it will be nothing” (Neumann 2015, 5).

From its early interactions with the Holy Roman Empire to greater engagement
during and after Peter the Great's reign, and throughout the Soviet period, Russia sought
equal recognition from Europe's leading powers and, later, from the United States
(Neumann 2015, 128). As the country gradually embraced modernity within an
increasingly hierarchical international order, Western recognition became critical to its
self-identity. Securing a "rightful" place within contemporary European international
society emerged as a top priority for Russian leaders (Narozhna 2021, 65).

According to Zarakol (2011, 10-12), Russia's status as a latecomer to the Western
core of the international order led to its frequent labeling as "backward" or "uncivilized,"
creating a long-standing stigma within the global hierarchy. This stigma has long
contributed to Russian elites' ontological insecurity (Zarakol 2011, 17). One notable
example is Peter the Great's (1682-1725) Westernizing reforms, which sought to
transform Russia from a traditional Orthodox tsardom into a more Europeanized state.
Manifestations of Russia's perceived inferiority have resurfaced several times throughout
history. A telling example comes from the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin (1922-1952), who

once stated:
“The history of the old Russia was the continual beating she suffered because of her backwardness.

She was beaten by the Mongol khans. She was beaten by the Turkish beys. She was beaten by the Swedish
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feudal lords. She was beaten by the Polish and Lithuanian gentry. She was beaten by the English and French
capitalists. She was beaten by the Japanese barons. All beat her—for her backwardness... We are fifty or a
hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must make good this distance in ten years. Either we do

it, or we shall be crushed” (Stalin in Sakwa 2020, 187-88).
In a 2010 interview, then-Russian president Dmitry Medvedev (2008-2012) said:

“We believed that we would be welcomed, that we were all open, modern, no longer threatening
anyone, and would quickly and easily integrate into the ranks of other civilized, developed countries. It
turned out differently...the West was not fully ready to abandon stereotypes either” (President of Russia

2010).

Frustration and anger over the West's misrecognition have dominated Putin's
speeches in recent years. During the televised press conference and public dialogue titled
"Results of the Year" (Itogi Goda/Utoru ['oga) on December 19, 2024, Putin commented
on the alleged pro-Western stance of the first president of the Russian Federation, Boris
Yeltsin, stating:

“Everything seemed fine; they patted him [Boris Yeltsin], and turned a blind eye when he drank. He
was welcome in all Western circles. But as soon as he raised his voice in defence of Yugoslavia, as soon as
he said that it violated international law and the UN Charter, as soon as he said that striking Belgrade, the
capital of a European country, without UN Security Council approval was unacceptable in modern Europe,

they immediately started having a go at him, calling him names, saying he was a drunk, and so on. Do you

not remember that?”” (Putin 2024).

After the Soviet Union's collapse, three major ideological camps emerged in Russian
political discourse, each with a distinct vision for the country's international direction
(Jackson 2003, 40-45). Jackson (2003, 45) identifies three groups: liberal Westernizers
(Zapadniki/3anannukun), pragmatic nationalists, and nationalist fundamentalists.
Although factions debated the precise meaning of Russia's greatness, they all agreed on
one point: Russia was "doomed to be a great power" by virtue of its very identity, as
Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev put it (1994, 62). The first post-Soviet Foreign Policy
Concept echoed this sentiment, explicitly framing its objectives around securing
recognition for the Russian Federation as "a great power with a centuries-long history"
(Russian Federation 2005, 27).

With  Putin's rise to power, the concept of '"great power"
(Derzhavnost'/Jlep>xaBHOCTh) became more prominent and exclusive in Russian
discourse. While the gradual dissolution of the ideological divide between the pre-Soviet
and Soviet pasts marked a significant departure from the immediate post-Soviet era, Putin
actively sought to restore continuity between these identities, framing them within the

logic of great power status (Kanet and Moulioukova 2022, 27). In 2000, in an open letter
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to Russian voters, he stated:

“Russia has ceased to be an empire, but it has not wasted its potential as a great power. We no longer
dictate to anyone, and we do not keep anyone from leaving us; instead we have the time and resources to
devote to ourselves. The new generation has got a great historic chance to build a Russia that it will not be

ashamed to pass on to its children” (Putin 2000).
According to Kazharski (2019, 29), Putin and Medvedev used phrases such as

"enormous country" (ogromnaya strana/orpomsas ctpana) and "one-sixth of the Earth's
dry land" (odna shestaya chast' sushi/ogna mecras gacts cymm) to instill national pride
after the Soviet Union's territorial loss. In 2002, Putin stated, "Russia will be either great
or nothing" (Benukoii unmn Hukakoit/Velikoy ili nikakoy) (Samokhvalov 2017, 213).

While the Kremlin has long viewed itself as a great power, it has long perceived the
West as failing to recognize this status (Smith 2014, 357). A series of events in the early
2000s reinforced this perception. For example, Moscow viewed the 2003 invasion of Iraq
as evidence of Western disregard for its interests, particularly given Bush's decision to
invade a country that was once a Soviet client and in which Russia had significant
financial stakes, without consulting Putin (Hansen 2004).

Furthermore, NATO's 2004 eastward expansion, which included Bulgaria, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia; the "color revolutions" in Georgia
and Ukraine in 2003 and 2004; and the ongoing US military presence in Central Asia all
contributed to Russia's perception of Western encirclement and disregard for its status as
a great power. Putin's (in)famous speech at the Munich Security Conference in 2007
centered on the Kremlin's frustration with its inability to establish more balanced relations
with the United States, arguing that NATO expansion had nothing to do with modernizing

the alliance or enhancing European security.

“On the contrary, it represents a serious provocation that reduces the level of mutual trust. And we

have the right to ask: against whom this expansion is intended?” (Putin 2007).

Meanwhile, Russia's perception of being misunderstood by the West as a great power
fueled what became known as the "conservative turn" in Russian politics. According to
Curanovi¢ (2021, 100), elite figures now emphasize Russia's unique role in preserving
traditional values. These traditional values include marriage as a partnership between a
man and a woman, the value of family, religious beliefs, the importance of the state, and
patriotism (Trenin 2014). An initial shift toward conservative narratives emerged around
2005-2006, likely in response to the previously mentioned events in Russia-West
relations, but a more pronounced shift emerged domestically between 2012 and 2013.

This later development coincided with the ruling elite's declining legitimacy amid
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widespread protests over alleged election rigging in the State Duma (Laruelle 2015).
The Kremlin's adherence to traditional values became inextricably linked to its

opposition to Western influence, framing Russia's identity within a broader context of

resistance to Western encroachment (Hansen 2016). In a February 2014 interview with

"Kommersant," Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated that:

“Moral relativism, the promotion of almost unlimited freedom and hedonism, strengthening the
position of militant atheism, the withdrawal from the traditional values which have defined the moral
foundations for human development for centuries. Furthermore, all this is promoted with messianic zeal

both inside their own country and in relations with their neighbors” (Kommersant 2014).

In 2022, President Putin described the Western value system, which includes diverse
family arrangements, acceptance of sexual minorities, and multiple gender identities, as
"outright Satanism" (President of Russia 2022). In November of the same year, amid the
ongoing conflict in Ukraine, the Russian government issued a policy document titled
"State policy for the preservation and strengthening of traditional Russian spiritual and
moral values" (President of Russia 2022).

As a result, these deeply rooted perceptions of anger and humiliation have become
central to Russian self-identity. The Kremlin’s attachment to the conflict with the West
offers a sense of familiarity and stability. According to ontological security theory,
engaging in conflict with a significant Other provides the routines that help an actor
maintain a sense of ontological security.

3.3.4. Moral Subjectivity and Cultural Allies

The final dimension of post-Soviet Russia’s Self, discussed in this chapter, concerns
what 1 designate as matters of moral subjectivity. The latter signifies the concept that
Russia perceives itself as a fundamentally moral force globally, and that the roles it
assumes within the international system serve as expressions of its intrinsic need for
recognition as a superior moral authority. Understanding this facet is vital to
understanding how Russia constructs its pursuit of ontological security, not solely through
the desire for recognition in lateral relationships with the West, but also through the
necessity of upholding hierarchical or vertical relations with its periphery.

For centuries, Russia operated as a political entity that predated the emergence of
European international society, maintaining a social world in which it held the normative
authority to set standards and affirming both its own primacy and the perceived
superiority of significant others (Narozhna 2021, 65). In the mid-15th century, following

the fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Empire, Russia began articulating a vision of itself
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as the “Third Rome,” positioning itself as the spiritual heir to the Byzantine Empire and
the new global center of Orthodox Christianity (Tsygankov 2014a, 34). In the early 16th
century, the monk Philotheus of Pskov wrote a letter to Prince Vasili III declaring that
Russia was now responsible for preserving the Christian faith after the fall of Rome in
476 and Constantinople in 1453 (Curanovi¢ 2021, 103). As Ryabova and Ryabov (2010,
58) point out, this idea played a key role in masculinizing Russia’s discourse and self-
image, shaping its portrayal as both guardian and warrior and reinforcing its enduring
sense of honor.

Prominent thinkers, writers, and philosophers expanded on Russia's image as a
Christian and moral power. Among them was the Slavophile philosopher Ivan
Kireyevsky, who believed Russia protected Christianity's true essence and guarded
“spiritual Truth” (Neumann 1996, 34-35). Fyodor Stepun shared this conviction, and
Fyodor Dostoyevsky famously depicted Russia as a "God-bearing nation," fated to
redeem humanity through its faith and suffering (Romanowski 2013, 86). Eurasianist
thinker Konstantin Leontiev saw Russia as the rightful successor to Byzantium's historical
mission (Curanovi¢ 2021, 123).

Importantly, Russia’s self-conception was not merely symbolic. In the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, this image served as a powerful political justification for Russia’s
repeated military confrontations with the Ottoman Empire. These campaigns were, at
least in part, framed as efforts to protect the rights of millions of Christians, who at the
time made up more than a third of the Ottoman population (Tsygankov 2014a, 34). Article
I of the Treaty of Kiigiik Kaynarca in 1774, which marked the end of the Russo-Turkish
War of 1768-74, stated that “pardon and amnesty were granted in relation to all Christian
subjects within the Ottoman Empire who fought against the Ottomans” (Jakjimovsjka
n.d.).

This tradition of framing intervention as a moral obligation did not end with the
imperial era; instead, it continues to shape Russia's self-perception as a moral authority
today. Examining Russia’s interventions in Georgia in 2008 and in Crimea in 2014,
Reshetnikov (2017, 165) describes the Kremlin’s actions as reflexive practices that
reaffirm a stable sense of Self through the language of moral obligation. For example, in
May 2014, during a QandA session at the Saint Petersburg International Economic
Forum, President Putin stated that had Russia not annexed Crimea, “there would be more
casualties there than in Odessa,” referring to the tragic incident at Odesa’s Trade Unions

House, where clashes and a fire caused by Ukrainian nationalist paramilitaries resulted in
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48 deaths and hundreds of injuries.

Russian officials deliberately invoked the specter of "genocide" against the Ossetian
people during the 2008 conflict, portraying the operation as a moral imperative
(Reshetnikov 2017). In August 2008, while serving as prime minister, Putin visited a tent
hospital housing refugees from South Ossetia. After hearing accounts of atrocities by
Georgian troops, he responded, “They have gone totally mad. It is genocide, really” (Toal
2017, 182). In September 2008, Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov emphasized that Russia
would “responsibly” undertake its “mediation mission in the negotiation process and
peacekeeping” efforts in Nagorno-Karabakh, noting that “each place has its specific
features, its formats, and mechanisms of mediation” (Allison 2008, 190).

While it might be argued that interventions are merely reflexive acts by which Russia
seeks to maintain the coherence of its biographical narrative, I contend that such practices
cannot be studied in isolation. Rather, they must be understood in relation to those
“Others” who recognize and affirm Russia’s moral authority. In this regard, Tsygankov’s
concept of “cultural allies” is especially valuable, as it shows how external recognition
has shaped Russia’s sense of moral purpose as central to its pursuit of ontological security,
rather than merely a reflexive act.

Cultural allies are nations or communities with which Russia identifies at a given
historical moment and toward which it adopts a distinctly paternalistic stance (Tsygankov
2014, 34; Curanovi¢ 2021, 135). Russia does not regard cultural allies as equal partners
but as kin deserving its protection and care (Curanovi¢ 2021, 135). As Obolonsky (2018,
80) observes, this hierarchical perspective on foreign policy traces back to Fyodor
Dostoyevsky, who believed only Russia could unite and protect the Slavic peoples and
Orthodox nations. According to Tsygankov, the concept of "cultural allies" has never

been static but has evolved. As he writes:

“The definition of cultural allies changed over time. In the twentieth century, the ideologically
transformed Soviet Russia was no longer committed to defending Christians or Slavs as it had been a
century earlier. Instead, the state’s international assistance was geared to support the honor of socialism
and egalitarian ideology. The Soviet rulers provided financial assistance and political support for

communist parties across the world” (Tsygankov 2014, 34).

Today, Tsygankov (2014a, 35) argues that the Russian Federation perceives a similar
moral obligation to defend the so-called “Russkiy mir” (Pycckuit mup). According to the
Russkiy Mir Foundation (n.d.), established in 2007 under President Putin's leadership,

this collective comprises ethnic Russians, non-Russian citizens of the Russian Federation,
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the Russian diaspora, individuals fluent in Russian, and those who express concerns about
Russia's future. Patriarch Kirill characterized Russkiy Mir as a community based on the
Orthodox faith, Russian culture and language, a common historical memory, and a model
of socio-economic development (Russian Orthodox Church 2009). According to
Curanovi¢ (2020, 135), following the annexation of Crimea, the conflict in Eastern
Ukraine, and the war in Syria, Russian-speaking populations in former Soviet republics
and Christians in the Middle East have increasingly come to be seen as part of this
extended kinship.

While I adopt Tsygankov’s concept of cultural allies as a key reference for
understanding the role of significant Others in Russia’s quest for ontological security, I
find it important to raise two main critiques of how he frames this notion. First, although
Tsygankov states that the overarching aim of his book is “to demonstrate change and
continuity in Russia’s foreign policy as shaped by considerations of state honor” (2014a,
8), he primarily conceptualizes continuity in relation to Russia’s engagement with the
West, paying comparatively little attention to its ties with cultural allies. In fact, he treats
Russia’s interactions with post-Soviet countries primarily as outcomes of its broader
great-power ambitions, suggesting that horizontal relations determine the nature of
vertical ones.

This interpretation underestimates the relations between the Kremlin and the
republics that emerged from the remnants of the Soviet Union. These nations, connected
to Russia through nearly 270 years of shared political history, faced a critical decision:
either to relinquish its imperial legacy in favor of equal, sovereign partnerships or to
persist in perceiving the former Soviet space as its inherent sphere of influence.

From the perspective of the Russian leadership, these states were regarded both as
separate entities and as extensions of the Russian Self. Vladimir Kazimirov, who served
as Ambassador-at-Large and Plenipotentiary Representative of the President of the
Russian Federation in the Nagorno-Karabakh peace process from 1992 to 1996, aptly

characterized this ambiguous boundary. In his reflections on this conflict, he noted:

“At that point, we were instructed not to view the conflict as ‘our own’: both Azerbaijan and Armenia
had already proclaimed their independence. But it was impossible to treat it as a foreign affair either: both
the Azeris and the Armenians were still our own fellow countrymen for us — our own lads were dying! And
this later proved to be one of the distinctive features of our peacemaking efforts in Karabakh” (Kazimirov
2014, 25).

The necessity for the Russian leadership to elucidate its ambiguous relations with
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these states coincided with the emergence of ethno-territorial conflicts throughout the
post-Soviet region—including Azerbaijan, Armenia, Moldova, Georgia, and Tajikistan—
and within Russia itself, affecting regions such as Chechnya, Ingushetia, North Ossetia,
and Dagestan. In subsequent years, Moscow has increasingly become involved in these
conflicts, successfully mediating ceasefire agreements, strengthening its military
presence, and fostering integration mechanisms aimed at incorporating these nations into
its sphere of influence.

In this context, the notion of Russia reclaiming its historical role as the region’s
protector resurfaced. In 1992, Armenian-born Russian political scientist Andranik
Migranyan, at that time an adviser to President Boris Yeltsin and a professor at the
Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO), contended that “many of
these territories [post-Soviet countries] were part of the Russian Empire long before their
incorporation into the newly independent states, and therefore, they deserved protection
by Russia” (Sagramoso 2000, 37). Even during Russia’s brief period of pro-Western
foreign policy, in a 1993 speech to the Civic Union Congress, President Yeltsin

proclaimed:

“Stopping all armed conflicts on the territory of the former Soviet Union is Russia’s vital interest. The
world community sees more and more clearly Russia’s special responsibility in this difficult undertaking”

(Yeltsin 1993 in Toal 2017, 43).

The enduring concept of Russia as a moral authority is firmly embedded in its post-
Soviet identity. Although Tsarist imperial practices appeared to diminish by the time of
the Soviet Union's dissolution, their continued presence during the Soviet era, even in
modified forms, contributed to their deep-rooted integration into the Russian identity. As

articulated by Oskanian:

“Russia also saw itself as a defender of a certain kind of instrumentally bounded authenticity for ‘its’
peoples. While the Tsars’ ‘becoming a brother to the conquered’ turned into the Bolsheviks’ ‘brotherhood

of peoples’” (Oskanian 2017, 4).

Russia's relationship with its periphery is central to its self-image as a distinct
civilization bridging Europe and Asia, as well as to the enduring sense of exceptionalism
that has shaped the Russian Self throughout the Tsarist, Soviet, and post-Soviet eras
(Layton 1995; Morozov 2015; Oskanian 2017; Curanovi¢ 2021). These themes are
reflected in the 2023 Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation, which, in
point 49, states that “Russia, strengthening its position as one of the influential sovereign
centers of world development and civilization [needs] to ensure sustainable long-term

good-neighborly relations and to combine the strengths in various fields with the CIS
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member states, which are connected with Russia by centuries-old traditions of joint
statehood, deep interdependence in various fields, a common language and close
cultures.” Similarly, point 43.5 highlights the importance of “preserving centuries-old
civilizational and spiritual ties between the people of Russia and the peoples of these
states.”

Hence, the Russian Self can be argued to be grounded in a proud belief in Russia’s
civilizing mission toward its periphery and in its role as the bearer of a dominant order
over populations viewed as subordinate to the imperial center (Morozov 2015, 65).
Oskanian (2017, 4) similarly notes that this sense of exceptionalism has long justified a
hierarchical outlook toward Russia’s eastern periphery, particularly the Caucasus and
Central Asia. Tsarist expansion in these regions illustrates the diversity of imperial
policies. In the Caucasus, where Christian populations such as Georgians and Armenians
were already established, the Russian Empire often pursued protectorate-like
relationships with these groups while simultaneously conducting relentless military
campaigns against Muslim tribes portrayed as uncivilized and resistant to Russian
authority (Layton 1995, 2).

With these premises established, I now revisit the concept of cultural allies and their
importance to the Kremlin’s ontological security. Several scholars previously cited
interpret Moscow’s decision to engage in armed conflict with Georgia and its subsequent
declaration of South Ossetia and Abkhazia as independent states in 2008 primarily as a
reaction to a profound sense of humiliation within its relations with the West. Events
purported to have influenced this sentiment include the “color revolutions” in Georgia
(2003) and Ukraine (2004), NATO’s enlargement in 2004 to include the Baltic states,
Western endorsement of Kosovo’s independence in 2008, and the NATO summit held in
Bucharest that same year. During this summit, Ukraine and Georgia were officially
considered for prospective NATO membership. Russia consequently issued vehement
warnings regarding the political and military repercussions of such expansion (Tsygankov
2014a, 246; Curanovi¢ 2021, 228).

Another significant event worthy of consideration is Russia’s justification for its use
of force against Georgia in the 2008 war, which it framed as a necessary measure to
protect its allies. The Kremlin defended its intervention as an effort to safeguard
“compatriots and peacekeepers” in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, citing the widespread
issuance of Russian passports to local populations and the presence of Russian

peacekeepers in these territories since the early 1990s (Reshetnikov 2017, 173-74).
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Russia’s use of the language of humanitarian responsibility, grounded in
international legal norms such as the Responsibility to Protect (R2P), has been interpreted
as reflecting its engagement with the West and its need to have its self-ascribed role as a
great power recognized (Allison 2008; Mankoff 2009). While I agree with Morozov
(2015, 19) that Russia has been integrated into the Eurocentric international order and
remains normatively dependent on the West, this sense of responsibility cannot be
understood solely as Russia’s desire for recognition as an equal. It must also be viewed

through the lens of Russia’s self-perception as a morally superior force in the region.

Conclusion

This chapter has shown that understanding Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict requires, first and foremost, a clear grasp of the conflict’s evolution and of the
debates that have shaped its interpretation. The opening sections traced the emergence of
the Armenian—Azerbaijani dispute, the dynamics of the three war periods, and the shifting
military, diplomatic, and socio-political conditions that defined both interwar phases.
This overview was necessary not only to contextualize Russia’s involvement but also to
clarify the complexity of the environment in which Moscow operated.

The subsequent sections examined how scholars have interpreted Russian practices
across these stages, whether as Armenia’s ally, Azerbaijan’s strategic partner, Turkey’s
counterpart, the main mediator, or the main weapons supplier. Despite their differences,
these accounts share a common reliance on outcome-based explanations. As the chapter
demonstrated, this dynamic has limited the literature’s ability to analyze how Russia itself
perceived the conflict or the deeper reasons behind its persistent ambiguity. It also raises
the point that, despite formal alliance commitments, the Kremlin has been anything but a
reliable ally for Armenia or Karabakh Armenians, showing once again how the protector
image analyzed in the next section is far from historically coherent. Finally, the review
of constructivist approaches to Russian foreign policy highlighted the Kremlin's main
ontological concerns: biographical continuity, the existential threat of disintegration,
great-power identity, and moral subjectivity tied to hierarchical recognition and culturally
meaningful allies.

While this final insight illuminates important dimensions of Russian selthood, it has
not been applied to Russia’s involvement in Nagorno-Karabakh. Nevertheless, it is
precisely this aspect—only that—that lies at the core of my argument: Russia’s sense of

itself as a morally significant actor is not merely a reflection of its search for horizontal
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recognition from the West but is rooted in a vertical, hierarchical conception of honor
inherited from its pre-modern imperial identity, in which certain cultural allies, such as

Armenia, play a crucial role in affirming Russia’s moral standing.
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4. METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Having acknowledged that prevailing interpretations of Russia’s (dis)engagement in
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict have been shaped predominantly by outcome-oriented
analyses, this study contends that adopting a meaning-centered approach, which
investigates how post-Soviet Russia ascribes significance to its security practices in the
South Caucasus in relation to its sense of Self, provides a unique contribution to the
literature on Russian foreign policy.

To develop this argument, the dissertation brings the concepts of ontological security,
collective memory, and honor into conversation, arguing that their intersection, viewed
through the prism of a politics of deference toward cultural allies in the region, constitutes
an important dimension of post-Soviet Russia’s pursuit of a stable and coherent
biographical narrative. As discussed in Chapter 2, while these concepts have been widely
used to examine Russia’s pursuit of horizontal, ostensibly equal relations of recognition
with the West, far less attention has been devoted to their role in structuring the Kremlin’s
vertical relations with its former periphery. By bringing this dimension to the fore, the
dissertation draws on Clément et al.’s (2017) hero-protector narrative as a particularly
productive analytical framework for tracing the actors, roles, and narrative sequences
through which this politics of deference is articulated.

This section outlines the methodological approach and research design used to
address the research question introduced in the dissertation’s opening chapter. I restate it
here: This dissertation explores how Russia navigated anxieties about its self-image as a
benevolent protector during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between 2015 and 2024, with
particular emphasis on how Russian actors perceived Armenia’s (mis)recognition of this
role. Addressing this question requires: (1) reconstructing the mnemonic foundations of
Russia’s biographical narrative; and (2) examining how that narrative was mobilized and
adapted in Russian discourse on Armenia during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

These two stages form a single abductive research process in which emotions serve
as an interpretive lens that brings collective memory and foreign policy into dialogue.
Rather than seeking frequent or explicit invocations of the Tsarist past by Russian actors
to legitimize the persistence of an asymmetric security relationship with Armenia, the

analysis examines how historically rooted expectations surrounding Russia’s self-
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ascribed role as a hero-protector and Armenia’s corresponding position as both a
protected ally and a victim surfaced through emotions in discourse during the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict.

The chapter proceeds in three steps. It first situates the analysis within the growing
literature on emotions in IR. It then unpacks the emotional dynamics underpinning the
hero-protector narrative and situates them within the honor-inflected sociopolitical setting
of imperial Russia. Finally, it introduces EDA as the method for tracing these dynamics
in the empirical material. The final section presents the research design, outlining its
philosophical and methodological foundations, the rationale for selecting actors and
sources, the temporal scope of the analysis, and the procedures for data collection,

sampling, and coding.

4.1. Social Constructivism and Emotions

In accordance with the theoretical premises delineated in the preceding chapters, this
research asserts that post-Soviet Russia relies on the historical legacy of Tsarist—
Armenian interactions not as an explicit justification for its current policies, but rather as
an implicit interpretive framework through which it constructs a politics of deference
toward Armenia and, in doing so, seeks ontological security. Given the distance of this
historical memory, frequent or explicit references to the Tsarist era are unlikely to be
identified. Instead, the focus is on how this memory is embedded within recurrent
discursive patterns that influence Russia’s self-representations and its portrayal of
Armenia. Specifically, the analysis concentrates on the emotional dynamics through
which the expectations of recognition associated with these roles are perpetuated within
official and semi-official discourse.

Emotions occupy a central place in this study insofar as they mediate the relationship
among the theoretical concepts developed in Chapter 2. While ontological security is
intrinsically bound up with anxiety, honor and deference are not emotions themselves but
moral values whose political significance is expressed through emotion. Existing
scholarship suggests that honor and deference are most closely associated with
compassion and anger (Mosquera 2022), the two emotions at the heart of the hero-
protector narrative. At the same time, these emotions sustain and reinforce the moral
hierarchies of values and beliefs through which political action is rendered meaningful
(Mercer 1996). The politics of deference can thus be understood as a relationship

constituted through emotional hierarchies, in which historically sedimented narratives
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shape whose emotions are regarded as worthy of, in Gustafsson and Hall’s (2021, 976)
words, “consideration, respect, and priority.”

Matsumoto (2009, 179) defines emotions as “a transient, neurophysiological
response to a stimulus that excites a coordinated system of bodily and mental responses
that inform us about our relationship to the stimulus and prepare us to deal with it in some
way.” In everyday language, people often conflate emotion with affect, though the two
are analytically distinct. Affect refers to pre-reflective bodily sensations that precede or
exceed conscious awareness and cognitive representation (Clément et al. 2017; Koschut
2020). It encompasses transient embodied states, including moods, intuitions,
dispositions, and other subconscious bodily responses. Emotions, by contrast, arise from
the social and cultural interpretation of these embodied sensations (Hutchison 2016).
They involve attributing meaning to bodily experience, rendering it intelligible in relation
to particular actors, objects, or situations.

While Matsumoto’s definition captures the physiological and individual dimensions
of emotion, it accords less attention to its sociocultural and collective character. From a
social constructivist perspective, emotions not only arise through social interpretation but
also shape and reflect shared understandings of values, norms, and ideals (Crawford
2014). Accordingly, Mercer (2014, 216) offers a broader definition of emotion as the
“subjective experience of some diffuse physiological change...a feeling that has intrinsic
importance to an actor in some relationship with an entity.” This conception also brings
to the fore emotion’s constitutive relationship with identity. As Mercer (2014) argues,
emotions invest identities with significance and foster attachment to them, while identity,
in turn, provides the basis for collective emotions.

Building on this understanding, Halperin (2011) conceptualizes emotions as directed
toward specific objects and comprising four interrelated components: (1) the perception
of a stimulus; (2) the appraisal of its significance; (3) the corresponding physiological
experience; and (4) the action tendencies it generates. Crucially, such appraisals are
mediated not merely by objective events but by social norms, cultural meanings, and
accumulated experience. These appraisals constitute evaluative judgments through which
actors make sense of particular objects or situations, while action tendencies are the
behavioral orientations that arise from these evaluations (Halperin 2011).

Of Halperin’s four components, appraisals and action tendencies are especially
relevant to this study’s methodological purposes. Unlike physiological experiences,

which remain inaccessible to textual analysis, appraisals and action tendencies can be
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discerned in language and discourse. Appraisals reveal how actors evaluate and attribute
meaning to their relationships with others, while action tendencies indicate the behavioral
orientations associated with those evaluations.

Before turning to the methodological considerations involved in the study of
emotions and introducing the method employed to analyze them, it is necessary to situate
the two emotions at the core of the hero-protector narrative, compassion and anger, within
the Russian sociocultural context. Doing so establishes the meanings through which these
emotions find expression in the Russian Self and the appraisals and action tendencies
associated with them, enabling their subsequent interpretation in the empirical material.

4.1.1. Compassion

Clément et al. (2017, 4) identify “compassion for suffering victims” as one of the two
principal emotional resources through which the hero-protector narrative is mobilized.
Compassion arises from the perception that another actor is suffering undeservedly and
lacks the capacity to alleviate that suffering. Therefore, those who become objects of
compassion are portrayed as innocent and vulnerable, and their inability to escape their
predicament renders them legitimate recipients of the protection offered by a more
powerful actor (Ahmed 2004).

Like emotion and affect, compassion is often conflated in everyday language with
two other terms: empathy and sympathy. Empathy denotes the capacity to understand
another person's emotional or psychological experience without necessarily sharing or
evaluating it. Sympathy goes beyond understanding by involving an affective response to
another's condition while maintaining a distinction between Self and Other (Breyer 2020,
7-9). By contrast, compassion is inherently moral insofar as it is directed toward
undeserved suffering and combines emotional concern with a motivation to alleviate it. It
is thus both Other-oriented and action-oriented (Breyer 2020, 9—-13).

These distinctions are even more clearly reflected in the Russian emotional lexicon.
Three concepts are especially relevant in this regard: socuvstvie (couyBcTBuE),
sostradanie (coctpamanue), and soperezivanie (comepexxuBanue). All three share the
prefix “so” (co), which conveys the notion of shared experience or joint participation
(Vinogradov 1960). As Gladkova's (2010) cross-linguistic analysis demonstrates,
socuvstvie, conventionally translated as sympathy, and sostradanie, commonly rendered
as compassion, both imply a closer emotional connection between the experiencer and
the sufferer than their English counterparts. They combine recognition of another's

suffering with affective co-experiencing and a benevolent orientation toward the sufferer.
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The distinctive meanings of compassion in the Russian language and sociopolitical
context cannot be fully understood without reference to the Christian tradition. Within
that tradition, compassion lies at the heart of the believer's relationship with God, with
Jesus Christ serving as its principal exemplar and mediator (Steenbergh and Ibbet 2021,
5). One of its clearest expressions appears in the Gospel of Luke, in the Parable of the
Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37 | Carson 2012).

In the parable, a Jewish traveler is assaulted and robbed by the roadside. A priest and
a Levite pass by without offering assistance, whereas a Samaritan, despite belonging to a
community traditionally regarded as hostile to the Jews, stops to care for the injured man
(Ure and Frost 2013, 6). Compassion, in this sense, finds expression in charity,
understood as the practical enactment of love through the alleviation of another's suffering
(Garber 2004, 19-20).

While scholars such as Nussbaum (2001), Monroe (2006), and Linklater (2007) argue
that compassion can foster democratic solidarity and expand the boundaries of moral
responsibility, others highlight its more ambivalent political consequences. In fact,
compassion may reinforce victimhood, legitimize paternalistic and hierarchical
relationships between the helper and the sufferer, generate compassion fatigue, and
become entangled with other morally problematic emotions, including anger (Boltanski
1999; Crisp 2008).

In this sense, the Christian understanding of charity also contains an important
element of ambiguity. Because compassion is exercised by those in a position to assist
those in need, it often establishes an asymmetrical relationship between the giver and the
recipient. As Lampert (2005, xiv) observes, compassion has historically been
paternalistic, flowing from the strong to the weak and, in doing so, denying the latter
equal moral agency. Those who receive charity may consequently experience
embarrassment or shame, as the very act of receiving assistance underscores their
dependence and subordinate position within a broader social hierarchy (Frederick and
Goddard 2008; Aptekar 2015).

The paternalistic logic underpinning Christian compassion also extended to
conceptions of political authority. Monarchs who ruled by divine right were regarded as
God's representatives on earth and were expected to embody divine mercy in their
relations with their subjects (Garber 2004, 20). In Russia, this ideal was institutionalized
through the close relationship between the state and the Orthodox Church, in which the

religious duty to alleviate suffering became intertwined with broader projects of political
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and social order (Caldwell 2010, 332-33).

During the Muscovite period and the early Russian Empire, the Orthodox Church
collaborated with authorities to promote religious conversion and consolidate a unified
political and religious order, making charitable activity a key component of state-building
(Khodarkovsky 1996). By the nineteenth century, this relationship increasingly took
shape through organized philanthropy, as Orthodox charitable activity focused on poverty
relief and care for the poor through institutions such as poorhouses and work-relief
programs (Lindenmeyr 1996; Kaiser 1998). This development broadened the
understanding of charity as both a moral duty and a path to personal salvation,
encouraging believers to regard compassionate assistance to those in need as a central
expression of Christian piety (Lindenmeyr 1996; Kenworthy 2008).

As these practices became increasingly prevalent in daily life, compassion also began
to occupy a prominent position within Russia's popular consciousness, emerging as a
recurrent theme within Russian literature and philosophy. For instance, in The Idiot,
Dostoevsky articulated that “compassion is the most important and perhaps the sole law
of existence for all mankind” (1869| Avsey 2022, 275). Similarly, Lev Tolstoy observed
that "authentic compassion commences only when one places oneself in the position of
those who suffer, thereby experiencing genuine suffering” (Sekirin 1997, 375). Likewise,
Nikolai Berdyaev contended in Spirit and Reality that “man is a being who suffers and is
compassionate, who is sensitive to pity, and in these ways affirms the dignity of human
nature” (Lampert 1913|2018, 56).

Finally, the association between political authority and compassion also shaped
retrospective representations of Russia's imperial past. A paradigmatic example appears
in post-Soviet Orthodox portrayals of Nicholas II. As Rousselet and Agadjanian (2011)
observe, hagiographies present the last Tsar as a compassionate Christian ruler who
continually strove to alleviate his people’s suffering, while emphasizing his meekness,
goodness, modesty, simplicity, and closeness to his subjects.

4.1.2. Anger

Alongside compassion, Clément et al. (2017, 4) identify anger as the second principal
emotional resource through which the hero-protector narrative is mobilized. Halperin
(2016, 52) conceptualizes anger as “a negative feeling evoked in response to a perceived
negative event that frustrates a desired goal and is intensified when the event is caused by
a specific agent and viewed as unjust or illegitimate.” Unlike hatred, which attributes an

inherently evil and immutable nature to its target, anger focuses on specific actions
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perceived as unjust, unfair, or norm-violating. Whereas hatred condemns what a group is,
anger condemns what a group does (Fischer et al. 2018).

Because it is rooted in perceptions of injustice, anger is a particularly powerful
catalyst for political action. It mobilizes individuals and groups to act on behalf of those
perceived as suffering and to direct moral outrage toward those held responsible for that
suffering and the practices that perpetuate it (Faulkner 2013). For this reason, scholars
have long regarded anger as a moral emotion (Thompson 2006, 127).

This characteristic is especially clear in the Russian emotional lexicon. As
Wierzbicka (1998) argues, the Russian noun “gnev’ (rHeB), conventionally translated as
anger, differs semantically from its English counterpart because it presupposes not merely
that harm has occurred but that such harm constitutes a violation of fundamental moral
principles. In this respect, “gnev’” more closely resembles the English notion of wrath,
conveying righteous moral condemnation rather than mere personal irritation.

Anger should also be distinguished from shame, which, as discussed in the theoretical
chapter, plays a central role in both ontological security and honor. Whereas anger arises
from the perception of being wronged by another (Averill 1982), shame is a self-
conscious emotion elicited by the perception of violating important moral or social
standards or of appearing inferior in the eyes of others (Tangney 1992). The two emotions
have different behavioral implications. Because anger attributes responsibility for
wrongdoing to an external agent, it generates a desire to confront or punish the perceived
offender. This punitive orientation may be expressed through a variety of responses,
including verbal or physical aggression, confrontation, displaced aggression, or other
actions intended to redress perceived injustice (Averill 1982).

At the same time, anger is not elicited solely by experiences of injustice. It may also
arise when valued identities are threatened or when actors perceive themselves to have
been denied the respect to which they believe they are entitled (Tajfel 1978; Stets and
Burke 2000; Miller 2001). As a response to perceived harm, unfair treatment, or
misrecognition, anger communicates concern for status and social standing (Rosen 2005).
Because respect affirms an actor's identity and position within a social hierarchy, anger
often reflects an attempt to defend a status perceived as unjustly challenged (Wolf2011).

The relationship between anger and status assumes particular significance in the
Russian socio-cultural context. Constructivist scholarship on Russian foreign policy has
consistently shown that Russia's post-Cold War anger stems from the belief that the West

has denied it the recognition and status it considers its due as a great power (Tsygankov

103



2012; Larson and Shevchenko 2019; Curanovi¢ 2021). Nonetheless, this literature says
comparatively little about the historical traditions through which status and hierarchy
came to matter so much in the political cultures of Muscovy and the Russian Empire.

Kollmann's (2016) study of Muscovite honor shows that institutions protecting honor
emerged in response to profound social change and intensifying competition for social
position. In this context, insults were never merely personal offenses. They challenged an
individual's publicly recognized standing and, by extension, the hierarchical order in
which that standing was embedded. Responding to an affront was not simply to vindicate
one's personal dignity but also to reaffirm one's rightful place in society. This logic was
reflected in legal practices, where compensation for dishonor was calibrated by social
rank, simultaneously restoring individual reputation and reinforcing existing hierarchies
(Kollmann 2016, 52—-53, 248-50).

These dynamics did not disappear with the emergence of the Romanov Dynasty. As
Morrissey (2003) demonstrates, nineteenth-century Russia remained organized around
deeply hierarchical and patriarchal relationships linking rulers and subjects, landlords and
serfs, and fathers and households. Within such a social order, challenges to one's
recognized position inevitably carried a strong emotional charge. Therefore, anger was

not simply a reaction to personal offense but a response to perceived threats to honor.

4.2. Emotions in IR and Discourse

Emotions have become an increasingly important focus of inquiry in IR (Campbell
1992; Hansen 2006; Sasley 2011; Hall 2015; Koschut 2020; Gustafsson and Hall 2021;
Koschut and Ross 2026), reflecting a growing recognition of their analytical value for
understanding the relationship between collective identity and foreign policy.

A significant strand of this scholarship examines emotions through discourse,
understood as the “framings of meaning and lenses of interpretation” through which
political reality is rendered intelligible (Hansen 2006, 7). From this perspective, emotions
are not merely articulated through discourse. They also provide political actors with
interpretive resources for apprehending the social world and orienting their engagement
with it. As Hutchison and Bleiker (2017) argue, emotions thereby help constitute
identities, power relations, and status hierarchies. This understanding resonates with
Foucault’s (2003) conception of discourse as delimiting what may legitimately be
articulated and represented.

Building on these insights, Gustafsson and Hall (2021) distinguish between two
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broad approaches to studying emotions in IR. The first, which they term political emotion,
examines how emotional responses, affective states, and lived experiences shape
international political processes and decision-making (Gustafsson and Hall 2021, 974).
Drawing primarily on psychology and neuroscience, this literature investigates how the
physiological, experiential, and cognitive dimensions of emotion influence actors'
preferences, beliefs, motivations, and behavior (Mercer 2005). Emotions are therefore
treated as causally consequential, either as independent forces or as intervening variables
that shape political outcomes.

By contrast, the second approach, which Gustafsson and Hall (2021, 974) label
emotional politics, shifts attention from emotional experience to how emotions are
invoked, constructed, and mobilized through discourse and symbolic representation. This
perspective encompasses studies of emotional performances that construct particular
political images (Hall 2015) and analyses of how political actors mobilize emotions such
as fear, anxiety, or uncertainty to generate support and legitimize political action
(Kinnvall 2004). Rather than asking how emotions influence politics, this body of
scholarship examines how emotions themselves become objects of political contestation
and strategic mobilization.

The second approach is particularly relevant to the present study. Scholarship on
ontological security has shown how emotional meanings shape actors' experiences of
ontological (in)security and translate into foreign policy practices (Rumelili and Togay
2025). Research on collective memory likewise shows that emotions and historical
narratives are mutually constitutive: emotions shape representations of the past while
those narratives constitute and reproduce them (Suboti¢ and Zarakol 2020). Across both
literatures, scholars argue that emotions are best understood not as private psychological
states but as socially meaningful phenomena articulated, negotiated, and reproduced
through discourse.

4.2.1. Emotion Discourse Analysis

Research at the intersection of discourse and emotion can be broadly divided into
two strands: discourse on emotions and emotion discourse (Abu-Lughod and Lutz 1990;
Koschut 2018). The former concerns “the way emotions are talked about scientifically or
in everyday parlay. It defines the way we ontologically and epistemologically conceive
of emotions as being rational/irrational, biological/cultural, personal/social, or
spontaneous/strategic” (Koschut 2018, 277). The latter refers to “how actors talk about

emotions and how they employ emotion categories when talking about subjects, events
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or social relations” (Koschut 2018, 277).

Building on this second strand, EDA starts from the premise that discourse is never
emotionally neutral but inherently contains emotional content or produces emotional
effects (Edwards 1997, 170). Its objective is to “empirically show what the emotions built
into discourse actually do in terms of, for example, revelation of the speaker's motives
and attitudes, recognition of audience reception and responses, construction of power
relationships and hierarchies, or stimulating certain performances and behavior” (Koschut
2018, 281).

Accordingly, EDA examines how foreign policy stakeholders mobilize emotions and
emotional categories in representing subjects, events, and social relationships. Emotional
language may serve strategic functions by attributing praise or blame, legitimizing
particular courses of action, or reinforcing social hierarchies through contrasting
emotional registers (Koschut 2022, 168). At the same time, such emotional expressions
cannot be regarded as purely strategic. Instead, they rest on values, historical experiences,
and collective memories ingrained in actors' self-identities.

The political significance of emotions is closely tied to questions of power. As
Koschut (2017) argues, emotions and power are mutually constitutive, with power
shaping what can be expressed and emotional expressions both reflecting and reproducing
existing power relations. Likewise, emotional language encourages actors to adopt
particular beliefs, values, and roles, thereby reinforcing norms of power and authority
(Ahmed 2004). Rather than establishing causal relationships, EDA explores what
emotional expressions reveal about the construction of identities, hierarchies, and power
relations within discourse (Foucault 1972; Laclau 2004; Koschut 2020).

EDA proceeds in three stages: 1) selecting relevant texts; 2) mapping their emotional
content; and 3) interpreting how emotional expressions shape discourse's meaning and
sociopolitical effects (Koschut 2018).

The first stage of EDA involves constructing a corpus of texts suitable for emotional
analysis (Koschut 2018, 281). Because emotions are expressed differently across textual
genres, Koschut (2018; 2020; 2022) encourages including diverse sources, ranging from
official statements and legal documents to autobiographies, media articles, and cultural
materials. Whereas personal or artistic texts often express emotions explicitly, formal
documents tend to convey them through more indirect or technically neutral language
(Koschut 2018, 281). Therefore, combining different genres enables the capture of a

broader range of emotional expressions and the reconstruction of the emotional dynamics
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underlying political discourse.

Although the specific actors included in the corpus are identified and justified later
in this chapter, it is important to note that the decision to examine both official and semi-
official actors reflects this methodological consideration. Examining different
articulations of the hero—protector narrative across these sources captures the diverse
emotional registers through which it is reproduced, ranging from the more restrained and
institutionalized language of official communication to the more explicit and emotionally
charged formulations that characterize semi-official discourse.

The selection of texts should also account for their intertextual and temporal
dimensions. Emotionally salient texts frequently emerge during crises or other
transformative moments, when emotional expressions become more visible and may
serve as discursive reference points or "landmarks" (Koschut 2018, 282; Laclau and
Mouffe 1985). At the same time, emotional meanings cannot be understood in isolation,
as they are continuously reproduced, adapted, and contested across interconnected texts
(Der Derian et al. 1989). Accordingly, this study examines how the hero—protector
narrative was reproduced not only across actors and textual genres but also across periods
of escalation and relative stability in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between 2015 and
2024. This temporal periodization allows examination of how both moments of crisis and
periods of relative stability reinforced and/or challenged the discursive construction of
Russia's hero—protector role.

The second stage of EDA focuses on identifying the emotional potential of selected
texts by distinguishing between their descriptive and emotional meanings (Koschut 2018,
283). To this end, Koschut (2022) distinguishes between explicit and implicit emotional
expressions. Explicit emotions are signaled by direct references to emotion categories,
including nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs denoting emotions such as anger,
compassion, pride, shame, fear, or gratitude. Implicit emotions, by contrast, are signaled
by emotionally charged connotations, evaluative language, metaphors, historical
analogies, and representations of Self and Other. In addition, Koschut attends to linguistic
markers that amplify or mitigate emotional intensity, as well as to instances in which
emotionally loaded meanings are obscured by more neutral or sanitized formulations.

In this study, both explicit and implicit emotional expressions are analytically
relevant for tracing Russia's politics of deference. Explicit references to emotions such as
compassion and anger reveal how Russia responds to perceived challenges to the hero-

protector narrative. Implicit emotional meanings, particularly those embedded in
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historical analogies to the Tsarist-Armenian encounter, make it possible to reconstruct
the hero—protector narrative through which Russia's politics of deference was articulated.
The final stage interprets emotional expressions within their broader discursive and
political context to assess their sociopolitical effects (Koschut 2018, 285). In developing
EDA, Koschut argues that the emotionalizing effects of discourse can be examined
through a range of discursive practices, including emotional othering, stigmatization,
naming and shaming, intertextuality, performativity, interpellation, and emotional
narratives (Koschut 2018, 2022). Emotional othering focuses on how emotional language
constructs and differentiates the Other by establishing chains of connotations that attach
particular emotional meanings to specific actors, identities, or ideas (Koschut 2018).
Stigmatization, by contrast, stems from the perception of moral transgression. It
creates emotional distance between the transgressor and those who condemn them,
transforming their relationship into one of exclusion and separation (Koschut 2020, 11).
The stigmatized actor is cast as morally deviant and positioned outside the international
community's accepted norms. Through naming and shaming, actors are publicly held
accountable for violating these norms, reflecting the assumption that they are unlikely to
change their behavior without external pressure (Zarakol 2011; Adler-Nissen 2014).
Other categories capture different ways discourse constitutes emotions.
Intertextuality highlights how emotional meanings circulate across texts and are
reinforced through interconnected texts, while performativity emphasizes the strategic
enactment of emotional subjectivities through language. Interpellation is the process by
which individuals come to identify with emotionally charged subject positions constituted
by ideology (Koschut 2022, 174). Finally, emotional narratives examine how political
actors employ storytelling to interpret and communicate emotional experiences,
encouraging collective action by framing it as a moral imperative embedded in

compelling narratives (Steele 2008; Inayatullah and Dauphinee 2016).

4.3. Research Design
Ragin (1994, 191) defines research design as a plan for collecting and analyzing
evidence that enables researchers to address their research questions effectively. It
encompasses the full course of inquiry, from decisions about data collection to selecting
appropriate analysis methods. As Yanow (2004) observes, the rise of interpretivism has
complicated the traditional binary division of social science methods into quantitative and

qualitative approaches, giving rise instead to a threefold distinction between quantitative-
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positivist, qualitative-positivist, and qualitative-interpretive methodologies. Adopting the
latter has important implications for the design of the present study, requiring choices
attuned to how the Russian Self is articulated and reproduced through discourse.
Accordingly, the following sections set out the approach to theory development, research
strategy, case selection, data collection, temporal scope, and coding process through
which the politics of deference was rendered amenable to empirical analysis.

4.3.1. Contextualization

My inquiry into the Russian Self is guided by the interpretivist premise that
understanding a phenomenon requires examining what it does and how particular people
use and make sense of it in specific contexts (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2012, 23).
Unlike positivist approaches, which view the social world as an objective reality
independent of the observer and assume that it can, in principle, be fully understood
(Della Porta and Keating 2013, 23), interpretivism shifts the focus from generalization to
contextualization (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2012, 47).

Rather than seeking universally applicable findings, interpretive research aims to
develop contextually grounded understandings of social phenomena. Consequently, it
places the responsibility for assessing whether findings apply to other settings on the
reader rather than the researcher. As Yanow (2014) argues, the data of interpretive
research are not the people, events, conversations, settings, actions, or documents
themselves, but the researcher's interpretations of these phenomena, as recorded in field
notes and analytical materials (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2012, 47).

In this study, the hero-protector narrative is understood as a mnemonic manifestation
of the Russian Self, rooted in interactions between the Russian Empire and Armenians
from the eighteenth to the early twentieth century and, crucially, in how Tsarist authorities
represented those interactions and endowed them with meaning. Accordingly, the
findings of this dissertation should be understood as contextually grounded rather than as
broadly generalizable to Russian foreign policy or to theories of states’ ontological
security.

At the same time, the symbolic and mnemonic significance of the South Caucasus in
Russian collective memory, which this dissertation highlights, naturally raises questions
about the exclusion of two other regional actors: Abkhazia and South Ossetia. This
omission is particularly noteworthy given the protector-like rhetoric that has figured
prominently in Russian political discourse during conflicts involving these territories and

Georgia, especially in the context of Russian military intervention. Nevertheless, both
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cases follow distinct historical trajectories that would have required separate historical
reconstructions and thus fall beyond the scope of this dissertation.

The case of Abkhazia illustrates these complexities particularly well. In the aftermath
of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878, Tsarist authorities accused the Abkhaz
population of collaborating with the Ottoman Empire and subsequently subjected them to
large-scale forced deportations, known as “mahajirism” (Bgazhba and Lakoba 2007, 236—
40). This experience produced a markedly more ambivalent relationship with Russian
imperial rule than in the Armenian case, thereby complicating the dynamics underpinning
the hero-protector narrative examined in this dissertation.

I acknowledge that limiting the analysis to the Armenian case narrows the
dissertation's comparative scope. A systematic comparison with Abkhazia and South
Ossetia would undoubtedly enrich our understanding of the conditions under which the
hero-protector narrative emerges and the extent to which it travels across different
contexts. Nevertheless, this methodological choice aligns with the interpretivist objective
of producing a contextually rich account of how the Russian Self has been constituted
through a particular historical relationship, rather than identifying a generalizable pattern
across cases. Therefore, the transferability of these findings depends on the reader's
assessment of their relevance to other empirical settings. I regard the omission of these
cases as a limitation of the present study and intend to address it in future research by
expanding the comparative scope of this project as I revise the dissertation into a
monograph following the completion of my PhD.

4.3.2. Abduction

Another important feature of a coherent research design is the alignment between the
approach to theory development and the philosophical assumptions underpinning the
study. A central consideration is whether research primarily tests existing theory,
generates theory from empirical observations, or moves iteratively between theoretical
and empirical insights (Saunders et al. 2019, 152). These orientations are conventionally
associated with three modes of reasoning: deduction, induction, and abduction.

Deductive reasoning proceeds from theory to empirical observation. Researchers
begin with an existing theoretical proposition, often drawn from the relevant literature,
and devise a research strategy to test it empirically (Saunders et al. 2019, 153). Blaikie
(2010) characterizes deduction as a sequential process rooted in the positivist tradition, in
which theoretical premises about relationships between concepts or variables are

translated into testable propositions. Researchers then examine these propositions against
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systematically collected evidence to assess whether the empirical findings corroborate,
challenge, or require modification of the initial theoretical expectations.

Inductive reasoning reverses this direction of inquiry. Rather than beginning with
theoretical propositions to test, researchers collect and examine empirical material to
identify patterns from which they may develop broader conceptual or theoretical
propositions (Saunders et al. 2019, 153). Therefore, induction entails an inferential
movement from particular observations toward more general claims. Such conclusions
are supported, rather than logically guaranteed, by the available evidence, and their
plausibility depends on the strength of that evidentiary foundation (Ketokivi and Mantere
2010).

Abductive reasoning, by contrast, neither proceeds exclusively from theory to data
nor from data to theory. It entails an iterative movement between the two, through which
theoretical understandings enter into conversation with empirical observations and are
progressively reconsidered in light of one another (Suddaby 2006; Saunders et al. 2019,
153). Abduction typically begins with a puzzle, anomaly, or otherwise surprising
observation and seeks to render it intelligible by identifying the conditions under which
it ceases to appear anomalous (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2012, 27). Accordingly,
abductive inquiry is better conceived as circular or spiral than linear, involving repeated
movement among theoretical propositions, empirical material, and emerging
interpretations (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea 2012).

The theory-development approach adopted in this dissertation follows this abductive
logic. The study neither tests a predetermined theory of Russian behavior nor seeks to
generate an entirely new theoretical framework from the empirical material. Rather, it
moves iteratively between existing theoretical concepts and the meanings encountered in
the historical and contemporary material. Ontological security, honor, and collective
memory provide established conceptual resources for studying Russian foreign policy. At
the same time, the hero-protector narrative offers a framework within the broader IR
literature for exploring their intersection.

4.3.3. Ethnography

Research strategy is the overarching plan through which a research question is
addressed, providing a methodological bridge between a study's philosophical
foundations and the methods used for data collection and analysis (Denzin and Lincoln
2018).

In considering the strategy most appropriate to the research question, I focus on
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approaches primarily associated with qualitative inquiry. One such approach is the case
study, which entails an in-depth empirical examination of one or a small number of
phenomena to understand their particular configurations and, potentially, illuminate a
broader class of related phenomena through developing and assessing theoretical
explanations (Ragin 2000). A case, in this sense, refers to a phenomenon or event that is
selected, conceptualized, and empirically examined as an instance of a broader category
of comparable phenomena or events (Yin 1994; George and Bennett 2005; Vennesson
2008).

A second strategy is grounded theory, which Strauss and Corbin (1998, 12) define as
“theory that was derived from data, systematically gathered and analyzed through the
research process,” in which data collection, analysis, and theory remain closely related.
Its defining characteristics are developing theory from empirical material and its iterative
or recursive character, whereby data collection and analysis proceed concurrently and are
repeatedly revisited (Bryman 2012, 387).

Finally, ethnography is a research strategy traditionally characterized by sustained
immersion in a social setting, through which the researcher observes practices, listens to
interactions, and engages with participants in order to apprehend the meanings through
which they experience their social world (Bryman 2012, 711). Historically associated
with anthropological encounters with societies under colonial rule, ethnography also
bears an important and problematic relationship to imperial knowledge production and
administration (Saunders et al. 2019, 199). Contemporary ethnographic research
encompasses different epistemological orientations. Whereas realist ethnography aspires
to relatively objective accounts of social reality, interpretive ethnography foregrounds the
plurality of situated meanings and the researcher’s reflexive engagement with them.
Critical ethnography, in turn, focuses on relations of power and the possibilities of social
transformation (Saunders et al. 2019, 200).

To develop a contextualized, meaning-centered understanding of the Russian Self
and the politics of deference toward Armenia during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, this
dissertation adopts a research strategy that draws most closely on the interpretive tradition
of ethnography. While it does not constitute ethnography in the conventional sense of
sustained participant observation within a contemporary social setting, it adopts an
ethnographic sensibility grounded in a close, immersive reading of historiographical
accounts of Russian imperial policy in the Caucasus alongside the contemporary

discourse through which historical narratives are articulated and reproduced. In doing so,
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I sought to recover not only the meanings attached to the Russian imperial past, but also
the emotional investments through which contemporary political actors interpret that past
and mobilize it in relation to Armenia.

As an ethnographer, I immersed myself in the mnemonic and symbolic world through
which Russia’s relationship with Armenia is rendered meaningful, developing the
contextual sensitivity needed to understand the hero-protector narrative during the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Rather than observing social practices directly, I approached
historical narratives as an interpretive “field” through which 1 could reconstruct
expectations of deference underpinning Russia’s pursuit of ontological security.

4.3.4. Time Horizon

A key consideration for any researcher when designing a study is whether the
research should serve as a “snapshot” of a specific moment or resemble a diary composed
of a sequence of snapshots that capture developments over time (Saunders et al. 2019,
2012). This choice also largely depends on the research question. The “snapshot”
approach is known as ‘“cross-sectional”, while the diary-like perspective that tracks
changes over time is called “longitudinal” (Saunders et al. 2019, 212).

At first glance, my research question might suggest a longitudinal analysis. However,
I focused on three pivotal junctures in the Armenia—Azerbaijan conflict, each representing
a moment of major escalation or transformation. I chose a cross-sectional approach
because these junctures mark key ontological turning points that either reinforced,
challenged, or reshaped Russia’s self-perception as Armenia’s protector and security
guarantor in the South Caucasus.

The first is the Four-Day War of April 2016, a brief yet intense confrontation that
tested the limits of Russian mediation and its credibility as Armenia’s ally. The second is
the 44-day war of 2020, a full-scale conflict that resulted in Armenia’s decisive defeat
and exposed the fragility of Russia’s diplomatic and military stance. The third is
Azerbaijan’s military operation in Nagorno-Karabakh in 2023, which led to the final
collapse of Armenian control over the region and directly undermined Russia’s standing
as a security guarantor. Each of these critical junctures comprises moments of escalation
surrounded by earlier and subsequent events in which Russia’s role in the Armenian-
Azerbaijani dispute was articulated and negotiated.

By focusing on these three moments, I hoped to examine how the hero-protector
narrative was produced, narrated, and transformed across contexts, especially in those in

which the Armenian side increasingly questioned Russia’s role as a protector. Variations
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in discourse may involve shifts in terminology as well as changes in the underlying
functions of these narratives. Such variations tend to become most apparent at critical

turning points, where Russia’s role as a protector is most acutely contested.

4.3.5 Data Collection
Similarly, in pursuing my inquiry on the Russian Self, I aimed to generate what

Weldes (2014, 233) describes as “high data”. The latter are “official or semiofficial
sources circulating among elites and from elites to various publics” (Weldes 2014, 233).
I did so because, even before collecting my data, I expected various discursive texts to
offer distinct takes on Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, thereby
strengthening the credibility of my empirical analysis. On one hand, I expected that
official texts could reflect the state's canonical self-representation. At the same time,
semi-official channels amplify the affective register and reveal more explicit demands for
Armenian recognition of the hero-protector narrative. Although the next section provides
a detailed description of my target population and the reasons for its selection, this
clarification contextualizes and justifies the data collection methods used in this
dissertation. Common qualitative and quantitative techniques include structured, semi-
structured, or open interviews, surveys, document analysis, and field observation (Gray
2008, 129).

While I recognized that field observation and surveys did not directly align with my
research objectives, interviews would have provided an interesting way to collect
additional data and triangulate my analysis of Russian discourse. Therefore, at the initial
stage of my PhD, I considered approaching actors within semi-official discourse for
interviews as a potentially more accessible alternative. However, several factors led me
to conclude that such an approach would be difficult to pursue effectively. Beyond these
actors’ likely reluctance to participate in academic interviews, as suggested by the scarcity
of relevant scholarship on such interactions, my own positionality was an important
methodological consideration. Conducting research on Russian political discourse in the
context of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine meant that access to these actors could
not be separated from the broader political environment in which the research was
undertaken.

This consideration is especially relevant to interpretivist inquiry, in which data are
not merely collected from an external social reality but are generated and interpreted
through the researcher’s situated engagement with the research context (Yanow and

Schwartz-Shea 2014, xxi1). From this perspective, my position could not be regarded as
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neutral or external to a potential interview setting. Rather, my nationality, institutional
affiliation, and location within European academia shaped the conditions under which I
negotiated access and produced interview data.

More specifically, my position as an Italian doctoral researcher affiliated with a
Hungarian university could have influenced how prospective participants interpreted both
my research and my intentions. In the increasingly polarized political environment
surrounding Russia—Europe relations, these characteristics might have led some actors to
approach an interview request with suspicion or to associate me with a broader European
political and academic milieu they already mistrusted. At the same time, attempting to
establish direct contact with individuals associated with Russian semi-official discourse
in the context of the ongoing conflict could have raised questions within European
academic circles. Therefore, my decision not to pursue interviews was not solely based
on practical feasibility but also guided by a reflective assessment of how my positionality
and the broader geopolitical landscape might have influenced the research relationship
and, consequently, the data generated.

Finally, document analysis is a systematic process for reviewing and interpreting
both printed and digital materials. It involves examining various types of data to uncover
meaning, deepen understanding, and build empirical knowledge (Strauss and Corbin
1998; Bowen 2009). Documents include texts recorded without direct researcher
intervention, such as advertisements, agendas, attendance sheets, meeting minutes,
manuals, background documents, books, brochures, diaries, journals, event programs like
printed outlines, letters, memos, maps, charts, newspapers, press releases, project
proposals, application forms, summaries, scripts for radio and television programs,
organizational reports, survey data, and other public records (Bowen 2009, 27). The
process entails locating, selecting, evaluating, and synthesizing the information in these
materials to make sense of it (Labuschagne 2003).

While some of the sources I am examining, especially at the official level, fit this
definition of documents, most sources from semi-official discourse do not. I am
particularly interested in gathering texts, spoken language, or other communicative forms
that can be analyzed to understand how Russian actors use the hero-protector narrative to
construct meaning around their security practices concerning the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict and Armenia. However, what matters most in this document analysis technique
is a systematic approach to collecting data and capturing the relevant context surrounding

these sources. Based on the accessible data sources, in my case, digital internet resources,
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and considering the extent of data that can be analyzed within the scope of the research
project, a variety of empirical data can be collected while adhering to certain key
considerations (Reisigl and Wodak 2006, 38). According to Reisigl and Wodak (2006,
38), these include focusing on specific political units and relevant time periods linked to
significant discursive events related to the topic.

Following this systematic collection process, I worked as follows. I conducted
targeted keyword searches in Russian across official government websites, state press
agencies, and semi-official Telegram media channels. Initial keywords included
“Armenia” (Apmenus/Armenia), “Nagorno-Karabakh” (Haropusiii Kapatax/Nagorny-
Karabakh), “Pashinyan” (ITammunasa/Pashinyan). To do so, I restricted my searches to the
three critical junctures mentioned above (2015-2018, 2020-2022, 2023-2024), ensuring
each period included a balanced mix of official, semi-official, and Armenian/diaspora
voices.

Initially, I obtained a large number of texts, most of which were not directly relevant
to tracing the hero-protector narrative. However, guided by the understanding that my
research is grounded in the theoretical connection among ontological security, honor, and
collective memory, I searched for historically related expressions associated with the
protector image, such as “history” (uctopus/istoriya), “common history” (oOmmas
uctopusi/obshchaya istoriya), “genocide” (renommm/genotsid), “Russian Empire”
(Poccuiickas Mmnepus/Rossiyskaya Imperiya), and “First World War” (Ilepsas mupoBas
BoiHa/Pervaya mirovaya voyna). Additionally, I supplemented this corpus with excerpts
from talk shows, primarily on the Russia-1 TV channel, where many semi-official sources
are invited to discuss political issues. These shows are accessible online, often via VPN,
which made it straightforward to include them in the corpus.

Overall, I compiled a corpus of about 75 primary texts produced between 2015 and
2024. These texts encompass both official Russian discourse, such as presidential press
conferences, Ministry of Foreign Affairs statements, and government websites, and semi-
official discourse, including pro-Kremlin media outlets, talk shows, Telegram channels,
and interventions by prominent Russian-Armenian figures.

4.3.6. Sample and Population

It is now essential to identify the universe of units from which the sample was drawn,
namely the population, and to justify the method used to select the segment of the
population for investigation, namely the sampling technique (Bryman 2012, 187).

According to Saunders et al., sampling depends on factors such as research objectives,
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the desired level of generalizability, and available resources (Saunders et al. 2019, 319).
Given the qualitative interpretive research design, non-probability sampling techniques
are appropriate. Nevertheless, these techniques manifest in various forms.

Convenience sampling, also called availability sampling, involves selecting cases
based solely on their easy accessibility or convenience. While convenience sampling is
commonly employed, it is susceptible to various biases and external influences that are
difficult to control (Saunders et al. 2019, 319). Purposive sampling uses the researcher's
judgment to choose cases that best address the research questions and achieve the
objectives. Therefore, they should carefully consider how their decisions to include or
exclude certain cases may affect their research. This approach is often used with very
small samples, such as in case study research, or when selecting particularly insightful
cases (Saunders et al. 2019, 323).

Quota sampling is a non-random method often used as an alternative to probability
sampling in internet- or interviewer-administered surveys. It assumes the sample will
accurately reflect the target population because the variability of key variables within the
sample matches that of the population (Baker et al. 2019). Snowball sampling is a
technique where participants voluntarily choose to take part in the research rather than
being selected by the researcher. It is frequently used when it is challenging to locate
members of the target population (Lee 2000).

After reviewing these techniques, I relied on the fact that, for my research objectives,
it was essential to select sources and actors that offered profound insights into the
discursive and political dynamics under investigation, while remaining faithful to the
interpretive nature of my research. Hence, I did not aim to encompass every voice or
achieve statistical representativeness of the Russian Self, but rather to focus on statements
with the most explicit and influential emphasis in constructing the hero-protector
narrative.

Unlike quota sampling, I did not attempt to evenly cover different groups because
official discourse tends to produce fewer but more authoritative texts. At the same time,
semi-official sources often generate more emotionally intense material. This choice was
not simply about convenience either. Although plenty of commentary on Armenia is
available online within the Russian media landscape, only a small number of actors
consistently commented on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and explicitly stated their
views. Finally, snowball sampling was not appropriate here because I did not rely on

personal networks. Instead, purposive sampling helped me build a collection of sources
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that reflects not the entire range of Russian opinions, but the voices that carry the most
symbolic and institutional influence in the politics of deference.

Since my primary goal was to generate high-quality data, the first category of Russian
actors I focused on for my text selection was the so-called “elite tier.” According to Pan
and Korolev (2021, 121), a biographical narrative based on official statements and
speeches reveals how the state perceives itself and the image it aims to project. This
includes official state actors such as President Vladimir Putin and the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs’ Sergey Lavrov, as well as their respective spokespersons, Dmitry Peskov and
Mariya Zakharova. These materials are publicly available on the ministries’ official
websites and are frequently cited by major news agencies such as TASS, RIA Novosti,
and Interfax.

I selected figures within semi-official discourse based on three primary criteria. The
first was consistency, meaning they regularly commented on Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh. My extensive engagement with Russian public debates on these topics helped
me identify the key figures and institutions that consistently express their views on this
issue. The second criterion was visibility and amplification, as their Telegram channels,
newspaper columns, and television appearances reach wide audiences and are often
rebroadcast by official media outlets. The third criterion was institutional embeddedness;
although the state may not directly control their personal platforms, they frequently
participate in initiatives led by state broadcasters. These actors are analytically significant
because they serve as intermediaries who translate official discourse into emotionally
resonant narratives, dramatize themes of victimhood and protection, and thereby reinforce
Russia’s protector identity beyond formal state statements.

The first level I focused on to identify additional actors within Russian semi-official
discourse was the state-controlled media landscape. The Kremlin wields powerful tools
to shape and disseminate its narratives, primarily through the strategic use of media
outlets (Hinck et al. 2021, 84). Domestically, the Russian government has largely
succeeded in persuading its population to adopt and internalize its interpretations of
international affairs (Pupcenoks and Seltzer 2021). Moreover, Hinck et al. (2021, 88)
highlight the importance of Russian media in shaping narratives of autobiographical
continuity, which reinforce Moscow’s ontological security both internally and externally.
For this reason, analyzing the narratives generated within Russia’s broadcast and
information spaces is crucial.

In this context, this study investigated the discursive outputs of prominent figures
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such as Margarita Simonyan, Editor-in-Chief of RT, and Vladimir Solovyov. Their
content is accessible via their official Telegram channels and through their regular
appearances on state television talk shows and programs. Notably, “Evening with
Vladimir Solovyov” (Bewep ¢ Baagumupom ConoBbéBeiM/Vecher s Vladimirom
Solovyovym) ranks among the most widely watched programs in the country. Additional
sources included speeches delivered by Duma politicians who actively voiced their
opinions regarding the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. These encompassed Vladimir
Zhirinovsky, who led the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (JIubepanbHo-
nemokparndeckas naptusi Poccun/Liberalno-demokraticheskaya partiya Rossii) until his
passing in 2022, and Konstantin Zatulin, First Deputy Chairman of the State Duma
Committee on Post-Soviet Affairs and Eurasian Integration. Both consistently provided
commentary on Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

The second significant layer of analysis drew on data from a broader population
within Telegram communication. Farbman (2023) highlights the platform’s importance,
noting that even Russian television, long a cornerstone of the Kremlin’s propaganda
apparatus, has increasingly adopted narratives that initially circulated on Telegram.
Following the events in Ukraine in 2014 and the subsequent bans on numerous Russian
media outlets across Europe, many of these outlets began using Telegram to distribute
their content. Like other authoritarian regimes, Russian authorities have recognized the
importance of digital media in shaping public opinion (Fedor and Fredheim 2017).
Telegram’s significance has grown further as platforms such as YouTube, long central to
Russia’s online culture, face substantial disruptions. Since Russia invaded Ukraine in
2022, bans on US-based social media platforms like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter
have left no major competitors to fill this gap (Statista 2025). Alyukov (2021, 401)
describes this environment as a “hybrid media system,” in which the government seeks
to coordinate reporting across broadcast and digital media.

Four prominent military bloggers, known in Russian as voenkory (BoeHKOpbI), were
identified as particularly relevant to my corpus: Semyon Pegov, who writes under the
alias War Gonzo; Boris Rozhin, known as Colonel Cassad; Rostislav Zhuravlyov; and
Aleksandr Kots, who maintains his own Telegram channel and also contributes to the
tabloid Komsomolskaya Pravda. These individuals are not only highly popular within the
Russian information space, owing to their large subscriber bases, but they also extensively
covered the conflict and frequently expressed strong sympathies for the Armenian side in

the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute. For instance, journalists such as Semyon Pegov,
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popularly known as WarGonzo, and Aleksandr Kots were particularly active during the
2020 war; they traveled to Nagorno-Karabakh while it was still under Armenian control
and consistently voiced compassion and support for the Armenian cause.

In both layers, some Armenian commentators were also considered noteworthy.
Relying on their Armenian roots and a substantial Armenian audience, they endorsed the
Kremlin’s foreign policy and recognized Russia’s protective role, with direct implications
for the stability of the hero-protector narrative. Following the events of September 2023,
Arayik Harutyunyan, head of the Armenian Prime Minister's office, posed a provocative
question in a Facebook post: “How is it that the most vile propagandists of Russian TV
channels are Armenians?” (The Insider 2023). He was referring to prominent Russian
media personalities of Armenian origin who enjoy significant popularity in Russia and
have actively promoted pro-Russian perspectives on Russian-Armenian relations.

Among these figures is Margarita Simonyan, the editor-in-chief of RT, who has
openly criticized Armenian Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan since 2020 for his handling
of Nagorno-Karabakh and his attitude towards Russia (Kolste and Blakkisrud 2021).
Another key figure is Tigran Keosayan, a filmmaker, actor, and television host, who was
married to Simonyan until his death in September 2025. Both were banned from entering
Armenia on the grounds of being ‘“agents from different countries with Armenian
surnames who exhibit a disrespectful attitude towards Armenia” (Avetisyan 2025).

Additionally, Roman Babayan and Semyon Bagdasarov should be mentioned. The
first is a journalist and reporter, host of the program "Your Truth" (Svoya Pravda/Csos
[IpaBna) on the NTV channel, and a member of the Moscow City Duma (Moscow City
Duma n.d.). He also serves on the Commission for Informational Support of the State
National Policy within the Council under the President of the Russian Federation, which
focuses on inter-ethnic relations (Moscow City Duma n.d.). The second worked in the
Ministry for Commonwealth of Independent States’ (CIS) Affairs and served as an
assistant to the chairman of the CIS Interstate Economic Committee (Parlamentskaya
Gazeta n.d.). In 2016, both Bagdasarov and Babayan campaigned for the Russian State
Duma and received an endorsement from the Armenian Presidential administration under
Serzh Sargsyan (Mejlumyan 2018). Both came to the attention of the Azerbaijani
authorities for visiting Nagorno-Karabakh when it was still under Armenian control (The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Azerbaijani Republic n.d.). Like Keosayan and

Simonyan, they have been vocal critics of Armenia's Pashinyan government.
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4.3.7. Analysis and Coding
This dissertation follows a two-stage research process guided by an abductive logic

of inquiry. The first stage reconstructs Russia’s autobiographical narrative through an
iterative dialogue between historical scholarship on Tsarist Russian policies toward
Armenians and the theoretical concepts of ontological security, collective memory, and
honor. This dialogue is guided by the hero-protector narrative, which provides the
analytical framework for identifying the roles and sequences that underpin the politics of
deference.

In particular, this stage looks beyond contemporary Russian-Armenian relations to
examine the mnemonic foundations of Russia’s self-representation as a heroic protector.
These foundations trace back to the imperial period, when Russia was portrayed as the
protector of Armenians, who were in turn portrayed as a vulnerable and victimized
community. This framing generated corresponding expectations of deference from
Armenians and, when those expectations were not met, contributed to periods of
alienation between the two sides and, most importantly for the study of the hero-protector
narrative, to shifts in their narrative characterization.

To trace these dynamics, I rely primarily on secondary historiographical scholarship.
Particular weight is given to Ronald Grigor Suny’s Looking Toward Ararat: Armenia in
Modern History (1993) and Stephen Badalyan Riegg’s Russia’s Entangled Embrace: The
Tsarist Empire and the Armenians, 1801-1914 (2020). These accounts are complemented
by works from other historians, including George Bournoutian, Viktor Shnirelman,
Richard G. Hovannisian, Firouzeh Mostashari, and Muriel Atkin. While meticulously
chronicling Russia’s conquest of the Caucasus and its conflicts with the Ottoman and
Persian Empires, these sources also offer valuable insights into how Tsarist authorities
perceived these populations and how they were incorporated into Russian society and
political structures.

The second stage examines how this narrative was mobilized and adapted in Russian
discourse on Armenia during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict from 2015 to 2024. Here,
the analysis moves from the mnemonic foundations of the hero-protector narrative to its
contemporary articulation, focusing on how Russian official and semi-official actors
portrayed their country’s and Armenia’s respective roles and articulated expectations of
deference tied to the Kremlin’s self-ascribed role as a benevolent protector.

I collected and analyzed all materials in their original Russian. Having studied the

language for several years, I worked directly with Russian-language sources and
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translated only the excerpts selected for inclusion in the dissertation after the analysis was
complete. This is especially important when studying emotions, whose meanings are
often deeply embedded in particular cultural and linguistic contexts and may resist
straightforward translation. Koschut (2022, 172), for example, points to culturally
specific emotion terms such as the German Schadenfreude and the Japanese amae, neither
of which can be fully conveyed through direct lexical equivalence.

I conducted all coding manually, in keeping with the study's interpretive orientation.
This allowed me to attend closely to contextual, metaphorical, and relational features of
emotional language that would have been difficult to capture through automated
procedures. The corpus comprised official and semi-official Russian discourse, including
speeches, interviews, media articles, and Telegram posts. I read each text repeatedly and
annotated it along two interconnected dimensions, with a thematic layer concerned with
how the four roles of the hero-protector narrative were discursively enacted and an
emotional layer concerned with the affective cues through which these roles were
constituted, connected, and differentiated.

The thematic layer drew directly on the hero-protector narrative framework. Its four
narrative roles served as sensitizing analytical categories, each associated with recurrent
expressions and motifs in the Russian-language material. Indicative expressions of the
hero-protector role included terms such as protector (3amutHuK/Zashchitnik), savior
(cmacurens/spasitel’), peacekeeper (MupoTBoper/mirotvorets), duty (monr/dolg), honor
(aectn/chest’), mission (Muccusi/missiya), and responsibility
(oTBeTcTBEeHHOCTH/OtVetstvennost’), as well as verbs such as to save (cmactu/spasti) and
to defend (3ammmars/zashchishchat”). Markers associated with the victim role included
innocent (HeBHHHBIH/nevinnyy), suffering (ctpananue/stradanie), victim
(xeptBa/zhertva), helpless (6ecmomonrasiii/bespomoshchnyy), brotherly people
(6bparckmit Hapoa/bratskiy narod), and loyal (Bepnsrii/vernyy). The aggressor role was
identified through expressions such as aggressor (arpeccop/agressor), provocation
(mpoBokarusi/provokatsiya), enemy (Bpar/vrag), fear (ctpax/strakh), and deception
(o6man/obman). Finally, recurring cues associated with the coward role included failure
(mposan/proval), betrayal (mpenarenscTBO/predatel’stvo), treachery
(xoBapcTBO/kovarstvo), cowardice (Tpycocts/trusost’), ingratitude
(nebnaromapHocTh/neblagodarnost’), and lack of will (6e3Bonue/bezvolie).

Within and across these thematic categories, I applied the three EDA steps outlined

above. I first identified the linguistic, rhetorical, and metaphorical cues through which
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emotions were expressed or attributed to different narrative actors, paying particular
attention to shifts between compassion and anger while remaining receptive to other
emotions emerging from the material. I treated these shifts as potential ontological turns,
that is, moments when Russian actors felt compelled to navigate the anxiety generated by
challenges to established biographical narratives. Subsequently, I examined the appraisals
underlying these emotional expressions by considering toward whom or what each
emotion was directed and how Russian actors positioned themselves and others through
these appraisals.

Finally, I considered the action tendencies associated with these appraisals and what
they revealed about the relationships among the different narrative roles. Through this
process, I traced how the politics of deference was reproduced in contemporary Russian
discourse and how it shifted when Russian actors perceived challenges to their ontological

security.

Conclusion

This chapter has outlined the methodological architecture underpinning the
dissertation, showing how its philosophical assumptions, theoretical orientation, and
empirical procedures cohere into a unified research design. Anchored in an interpretivist
philosophy and guided by an abductive logic of inquiry, the study treats Russia’s self-
representation as a hero-protector as a process of meaning-making rooted in collective
memory and a historically informed sense of honor, with its relevance to contemporary
foreign policy discernible through emotions. Overall, this stance allows the study to move
beyond outcome-oriented accounts of Russian (dis)engagement in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict and to examine how Russian actors understood their country’s relationship with
Armenia and the expectations of deference attached to its self-ascribed role as a historical
benevolent protector.

The research design operationalizes this approach as a two-stage process. The first
stage reconstructs the mnemonic foundations of the hero-protector narrative through an
abductive dialogue between historiographical scholarship on Tsarist—-Armenian relations
and the concepts of ontological security, collective memory, and honor. In doing so, it
identifies the roles, meanings, and expectations through which representations of Russia
as a protector and of Armenians as a protected and victimized community became
intertwined. The second stage brings this mnemonic repertoire into dialogue with

contemporary Russian discourse, examining how the hero-protector narrative was
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mobilized and adapted during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict between 2015 and 2024.

Selecting three temporal junctures provides the contextual depth needed to trace these
dynamics across successive crises. Rather than presupposing a linear transformation of
Russia’s protector self-image, this temporal structure enables the analysis to examine how
the roles attributed to Russia, Armenia, and other actors were articulated and renegotiated
as their relationship evolved.

The chapter also detailed how the population and sample were delimited in
accordance with the study’s interpretivist orientation. The relevant population
encompassed the broader field of official and semi-official Russian discourse concerning
Armenia and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. At the same time, purposive sampling
enabled the construction of a corpus comprising the actors and texts best positioned to
illuminate the construction and circulation of the hero-protector narrative across the
selected temporal junctures.

Finally, the material was analyzed manually along two interconnected dimensions.
Thematic coding provided a sensitizing framework for identifying the four roles of the
hero-protector narrative, while EDA illuminated the emotional dynamics through which
these roles acquired relational meaning. By moving from emotional expressions to
underlying appraisals and associated action tendencies, EDA enabled discernment of the
hierarchies and expectations of recognition and deference embedded in Russian

discourse.
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5. THE MNEMONIC FOUNDATIONS OF THE HERO-
PROTECTOR NARRATIVE

Introduction

Having established the theoretical and methodological foundations for examining
Russia’s pursuit of ontological security, this chapter turns to Armenia’s place in Russia’s
collective memory. More specifically, it examines how the roles and sequences of the
hero-protector narrative took shape within the Russian Empire’s imperial imaginary
between the eighteenth and twentieth centuries, and how elements of this narrative
persisted through the Soviet period.

From the Russian Empire through the Soviet Union to the present-day Russian
Federation, Russia has maintained a steadfast relationship with Armenia and its people.
In the 19th century, Ivan Konstantinovich Aivazovsky, a trailblazer of Russian
Romanticism of Armenian descent, and Armenian General Mikhail Loris-Melikov,
celebrated for his contributions during the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878, exemplify
this connection. As we progress into the 20th century, the notable contributions of Anastas
and Artem Mikoyan to Soviet politics and aviation emerge. In the post-Soviet era,
Russia's foreign minister, Sergey Lavrov, whose father was of Georgian-Armenian
descent, epitomizes the Russo-Armenian legacy. '*

Contemporary evidence of historical interaction between Russia and Armenia
appears in the numerous landmarks that adorn both nations. During a visit to Saint
Petersburg, visitors can see the white-and-blue facade of the Armenian Church of Saint
Catherine, built in 1780 at the behest of Armenian financier Ivan Lazarev, amid the
magnificent architecture of Nevsky Prospekt. Alongside Armenian churches, numerous
prominent Russian cities have witnessed the establishment of memorials and khachkars
honoring the victims of the Armenian Genocide.'® !¢

At the same time, Armenia hosts numerous locations and institutions with Russian

14 Before the collapse of the Soviet Union, Armenians made up the largest minority in Georgia. Since then,
their numbers have declined, although they still reside in Georgia's capital, Tbilisi, in the breakaway
republic of Abkhazia, and in the rural Samtskhe-Javakheti region near the Armenian border (Baluvelt and
Berglund 2016).

15 Khackar (fuwspwp) is an outdoor stele sculpted from stone by artisans in Armenia and the Armenian
diaspora.

16 The Armenian genocide, referred to in Armenian as “great evil” (Mets Yeghern/Uid tintinh), refers to
the systematic extermination of Armenian Christians living in the Ottoman Empire from 1915 to the fall of
1916. This event is pivotal to Armenian political identity and will be referenced multiple times throughout
the dissertation.
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nomenclature, including the Moscow Cinema, the Stanislavski Russian Drama Theatre,
the Russian-Armenian University, and the Pushkin School. A statue of the Russian writer
and diplomat Aleksandr Griboyedov, instrumental in the Russian Empire's expansion into
the South Caucasus, is located on Tigran Mets Street in Yerevan, Armenia's capital.
Adjacent to the Noy Wine Factory, a plaque commemorates the inaugural performance
of his renowned comedy, “Woe from Wit” (Gore ot uma/I'ope ot yma 1833).

An even more prominent symbol of this connection is a nearly 5-meter-tall statue
crafted from white-gray granite, illustrating two women bowing their heads in reverence
to a cross while vigilantly standing guard over it. The monument's pedestal bears an
inscription in Armenian and Russian: "The enduring friendship between the Armenian
and Russian peoples is blessed." This statue inevitably evokes Russia as a protector,

tracing back to the historical memory of the 18th, 19th, and early 20th centuries.

Figure 2: Monument "The centuries-old friendship between the Armenian and Russian peoples is
blessed” in Central Yerevan. (Source: Visit Yerevan)

As Nora (1989) reminds us, memory constitutes a bond with the eternal present. In
this sense, the Russo-Armenian encounter, and the meanings Tsarist authorities attributed
to it, provide an important basis for understanding how the Kremlin would later interpret
this relationship. The chapter therefore begins with the post-Soviet context, examining
how the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict contributed to the consolidation of an asymmetric
relationship in which Armenia became increasingly dependent on Russia across multiple
domains. It then turns to the longer historical trajectory of Russo-Armenian relations,
asking how this post-Soviet asymmetry can be understood not simply as the outcome of

a particular configuration of material constraints, but also as assuming a narrative form
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rooted in a more distant past. This historical repertoire provided the Kremlin with a
familiar template structured around the dichotomy of protector and protected, through
which it could interpret and reproduce the relationship while sustaining a sense of
ontological security.

In this second section, I use historiographical accounts selectively, not primarily for
context but for analysis. These accounts enable me to reconstruct perceptions and
representations that constitute the mnemonic foundations of what I have designated as the
politics of deference, along with its thematic coding, which serve as the analytical
underpinning for the subsequent chapter. Building on the preceding section's discussion
of compassion and anger as central emotions within the hero-protector narrative, and their
articulation within the honor-based context of Imperial Russia, this analysis examines

how these emotional dynamics were embodied in Tsarist representations of Armenians.

5.1. The Anatomy of an Asymmetric Alliance

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia’s relations with countries in the South
Caucasus have shifted. Unlike Georgia and Azerbaijan, which have sought closer ties
with the US, the EU, and Turkey, Armenia was the only country in the region that
maintained a stable and relatively positive relationship with Moscow throughout most of
this period. Russia is widely seen as playing a unique role in shaping Armenia's foreign
and security policy, while Armenia holds a significant position in Russia’s South
Caucasus policy (Minasyan 2013, 1).

Officially, Armenia has adopted a foreign policy of “complementarism,” which aims
to sustain national security and foster the development of the Caucasian republic by
balancing its strategic partnerships with Russia while promoting diverse political,
economic, and cultural engagements with the EU and the US (Atanesyan et al. 2023, 261).
However, even as Yerevan’s discourse has positioned the West as its civilizational choice
and normative ally, these sentiments have often been overshadowed by the more
strategically significant relationship with Moscow (Papazian 2006; Mirzoyan 2010;
Terzyan 2018). Officially, Russia and Armenia "have close allied relations marked by
frequent bilateral visits at the high and highest levels" (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Republic of Armenia 2025).

The "strategic partnership" between the two nations was solidified through Yerevan's
membership in the CSTO since 2002 and the EAEU since 2015 (Suchkov 2018, 316).

These organizations are traditionally viewed as foreign-policy instruments the Kremlin
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uses to secure the alignment of loyal regimes in post-Soviet Eurasia (Frost 2009; Cornell
2017; Davidzon 2022). Mirzoyan (2010, 38) writes that “close partnership with Moscow
seemed so organic among ordinary Armenians that some even called to join the Russia-
Belarus union.” For this reason, some observers defined Armenia as Russia’s “prime
geopolitical beacon” (Suchkov 2018, 316) or “outpost” (Minasyan 2013, 1) in the South
Caucasus.

Overall, the literature converges on the view that Armenia's decision to participate in
Russia-led organizations is closely tied to the Kremlin's role during the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict (Terzyan 2018; Abushov 2019; Broers 2019; De Waal 2019; Cakmak
and Ozsahin 2023). On the one hand, Moscow provided Yerevan with crucial weapon
systems to maintain a military balance against Azerbaijan (Abushov 2019). On the other
hand, Russia served as the primary mediator in the conflict, both unilaterally and through
the OSCE Minsk Group (Abushov 2019; De Waal 2019). Furthermore, the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict significantly shaped Armenia's perceptions of its allies and adversaries.
While Azerbaijan and Turkey were unmistakably considered enemies, the need to counter
their hostilities and safeguard national security led Yerevan to view Russia as a crucial
security ally (Terzyan 2018, 6).

A central argument in the literature holds that Russian-Armenian relations constitute
an asymmetric alliance, with Yerevan serving as Moscow's subordinate partner rather
than an equal counterpart (Cakmak and Ozsahin 2023, 975). In return, Armenia aligns
with Russia to advance its global and regional objectives. For example, in 2019, Armenia
assisted Russia in its military operation in Syria by sending a humanitarian mission to
Aleppo (Ter-Matevosyan and Mkrtchyan 2021, 211). In January 2022, at the CSTO's
request, Armenian authorities deployed troops to help suppress anti-government protests
in Kazakhstan (OC Media 2022). In February 2022, shortly after the onset of Russia's
full-scale invasion of Ukraine, Armenia was the sole member of the Council of Europe to
support the Kremlin's delegation by voting against its suspension from the organization
(OC Media 2022). In March, Yerevan, along with 35 other countries, abstained during
the United Nations (UN) General Assembly emergency session that considered a
resolution condemning Russia's military action in Ukraine (Asbarez 2022).

In this context, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict emerged as a significant instrument
of influence at Russia’s disposal. On the one hand, it constrained Armenia's foreign
policy, particularly when Yerevan sought to free itself from Moscow's dominant influence

(Abushov 2019, 83). On the other hand, it enabled Moscow to establish a strong economic
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foothold and a military presence in the Caucasian republic (Terzyan 2018; Broers 2019;
De Waal 2019).

A notable increase in both scholarly and non-scholarly contributions on the
implications of this asymmetric alliance has emerged due to significant political changes
in Armenia following the 2018 "Velvet Revolution" that brought Nikol Pashinyan to
power (Abushov 2019; Terzyan 2023), as well as the geopolitical shifts in the South
Caucasus after the 2020 Second Karabakh War (Broers 2023; Atanesyan et al. 2024;
Landgraf and Seferyan 2024).

Since then, relations between Armenia and Russia have gradually deteriorated. A
September 2023 poll by Russia’s Levada Center found that Russians’ positive feelings
about Armenia have fallen from 79% in 2016 to 53% over the past seven years. At the
same time, a March 2024 survey by the International Republican Institute (IRI) in
Armenia found that 66% of the Armenian population views Russia as a threat to their
country’s security and political stability.

The Kremlin's inaction during the Azerbaijani military incursions into Armenian
territory in 2021 and 2022, despite its security commitments to Yerevan, was particularly
consequential. Additionally, the inability of Russian peacekeepers to prevent Azerbaijan's
decisive offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh in September 2023 marked a turning point for
Armenian society.

In light of these events, the Armenian government has reevaluated its relationship
with Moscow and sought to strengthen ties with the EU and the US (Broers 2023; De
Waal 2024a). In early 2023, the EU increased its presence in the South Caucasus by
engaging the region's Special Representative and, at Armenia's request, deploying a civil
monitoring mission along the Armenian-Azerbaijani border (De Waal 2024). In
September 2023, one week before the Azerbaijani military operation in Nagorno-
Karabakh, US and Armenian forces conducted the "Eagle Partner" joint military exercise
near Yerevan (Landgraf and Seferyan 2024). During the same period, Armenian Prime
Minister Nikol Pashinyan stated in an interview that the country's heavy reliance on
Russian security assistance had been a "strategic mistake" (Steinmann 2023).

At a press conference in February 2024, he also announced that Armenia would
suspend its participation in the CSTO (OC Media 2024). After this decision, Yerevan
opted out of the organization's military exercises, summits, and funding contributions,
aiming to exit the alliance altogether eventually. Meanwhile, Pashinyan also claimed,

without naming them directly, that both Russia and Belarus had supported Azerbaijan's
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efforts to regain control of Nagorno-Karabakh (Avetisyan 2025). In September 2024,
Armenian authorities accused Russia of plotting an armed coup to seize power in Armenia
through the “Arbat” Battalion (Hambardzumyan 2024). The term "Arbat" is a diminutive
of "Armenian Battalion" (Armyanskij Batal’on/Apmsnckuii 6aranbon) and refers to an
operational unit composed of soldiers of Armenian and Nagorno-Karabakh origin who
have fought alongside Russian forces in Ukraine while operating under the Armenian flag
(Hambardzumyan 2024). In June 2023, the unit formalized an agreement with the Russian
Ministry of Defense following a ceremonial establishment at the Armenian Apostolic
Church in Moscow. During this event, the "Arbat" Battalion received a blessing from
Archbishop Ezras, head of the Russian Diocese of the Armenian Apostolic Church and
brother of Garegin II, the Catholicos of All Armenians (Realtribune 2023).

5.1.1. Economy
Observers often analyze Armenia's economic dependence on Russia as a pivotal

factor shaping Russian-Armenian relations. This dependence manifests in two key
aspects. The first concerns Russia’s role as Armenia's primary external trade partner.
According to 2023 data, Moscow accounted for more than forty-nine percent of Armenian
exports (Terzyan 2023, 6). Despite the decline in political relations, bilateral trade
between Moscow and Yerevan has steadily increased.

Following the imposition of sanctions on Russia by the EU and the US in response
to its full-scale invasion of Ukraine, Armenia has emerged as a key conduit for Western
goods entering Russia. In 2022, trade between Armenia and Russia almost doubled,
totaling $5.3 billion (Mgdesyan 2023). Armenia's exports to Russia rose nearly threefold,
increasing from $850 million in 2021 to $2.4 billion in 2022 (Mgdesyan 2023). Total
trade volume from January to August 2023 exceeded $4.16 billion, the highest level
recorded since the Soviet Union's dissolution (Mgdesyan 2023). In this context,
Armenia's accession to the EAEU has provided several economic advantages, including
exemptions from customs duties on certain goods and improved conditions for Armenian
migrant workers. However, the Russian factor has become such a dominant force in the
Armenian economy that developments affecting Russia, including sanctions and
economic fluctuations, reverberate significantly across the Caucasian nation (Markosyan
2023).

The second aspect involves Moscow's control over critical sectors of Yerevan's
economy. Since the early 2000s, the Kremlin has increased its dominance over Armenia's

energy, industrial, telecommunications, and banking sectors through a series of equity-
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for-debt agreements (Broers 2019; Terzyan 2023). In addition to holding a near monopoly
on exports of essential commodities to Armenia, such as grain (Mgdesyan 2023), Russian
multinational corporations—including Gazprom Armenia, VITB Armenia, and MTS
Armenia—rank among the country's largest taxpayers (Terzyan 2023, 6). Gazprom
Armenia, the local subsidiary of the Russian state-owned gas corporation Gazprom,
controls the gas distribution infrastructure in Armenia, including the pipeline connecting
the country to Iran (Markosyan 2023).

The Kremlin has strategically wielded this "energy weapon" to manipulate gas prices
and exert political influence over the Armenian government (Markosyan 2023; Terzyan
2023). For example, in 2006 Russia raised gas prices for Armenia, prompting widespread
discontent within the Caucasian republic. To secure a low-cost supply of $110 per 1,000
cubic meters until 2009, the Armenian government had to cede a 40-kilometer section of
its pipeline to Iran, which at the time was its only feasible alternative for energy supplies
beyond those provided by Russia (Kramer 2008).

Moscow's influence on the energy sector of the Caucasian Republic extends well
beyond control of natural gas pipelines. Although Yerevan is officially deemed self-
sufficient in electricity, generating nearly 98 percent of its supply domestically, the reality
is more complex (Markosyan 2023). Since electricity in the Caucasian Republic is
produced through hydropower, thermal plants, and the Metsamor Nuclear Power Plant, it
should not be forgotten that the latter relies exclusively on uranium imported from Russia,
while the thermal power plants are largely dependent on natural gas, also imported from
Russia (Shahverdyan 2023).

Furthermore, in 2002, Russia acquired a majority stake in the Hrazdan thermal plant
(Broers 2019, 188). The following year, Armenia ratified an agreement allowing the
Russian company RAO Unified Energy Systems (UES) to assume financial control of the
Metsamor nuclear power plant, which accounts for approximately 40 percent of
Armenia's electricity production (Shahverdyan 2023), as well as several hydroelectric
stations. Additionally, in 2004, the two parties formalized an agreement granting Russia
control over the Nairit chemical plant (Broers 2019, 188). In this way, Russia acquired
about 90 percent of Armenia's power generation capacity (Terzyan 2018, 237).

Energy and trade are not the only assets that enable the Kremlin to exert significant
economic influence over Armenia. In 2008, for instance, Russian Railways was awarded
a 30-year contract to manage Armenia's railway system after being the sole bidder in a

government tender, with an option for a 10-year extension (Mejlumyan 2021). During a
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2016 meeting with Oleg Belozerov, Chairman of Russian Railways, then-Armenian
President Serzh Sargsyan expressed appreciation for the arrangement and emphasized its
importance as a key aspect of Russian-Armenian relations (President of Armenia 2016).

Two interpretations explain Armenia's economic dependence on Russia. On
Moscow's side, the literature commonly cites the concept of "geoeconomic realism" to
explain Russian policy priorities toward post-Soviet countries since the early years of
Putin's presidency (Thorun 2009; Terzyan 2018). This perspective suggests that the
Russian leadership at that time viewed international and regional affairs as a geopolitical
contest for spheres of influence and, more critically, as a struggle for access to markets
(Thorun 2009, 10).

On Yerevan's side, the material weakness of the Caucasian nation has been
considered a key factor in provoking Russian coercive actions (Minasyan 2013; Delcour
2015; Ter-Matevosyan et al. 2017). Since the First Karabakh War ended in 1994,
Azerbaijan and Turkey have worked together to keep Armenia out of regional energy and
communication projects (Ter-Matevosyan et al. 2017, 344-45). Currently, Armenia has
sealed 80 percent of its land borders, leaving only the borders with Georgia and Iran open.
This situation creates heavy dependence on these two nations, especially Georgia, which
is crucial to Armenia's foreign trade (Ter-Matevosyan et al. 2017, 345).

5.1.2. Armenia’s Diaspora in Russia

The Armenian diaspora in Russia significantly influences the Russian-Armenian
relationship economically and politically. In March 2024, during his address at the World
Y outh Festival, Dmitry Peskov, the Press Secretary for Russian President Vladimir Putin,

stated:

“Do you know that there are more Armenians living in Russia than in Armenia? They are Russians,
and they are doing well here. And we love them, and they love us, too. We have lived this way for centuries,
and we will live this way for centuries. That is why we value the privileged high character of our relations

with Armenia just as much” (News.am 2024).

Peskov’s words reflect how Russia is home to the largest population of ethnic
Armenians outside of Armenia. While the 2020 Russian census records approximately
946,000 Armenians, some estimates suggest the actual figure may be significantly higher,
potentially reaching up to 2.5 million (De Waal 2024). Ziemer (2010, 410) categorizes
the formation of the Armenian diaspora in Russia into three broad phases: the first spans
from the 18th century to the early 20th century, the second extends from the 1920s to the
1940s, and the third encompasses the period from the 1950s to the late 1980s. The First
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Karabakh War, which erupted in 1988, catalyzed this last wave of migration to Russia.

Despite its ancient origins, the Armenian community in Russia only recently began
to organize politically, as the concept of diaspora was largely unrecognized during the
Soviet era (Féron and Baser 2023, 389). Nonetheless, observers' opinions on the
effectiveness of the Armenian diaspora's political efforts in Russia tend to diverge. Féron
and Baser (2023, 389) note that efforts to unite and mobilize the diaspora through
organizations such as the Union of Armenians of Russia (UAR) have faced obstacles due
to competition among Armenian organizations in the country. Broers (2019, 189) writes
that this organization “has secured a dominant, even monopolistic, role in Armenian
community life in Russia, within which the image of the ‘integrated Armenian’ is
important.” Founded in 2000, the UAR is the largest Armenian diaspora organization in
Russia, with 85 regional branches and 647 city offices nationwide (UAR 2025). The
organization’s primary mission, as outlined in its charter, is the “preservation of the
Armenian diaspora’s identity in the country” (UAR 2025).

Féron and Baser (2023, 392) argue that, given the Russian political system's
structure, diaspora organizations tend to adopt a less politically charged lobbying strategy
than their counterparts in the US and France. Koinova (2021, 213) notes that the
Armenian diaspora in Russia often refrains from political discourse, opting instead to
focus on issues related to Armenia's economic development. Nevertheless, Broers (2019,
189) argues that the UAR has been proactive in mobilizing electoral support for President
Putin among its members.

Some observers (Terzyan 2019; Broers 2019) argue that the Armenian diaspora in
Russia, along with the significant migration of Armenian labor to the country, has been
instrumental in shaping a pro-Russia inclination in Yerevan's foreign policy. Russia is a
key destination for Armenian labor migrants (Galstyan et al. 2024, 169). In 2012,
remittances from Russia accounted for a significant 15.5% of Armenia's GDP (Sukiasyan
2021; Ter-Matevosyan and Mkrtchyan 2021). This trend has largely been enabled by
Armenia's membership in the EAEU, which mitigates visa-related barriers and facilitates
the free movement of Armenian workers (Terzyan 2019, 125). Ara Abrahamyan,
president of UAR, has repeatedly underscored Armenia's decision to join the
organization, highlighting its significance for the Armenian community's security in
Russia (Terzyan 2023, 6).

According to Terzyan (2019, 125), the Kremlin has exploited Yerevan's concerns

about the potential mistreatment of Armenian migrants should the country pursue
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independence from Russian influence. The Russian government's targeted campaign
against Georgian migrants in Russia in October and November 2006 fueled such anxiety
among Armenian authorities. As a result, Russia detained and expelled thousands in
retaliation for Georgia’s shift toward closer ties with the EU and NATO (Buchanan et al.
2007).

Furthermore, Terzyan (2019, 133) notes that the Russian government has actively
encouraged prominent Armenian business tycoons to deepen their economic involvement
in Armenia and bolster its influence over the country's economy. Cavoukian (2013, 714)
notes that the activities of Russian-Armenian oligarchs significantly affect the political
landscape of both countries. Although their involvement is often subtle, as they usually
frame it within humanitarian and development-focused narratives (Féron and Baser 2023,
392), their political loyalty to the Russian government is well established (Broers 2019,
189).

Several Russian-Armenian businessmen have consistently ranked among the 200
wealthiest individuals in the country, according to the Russian edition of Forbes magazine
(Asbarez 2016). Notable examples include Samvel Karapetyan, president and owner of
Tashir Group, and Danil Khachaturov, head of Rosgosstrakh insurance company. In
2017, for example, Samvel Karapetyan campaigned for Karen Karapetyan's reelection as
prime minister of Armenia (Danielyan 2017). Ara Abramyan, president of the Union of
Armenians in Russia, is a prominent figure among Russian-Armenian businessmen. In
1993, he established JSC “Soglasye,” which has become one of Russia's leading insurance
companies.

Furthermore, Abramyan played a crucial role in securing the release of six Armenian
pilots detained by local authorities in Equatorial Guinea in 2005 (Azatutyun 2005), twelve
Russian sailors held captive in Nigeria in 2006 (Moscow Times 2006), and Trevor Reed,
an American prisoner who had been held in Russia since 2019 (Asbarez 2022). In 2018,
he reestablished the party "Our Home is Armenia," which had been dissolved in 2016,
and formed a coalition with the Alliance Party for the 2021 Armenian parliamentary
elections. However, the alliance failed to secure a seat in the National Assembly,
receiving just 0.95% of the popular vote (1Lurer 2021).

The Sarkisov brothers, Nikolai and Sergey, originally from Nagorno-Karabakh, have
amassed considerable wealth as the owners of RESO-Garantia, one of Russia’s leading
insurance firms (Armenpress 2013). In 2013, Sergey Sarkisov was appointed Armenia’s

Consul General in Los Angeles, home to a significant portion of the Armenian community
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in the United States (Armenpress 2013). Another prominent figure is Sergey Galitsky
Harutyunyan, a major shareholder in the Magnit retail chain and president of the
Krasnodar football team in Russia.

Lastly, Ruben Vardanyan is a billionaire and philanthropist, reportedly close to
Russian President Vladimir Putin (Bernstein et al. 2016; Rapoza 2023). After renouncing
his Russian citizenship, Vardanyan moved to Nagorno-Karabakh and served as state
minister in the self-proclaimed government of Artsakh from November 2022 to February
2023 (Armenpress 2023). His rise to power provoked anger among the Azerbaijani
government, which viewed him as a Kremlin-backed agent sent to undermine its efforts
to regain full control over Nagorno-Karabakh (Kucera 2023). In September 2023, during
Baku's takeover of Nagorno-Karabakh, he was detained and, as of this writing, remains
imprisoned in the Azerbaijani capital (Kucera 2023).

5.1.3. Security

Throughout much of its independent history, Armenia regarded military cooperation
with Russia as a vital component of its security and defense strategy. When the Soviet
Union collapsed, and Yerevan declared independence on September 21, 1991, a
significant number of Soviet troops remained stationed in the country. Unlike its
neighbors, Azerbaijan and Georgia, Armenia chose not to expel them. In May 1992,
Armenia and Russia were among six post-Soviet states (along with Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan) to sign the Collective Security Treaty (CST).
Under Article 4, if an armed attack threatens the safety, stability, territorial integrity, or
sovereignty of any member, all other members must promptly provide necessary
assistance, which may include military support, to the affected ally (Davidzon 2022, 156).
In September of the same year, the two parties inked the treaty “on the Status and
Operating Conditions of the Border Troops of the Russian Federation on the territory of
the Republic of Armenia.” The latter established a framework for the joint protection of
Armenia’s borders with Turkey and Iran by Russian and Armenian border guards
(Russian Federation and Republic of Armenia 1992).

In March 1995, the two countries signed a treaty establishing a “Russian military
base in the territory of the Republic of Armenia.” This agreement led to the formation of
the 102nd Russian military base in Gyumri, Armenia's second-largest city near the
Turkish border, using the facilities of the former 344th Motorized Rifle Regiment,
established in 1957. The base was supposed to accommodate over 3,000 Russian soldiers,

with Armenia agreeing to cover 50% of its operational expenses, while Russia was
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exempted from lease payments for the land (Grigas 2016, 383). That same year, a treaty
established operational and tactical guidelines for joint military exercises (Abrahamyan
2016). On 29 August 1997, Moscow and Yerevan signed the “Treaty on Friendship,
Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance.” Under this document, both nations pledged to aid
each other in the event of military threats from third countries, enhance military and
technical collaboration, align closely on foreign policy matters, and coordinate actions in
other policy areas.

The 2000 Declaration on Allied Cooperation between the Russian Federation and the
Republic of Armenia reiterated many of these commitments (Grigas 2016). In May 2002,
Armenia joined the CSTO. In contrast to the largely declarative nature of the CST, this
new organization's provisions markedly enhanced the military and political dimensions
of cooperation. They established a formal structure to oversee decision-making and the
alliance's operations (Davidzon 2022). In 2010, the treaty on the military base was
extended by Armenian and Russian presidents, Serzh Sargsyan and Dmitry Medvedeyv,
until 2044 (Grigas 2016, 383). In 2015, Russia and Armenia signed an agreement for the
"creation of a joint regional air defense system as part of the united air defense system of
the states making the CIS” (TASS 2015).

Armenia's dependence on Moscow for security and support during the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict significantly facilitated the Kremlin's ability to establish a military
presence in the Caucasian republic (Delcour 2015). In addition to its military base in
Gyumri, Russia maintains other military installations in Armenia’s capital, Yerevan,
including a garrison in Yerevan's northeast suburb of Kanaker and the 3624th Russian
airbase at Erebuni military airport (Nazaretyan 2023).

Between late 2020 and 2021, Russia strengthened its military presence along the
border with Azerbaijan, where its deployment had not previously been requested
(Nazaretyan 2023). In October 2020, Russia established a field camp near the village of
Tegh along the Goris-Lachin highway, which connects Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh.
By November 2020, Russian border guards were stationed in various locations throughout
Armenia's Syunik province. By early January 2021, these guards were patrolling the
highway from Vorotan to Srashen, near Agarak, close to Kapan.

However, security cooperation between Russia and Armenia involves more than
military bases and border guards. It also encompasses Yerevan’s acquisition of arms from
Moscow. Between 2011 and 2020, Russia was Armenia's main supplier of military

equipment. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI),
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Russia accounted for at least 94 percent of Armenia's arms imports during this timeframe.
Moscow offers Yerevan credit to purchase weapons, which Armenia primarily purchases
from Russia at discounted prices (Ter-Matevosyan and Mkrtchyan 2021, 211)

In 2015, Moscow offered Armenia a $200 million loan, allowing the country to
purchase BM-30 Smerch and TOS-1A Solntsepek multiple-launch rocket systems, Igla-
S man-portable air defense systems, the Avtobaza-M electronic intelligence system, and
additional military equipment (Nersisyan and Melkonian 2024). During the same period,
Armenia also bought Skander-E missile systems, Su-30SM fighter jets, and Tor-M2KM
air defense systems (Nersisyan and Melkonian 2024).

Armenia and Russia finalized a new arms supply agreement in August 2021, but they
did not disclose the deal's specifics or value (Azatutyun 2021). In 2023, Andranik
Kocharyan, the head of the Armenian parliamentary defense commission, revealed the
contract's value at $400 million (Reuters 2023). Arms purchases are another area where
diplomatic relations between Russia and Armenia evolved after the Second Karabakh
War. In November 2023, Pashinyan declared that Armenia had paid Russia for weapons
that had not yet arrived (Reuters 2023).

In 2024, Yerevan took steps to reduce Russia’s security footprint in Armenia,
including by requesting the removal of Russian border guards from the Armenia—
Azerbaijan frontier, Zvartnots International Airport, and the Armenia—Iran border
crossing (Zanatta 2025).

5.1.4. Armenian Politics

Some observers also contend that Russia could not have exerted such significant
influence over Armenia without establishing close ties with a segment of Armenian
politics represented by Robert Kocharyan and Serzh Sargsyan, who dominated Armenian
politics for nearly two decades.

Both Robert Kocharyan and Serzh Sargsyan, who hailed from Nagorno-Karabakh,
played critical roles within the political apparatus of the self-declared republic, unlike
Armenia's first president, Levon Ter-Petrosyan (1992-1998), who lacked personal
connections to the region. Before his terms as Prime Minister (1997-1998) and President
of Armenia (1998-2008), Kocharyan served as President of the self-declared Nagorno-
Karabakh Republic (1994-1997). Similarly, before becoming Minister of Internal Affairs
and National Security (1996-1999), President (2008-2018), and Prime Minister (2018) of
Armenia, Sargsyan chaired the Self-Defense Forces Committee of the Nagorno-Karabakh

Republic (1989-1992).
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Their rise to prominence in Armenian politics was closely tied to the "Karabakh
Movement," which brought together Karabakh politicians and Armenian military leaders
who advocated unifying Nagorno-Karabakh with Armenia (De Waal 2019, 126).
Armenia's military victory in the First Karabakh War in 1994 significantly bolstered their
influence and popularity (De Waal 2019, 126). In 1998, after months of internal turmoil,
pressure from Kocharyan and Sargsyan played a crucial role in Ter-Petrosyan's
resignation (Papazian 2008, 30).

Ter-Petrosyan viewed the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict as a major obstacle to the
Caucasian republic's aspirations to become a democratic and sovereign nation.
Consequently, he even advocated measures that might involve returning the region to
Azerbaijan (Hynek and Ter-Ghazaryan 2023). In contrast, Kocharyan and Sargsyan
adopted a harder line on the conflict, reflecting prevailing public sentiment among
Armenians both domestically and in the diaspora (Switalski 2020, 106). They
championed a state-building initiative that emphasized the geopolitical narrative of an
“augmented Armenia,” envisioning the Caucasian nation as a unified entity
encompassing Nagorno-Karabakh and the surrounding territories occupied during the
First Karabakh War (Broers 2019).

Kocharyan and Sargsyan, along with other political figures from Nagorno-Karabakh
who established their credentials through the struggle for the region's independence and
later held political roles in Armenia, are often referred to as the "Karabakh Clan"
(Czerewacz-Filipowicz and Konopelko 2016; Kopecek 2019). Notable members of this
"clan" included Leonard Petrosian, who served as Prime Minister of Nagorno-Karabakh
in 1997 and as Armenia's Deputy Defense Minister at the end of 1998. He held this role
until he was tragically assassinated during the 1999 shooting in the National Assembly of
Armenia's assembly hall.!”

Another example is Slava Avanesyan, who served as Secretary of Karabakh’s
Security Council and later as an advisor to Armenia’s Prime Minister, Andranik
Margaryan (Panossyan 2001, 155). In 2005, he was appointed Deputy Mayor of Yerevan
(Gov Arm 2005). Additionally, Oleg Yesayan, after serving as Prime Minister of
Nagorno-Karabakh and President of the National Assembly of Nagorno-Karabakh,

served as Armenia’s ambassador to Russia and Belarus until 2017. Seyran Ohanyan, who

17 Back then, former journalist and political extremist Nairi Hunanyan, accompanied by his brother
and three other gunmen, stormed the Armenian parliament and killed Prime Minister Vazgen Sargsyan,
parliamentary speaker Karen Demirchyan, and six other senior officials.
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served as Defense Minister of Karabakh for many years, became Chief of the General
Staff of the Armenian army in 2007 and, in 2008, Armenia’s Defense Minister (Panossyan
2001, 155). Finally, Karen Karapetyan, born in Stepanakert, served as Mayor of Yerevan
from 2010 to 2011 before becoming Prime Minister of Armenia from 2016 to 2018.

Kocharyan and Sargsyan are also regarded as the main architects of the path that led
to Armenia’s economic and political absorption by Russia (Mirzoyan 2010; Oskanian
2014; Terzyan 2018; Broers 2019). Ter-Petrosyan argued that one of Armenia's primary
risks in continuing to engage in the conflict was its growing tendency to align more
closely with Russia politically and militarily (Terzyan 2023). Even during Ter-
Petrosyan's tenure, Armenia continued to seek closer cooperation with Russia. He signed
most of the key security agreements tying the two countries. While Azerbaijan withdrew
from the CST, citing its inability to resolve the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute, Armenia
remained a member of the organization (Davidzon 2022, 78).

However, in subsequent decades, Armenia's foreign policy was even more shaped by
the "Nagorno-Karabakh factor," especially given the Karabakh clan's unique emphasis on
Russia's role in the conflict (Czerewacz-Filipowicz and Konopelko 2016, 313). During
his tenure, Kocharyan faced significant criticism for ceding control of strategic sectors of
the Armenian economy and for failing to pursue alternatives to reduce reliance on Russia
(Danielyan 2017). In September 2013, Sargsyan traveled to Moscow, where he publicly
announced Armenia's decision to join the customs union with Russia and Belarus and to
abandon a long-negotiated Association Agreement with the EU (De Waal 2019, 238).
Broers (2019) describes how, under the leadership of Kocharyan and Sargsyan, Armenia's
networked regime cultivated relationships with Russia-oriented oligarchs and
strengthened ties to the Russian government (Broers 2019, 9).

One example is the already mentioned Karapetyan, who served as chief executive of
Gazprom Armenia before starting his political career in Armenia. According to Terzyan
(2019), Karapetyan's tenure as prime minister aimed to reassure Moscow that its
representative was in charge while also suppressing Armenia's aspirations to reduce its
reliance on Russia.

Terzyan (2018, 246) also argues that the two Armenian presidents' perceptions and
preferences significantly shaped the pro-Russian course of Armenian foreign policy.
According to him, the "success stories" of Russian-backed incumbents in Central Asian
countries and Belarus, along with the rising challenges faced by political elites in other

post-Soviet, Western-oriented, democratizing countries such as Georgia, Moldova, and

139



Ukraine, influenced Kocharyan's decision to follow the Russian path. Mirzoyan (2010,
49) writes that the Kremlin largely ensured the security of Kocharyan's and Sargsyan’s
regime, favoring the familiar figure of Kocharyan over an opposition advocating stronger
ties with the West. Putin's spokesperson, Dmitry Peskov, has called Kocharyan a "close
friend of Russia" and noted that the two men "frequently communicate with each other"
(Azatutyun 2021).

Like his predecessor, Sargsyan consistently affirmed the crucial importance of the
Armenian-Russian strategic partnership, which is considered essential to strengthening
national security (Terzyan 2019, 14-15). Sargsyan often strongly supported some of the
most contentious and ambiguous elements of Russian foreign policy, including the 2014
crisis in Ukraine and the situation in Syria in 2014-2015 (Terzyan 2018, 17). Sargsyan's
emphasis on cultivating good relations with Moscow was also reflected in his efforts to
secure the appointment of Armenia's representative as the CSTO General Secretary
(Kopecek 2019, 214). In April 2017, Armenia achieved this objective by appointing Yuri
Khachaturov, the former Chief of the General Staff of the Armenian army, who was often
seen as a member of the "Karabakh clan" (Kucera 2021).

Sargsyan’s downfall during the Armenian Velvet Revolution effectively signaled the
end of the “Karabakh clan's” influence in the political landscape of the Republic of
Armenia (Kopecek 2019, 211). According to Poghosyan (2019), two actions by the
Pashinyan government soon heightened tensions with Moscow. Yerevan initiated a
criminal investigation into Yuri Khachaturov, Armenia's former high-ranking national
security official, who was serving as the CSTO Secretary General at the time.
Additionally, Kocharyan's arrest provoked negative reactions in Moscow, prompting the

Russian foreign minister to warn against a "political vendetta."

5.2. Russia as a Hero-Protector
A significant dynamic that emerged during the events of September 2023 is that
Russia's failure or reluctance to deter Azerbaijan from taking over Nagorno-Karabakh has
dismantled the long-held belief that the Kremlin would protect the Armenians
(Atasuntsev 2023; Zolyan 2023; Shahverdyan 2024). As Vahram Ter-Matevosyan, an
associate professor at the American University of Armenia, stated in an interview with

CNN shortly after Azerbaijan retook the disputed territory:

“Armenia has invested 30 years of its independence — I would even say 200 years of its recent history
— in firmly believing that when the time comes and when need arises, Russia would [...] defend Armenia

against any foreign aggression. That did not happen” (CNN 2023).
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The erosion of this long-standing assumption is particularly consequential given how
deeply the image of Russia as a protector is embedded in Armenian society. Historians
have highlighted the role this perception has played in shaping contemporary Armenian
political identity (Suny 1993; Shnirelman 2001; Libaridian 2007; Payaslian 2007;
Badalyan Riegg 2020). The theme has also attracted attention in the IR literature
(Oskanian 2017; Terzyan 2018; Abushov 2019; Terzyan 2023), where scholars have
examined how the image of Russia as a savior, coupled with the perception of Azerbaijan
and Turkey as threats, contributed to the Armenian leadership’s securitization of the

Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. As Mirzoyan claims:

“Armenian-Russian relations in the post-Soviet period should be situated within the complex interplay
of the Armenian self that, for the last two centuries, has been premised on the idea of Russian support and
regional geopolitics. Largely, the official articulation of this policy in Yerevan as “natural” and “organic”

has coincided with the traditional Armenian perception of Russia as a protector” (Mirzoyan 2010, 53).

As discussed at length in the preceding sections, this dissertation contends that
Russia’s protection of Armenia cannot be understood solely in terms of its significance
for Armenia itself. Instead, it has also taken on profound significance for post-Soviet
Russia and, more specifically, for its quest for ontological security. Against this backdrop,
this chapter’s part traces the perceptions and representations through which the image of
Russia as Armenia’s protector became inscribed in Russian collective memory and,
ultimately, incorporated into the Russian Self. In doing so, it examines how Russian
political discourse, literature, and historiography articulated emotions of compassion and
anger.

5.2.1. The Russian-Armenian Encounter

Although the initial contact between Russians and Armenians can be traced to the
10th century, when Armenian merchants traversed Byzantine markets along the Black
Sea to reach trading posts in Kievan Rus (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 3), it was not until the
mid-17th century, when Armenians established themselves as prominent traders and
artisans in Moscow and Astrakhan, that Russo-Armenian relations began to develop
significantly (Suny 1993, 32). By the end of the century, Armenians’ economic influence
had enabled them to enjoy a distinctive status among non-Russian ethnic groups within
the Russian State (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 12).

In 1724, Peter I (1672-1725) exempted Armenians from military service and granted
them various economic and social privileges. By 1746, Armenian traders in Astrakhan

enjoyed tax-free trading rights and, by 1769, had the exclusive privilege of constructing
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seagoing vessels for Caspian Sea trade. Thirty years later, Catherine the Great upheld
Peter the Great's policy by exempting Armenian immigrants from merchant guild
enlistment and related taxes. Additionally, she granted Armenians residing in Russia
"rights and advantages equal to the Russians" (Suny 1993, 35). As a result, these measures
integrated Armenian communities economically and politically into the Russian Empire
(Ferrari 2005, 61).

Although initial interactions between the Russian Empire and the Armenians
primarily occurred through trade, economic ties became an even more decisive factor in
Russo-Armenian relations during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Blauvelt and
Berglund 2016; Badalyan Riegg 2020). Although both adhere to Orthodox Christianity,
the Russian Church follows the Eastern Orthodox tradition, while the Armenian Church
aligns with the Oriental Orthodox tradition. Kyivan Rus' adopted Christianity in 988,
whereas Armenia, recognized as the first nation to embrace Christianity officially, did so
in 301, largely due to the efforts of Gregory the Illuminator and King Tiridates III
(Tchilingirian 2014, 472). The main divergence between the two churches stems from
Oriental Orthodox followers' rejection of the Council of Chalcedon's doctrine in 451
(Tchilingirian 2014, 473).

Two factors contributed to the importance of ecumenical ties in Russian-Armenian
relations. The first was the lack of secular authority among Armenians in their historical
territories since the mid-seventeenth century (Bournoutian 2021, 237). In fact, between
the 15th and 17th centuries, what is referred to as “historic Armenia” was partitioned
twice between the Ottoman Empire and Safavid Persia, as outlined in the treaties of
Amasya (1555) and Zuhab (1639). The latter agreement resulted in the Ottomans
conceding the majority of the South Caucasus to Persia, with the plain of Shuragial and
the Arpachai River serving as the border (Bournoutian 1997, 81). The second reason is
that, while the schism between Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Christianity may have
seemed crucial, it was overshadowed, from the Armenian perspective, by the immense

gulf between Russia and the Muslim Ottoman and Persian Empires (Badalyan Riegg

2020, 13).
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5. The Caucasus in the Late Eighteenth Century

Figure 3: Map of the Caucasus in the Late 18th century with the Designation of Eastern and
Western Armenia. (Source: Bournoutian 1997, 45).

Mirzoyan (2010, 23) writes that benevolence toward Russia stemmed from a shared
Christian heritage and the contrast between barbaric Asiatic Turks and Europeanized
Russians. Paternalistic relations grounded in Christian power would have protected
Armenians. In his novel Wounds of Armenia (Verk® Hayastani/Jdtpp <wywuwmwibh)
(1858), Khachatur Abovyan, the founder of modern Eastern Armenian literature, wrote,
"Blessed be the hour when the blessed Russian foot stepped upon our holy Armenian
land" (Shervinskii 1977, 102).

5.2.2. Armenians Seeking a Christian Protector

Nagorno-Karabakh, in addition to being infamously known for the territorial dispute
between Azerbaijan, which de jure held sovereignty over it, and its Armenian majority,
which declared independence in 1991, can also be regarded as a crucial locus in the
emergence of the image of Russia as a protector.

In the early 18th century, the Armenian nobility in this territory, along with the
Armenian church, attempted to establish a national state with the help and protection of
the Russian Empire (Ferrari 2004, 57). In the territories under Persian suzerainty,
hereditary Muslim Khanates extended across the mostly flat regions from the Caspian
Sea to the Ottoman frontier west of Lake Urmiah. At the same time, the plateau of Syunik-
Karabakh housed semi-autonomous principalities administered by Armenian petty

princes, also known as meliks (Hewsen 1972, 298).
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Israel Ori, a prominent diplomat in the Armenian liberation movement, helped
develop this pro-Russian stance. After journeying to several European courts to seek
assistance against the Muslim oppressors of his people, he was entrusted by the meliks in
1699 to travel to Russia. In 1701, Ori presented a petition to Peter the Great, endorsed by
the "princes and meliks of Greater Armenia” (Ferrari 2004, 58). As the Armenian-
American historian Ronald Suny (1993, 33) observes, Ori’s delegation appeared before
the Tsarist authorities as “suppliant fellow Christians,” presenting Armenians as “the
victims of infidel oppressors asking to be assisted in their liberation.”

From the seventeenth century to the early twentieth century, the image of Russia as
a protector developed through two distinct yet interconnected pathways. One expanded
into the Caucasus and Eastern Anatolia, where the Russian army engaged in prolonged
conflicts with the Persian and Ottoman Empires. As will be shown, the Tsarist authorities
acknowledged Christian Armenians as allies on the southern frontier, while also
recognizing them as a vulnerable minority whom they felt a religious duty to protect from
Muslim oppressors (Blauvelt and Berglund 2016, 70). The second trajectory took place
within the Russian Empire, where numerous Armenians established themselves and made
significant contributions across diverse domains such as the arts, industry, science, and
the military (Suny 1993; Badalyan Riegg 2020).

The Russian-Armenian encounter undoubtedly contributed to an emerging Russian
self-narrative in which protecting vulnerable Christian communities became a source of

continuity and purpose. As Suny observed:

"For the Russians, it was important that they had been repeatedly invited to enter
Transcaucasia. They saw themselves as both liberators and conquerors—Iliberators of Christian
peoples no longer able to defend themselves and conquerors who had brought glory to the

empire by defeating the Muslim” (Suny 1993: 35).18

After concluding peace with Sweden in 1721, Peter turned to a weakened Persia and
launched the Caspian campaign of 1722, occupying important territories along its western
and southern coasts. Although Russian ambitions temporarily coincided with Armenian
hopes for liberation, in 1724, after the Ottoman Empire had invaded the eastern Caucasus,
the Tsar reached an agreement with the Porte that left much of Armenia under its control
(Suny 1993, 34-35). Russia later returned most of its Caspian conquests to Persia in the

1730s. Nevertheless, Peter continued to express compassion towards the Armenians at

13 In Russia, the South Caucasus is commonly designated as "Transcaucasia" or "Zakavaz’e" (3akaBkasbe).
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the discursive level. A particularly illustrative example can be found in a decree issued

on 10 November 1724, in which he stated:

“Since the Armenian people have petitioned us to take them under our protection and to order that
suitable places be allotted to them for settlement in our newly acquired Persian provinces, we hereby
command you that, whenever any members of the Armenian people arrive at the Fortress of the Holy Cross,
you shall immediately assign to them, in the vicinity of that fortress, along the rivers Sulak, Agrakhan, and
Terek, such suitable, necessary, and sufficient lands as they themselves may choose, where they may
establish their settlements. You shall furthermore render them every possible assistance, keep them under
firm protection, and treat them in such a manner that they may have no cause whatsoever for complaint,
since we have taken the Armenian people under our special imperial benevolence and protection”

(Armmuseum 2022).

5.2.3. The Zenith of the Protector Image
After Peter the Great, Saint Petersburg largely ignored the Armenians, but the reign

of Catherine II saw a notable resurgence in the fate of Christian communities in the South
Caucasus and the Ottoman Empire (Bournoutian 2021, 91). With the Treaty of Kii¢iik
Kaynarca in 1774, which ended the Russo-Turkish War of 176874, Catherine imposed
on the Ottoman Empire the obligation to safeguard its Christian subjects and churches
(Jakjimovska 2014). Since then, Russian emperors have called on Ottoman sultans to
protect the material and spiritual cultures of their Christian minority, often using
compassion for their fate as a pretext for possible military intervention (Badalyan Riegg
2020, 44-45).

Armenian appeals increasingly articulated expectations of protection through
language of humility and deference toward the Russian sovereign. In his monograph
“Nagorno-Karabakh in the International Law and World Politics, Documents and
Commentary,” Soviet and later Russian-Armenian scholar Yuri Barsegov reports that, in
1781, the meliks appealed to Catherine II (1762-1796) with the request to save the

Armenians of Karabakh by accepting them under the protection of Russia:

"We, from the Armenian nation, remaining military meliks and all local owners... humbly request
from your humanity and mercy and maternal compassion to render us, Christians, assistance and salvation
from our enemies, to deliver us through the victorious power of your weapons from our enemies and the

villains of the cross of Christ, and to accept us under your high imperial protection" (Barsegov 2009, 34).

At the beginning of the 19th century, the Russian Empire responded to Armenian
appeals in Persian territories. In 1783, under Catherine II, the kingdom of Kartli-Kakheti
(eastern Georgia) became a Russian protectorate; her son Paul I formally annexed the
territory in 1801. This event marked the beginning of a prolonged Russian presence in

the South Caucasus and paved the way for a series of conflicts with the Persian (1805—
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1813 and 1826-1828) and Ottoman (1807-1812 and 1828-1829) Empires, which
ultimately led to Russia's conquest of the region. In addition to providing logistical
support, guiding military expeditions, and gathering intelligence, some members of the
Iranian and Ottoman Armenian communities actively fought alongside Russia's Caucasus
Corps against their states (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 33-41).

The resurgence of interest in the so-called “Armenian question” among Tsarist
authorities can be attributed to the influence of prominent Russian and Armenian figures.
The first was Ivan Lazarev, one of the wealthiest tycoons in Catherinean Russia. His
family, the Lazaryan/Lazarev, were Persian Armenians who relocated to Astrakhan in
1747 and to Moscow in 1749, achieving success in silk production and jewelry
(Bournoutian 2021, 284). Before his death, he directed financial resources toward
establishing an educational institution for Armenians in Moscow. A member of his
family, Hovakim, opened the Lazarev Institute in 1815 (Bournoutian 2021, 284). This
school played a fundamental role in the development of modern Armenian culture, as it
formed a significant part of the national intelligentsia and advanced Oriental studies in
the Russian Empire (Ferrari 2005, 143).

The second figure was Hovsep Argutinski, a member of the Argutinski-Dolgorukii
noble family of Georgian-Armenian roots. In 1773, he was appointed the Prelate of the
Armenians in Russia (Bournoutian 2021, 279). Argutinski strongly supported Russian
expansion into the South Caucasus and advocated a Russian orientation among Russian
Armenians (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 14). Atkin (1980, 29) contends that his plan
envisioned a Christian protectorate encompassing all the khanates north of the Aras River,
including those with small Christian populations. Argutinski’s role became even more
significant a decade later, when Russia sought to increase its influence in the election of
the Armenian Catholicos. In 1800, Saint Petersburg successfully pushed for Argutinski’s
election. However, he died in Tiflis in 1801 while en route to Ejmiatsin to assume the
position (Bournoutian 2021, 279). Despite this setback, Russia obtained recognition from
the Ottoman Empire and Persia of its right to participate in and confirm the Catholicos,
ultimately appointing its chosen candidate, Daniel, to the position in 1807 (Werth 2006,
206).

After she conflicted with the Ottomans, Catherine relocated the Armenian population
of Crimea to a new settlement by the Don River in 1779. The following year, she tasked
Argutinskii with building a town for these newcomers in what is now Rostov-on-Don,

Nor-Nakhichevan. This episode again reveals the language of compassion that
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increasingly accompanied Russia’s self-representation as a Christian protector. In a
decree signed on November 14, 1779, ordering the resettlement of Armenians from

Crimea to the Azov Governorate, Empress Catherine II stated:

“By the grace and favor of God, We, Catherine 1I, Empress of All the Russias... to the entire
community of Crimean Christians of the Armenian faith, of every rank and condition, collectively and each
individually, Our gracious Imperial word. May the right hand of the Most High bless your well-intentioned
common undertaking. Having considered the message sent to Us by you from Bakhchisarai on July 16 of
last year, and your common petition, founded upon your own free will, requesting deliverance for all of
you from the threatened yoke and calamity through acceptance into the perpetual allegiance of the Russian
Empire, We are pleased not only to receive you all under Our most gracious protection and, as beloved
children, to grant you security beneath it, providing you with a life as prosperous as mortal wishes and Our

unceasing care can make possible” (Bagdykov 2024)

After defeating the Persians and securing the Treaty of Turkmenchay in 1828, Tsar
Nicholas I established the Armenian Province (Armyanskaya Oblast’/ApmsiHckas
obnacte), which included the former Muslim khanates of Yerevan and Nakhichevan
(Bournoutian 2021, 106). Although some areas claimed by Armenians, including
Karabakh, were excluded and the province was abolished in 1840, Armenian leaders
welcomed their new autonomy (Hovannisian 1971, 34). Furthermore, in 1836, the
Russian Empire issued the “Polozhenie,” a decree that granted Armenians complete
religious freedom, authority over their educational institutions, and official recognition of
their organizational independence (Suny 1993, 40). Significantly, the decree once again
articulated Russia’s protective role in a language of benevolence, declaring that “the
Armenian Gregorian Church in the Russian Empire, on an equal footing with the other
non-Orthodox confessions, enjoys the most gracious protection of the Sovereign
Emperor” (Luk’yanov and Udodov 2016, 168).

The emergence of the Armenian Question within the Ottoman Empire in the 19th
century also shaped Russo-Armenian relations. Maintaining the protector image was
pivotal to Tsarist policy, which sought to keep Armenians in a state of perpetual threat
from their historical adversaries (Somakian 1993, 80). Saint Petersburg began
championing the plight of Ottoman Armenians and their struggle for administrative
reforms to secure its interests in the Middle East (Hovannisian 1997, 234). During the
Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878, many Armenians, seeing the Tsar as a protector against
destruction by local Turkish and Kurdish tribes, joined the Russian military forces led by
Armenian generals Loris-Melikov and Lazarev (Payaslian 2007, 116). Aleksandr

Pushkin, who traveled to the Caucasus and Eastern Turkey during the Russo-Turkish War
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(1828-29), describes in his novel "Journey to Arzrum during the Campaign of 1829" how

Armenians welcomed the Russian army as it entered Erzurum.
We entered a city that presented an amazing picture. The Turks looked at us gloomily from their flat

roofs. Armenians crowded noisily in the cramped streets. Their boys ran in front of our horses, crossing

themselves and repeating, “Christians! Christians!..” (Pushkin 1974, 557).

5.2.4. The Nadir of the Protector Image
Despite the successes at Kars, Bayazid, and Alashkert, which forced the Ottoman

Empire to sign the Treaty of Santo Stefano (Payaslian 2007, 116), the Congress of Berlin,
held after the war, significantly curtailed Russia’s gains and crushed any hopes for an
autonomous Western Armenia (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 168). This period also marked the
decline of Armenian-Russian collaboration and the onset of increased Russian
chauvinism against its minorities’ aspirations (Suny 1993, 42).

Badalyan Riegg (2020, 199) argues that the carefully cultivated Russo-Armenian
partnership of the nineteenth century gradually unraveled under the combined pressures
of Russification, nationalism, revolutionary upheaval, and mounting instability within the
Russian Empire. Growing bureaucratic interference in Armenian affairs, particularly in
the ecclesiastical sphere, compounded by the often-authoritarian conduct of individual
tsarist officials, increasingly strained relations and ultimately precipitated the most
serious crisis in modern Russo-Armenian relations.

This deterioration was reflected in a series of increasingly restrictive measures.
Armenian schools were closed in 1885, and Russian was imposed as the sole language of
instruction. Anti-Armenian policies peaked in 1903 with the confiscation of the Armenian
Gregorian Church's property (Mostashari 2017, 44). As Suny (1993, 32) observes, such
measures further alienated Armenians from the Russian authorities while reinforcing
official representations of Armenians as “conspiratorial.”

The longstanding Russian policy of presenting itself as a protector of Christian
Armenians underwent a decisive reversal in the aftermath of the Hamidian massacres of
1895-1896. When a group of Armenians in Europe appealed to Britain for assistance, the
petition provoked considerable anger among Tsarist authorities in St. Petersburg (Suny
1993, 46-47). In response, they informed the Catholicos that Armenian schools within the
Russian Empire would be closed as a punitive measure for what they regarded as an
unacceptable appeal to a foreign power. The episode illustrates how closely Tsarist
authorities monitored Armenian displays of deference and how they understood such

deference as integral to Russia’s role as protector. Therefore, the appeal to Britain was

148



perceived not simply as a diplomatic slight but as a challenge to Russia’s privileged
position as the Armenians’ protector.

Interestingly, despite this significant nadir in political relations, many Armenians
remained loyal to the tsar and continued to operate within the Russian political system,
even as the imperial government had grown increasingly indifferent to their cause, in the
hope that Russia might ultimately facilitate the liberation of Western Armenians from
Ottoman rule (Badalyan Riegg 2020, 243). As Holquist (2011, 154) notes, after the
Ottoman Empire initiated military actions against the Russian Empire in late October
1914, certain factions within the Russian government began to view Ottoman Armenians
as potential allies.

Thus, the deterioration of Russo-Armenian relations did not erase compassion from
Russian narratives about Armenians. Rather, these narratives grew increasingly
ambivalent. On the one hand, the rise of Armenian nationalism fueled anger and
suspicion, as Armenian political aspirations were seen as a challenge to imperial
authority. On the other hand, Armenians were still portrayed as victims, particularly when
attention turned to their condition within the Ottoman Empire. This compassionate
narrative remained visible even as Russian policies toward Armenians shifted
considerably. Thus, Emperor Nicholas II assured Catholicos Kevork V in October 1914
that “a most brilliant future awaits the Armenians” (Holquist 2011, 154). Similarly, in
early 1915, Foreign Minister Sazonov declared before the State Duma that “at the
conclusion of the war, this exceptional state [the peace negotiations] will be utilized by
the Imperial government in a manner favorable to the Armenian population” (Holquist
2011, 154). Such statements do not, in themselves, demonstrate a corresponding policy
of protection. Rather, they reveal the continued availability of a narrative in which
Armenians could be represented as victims and Russia could present itself as attentive to
their fate.

The ambivalence characterizing Russian policies and narratives toward Armenians
persisted until the final years of the Russian Empire. Ultimately, St. Petersburg’s limited
geopolitical commitment to the Armenian cause and resulting inaction, combined with
the Porte’s portrayal of Armenians as a Russian fifth column, significantly shaped the
dynamics that culminated in the Armenian Genocide (Holquist 2011; Badalyan Riegg
2020). Nonetheless, Russian official discourse continued to cast Armenians as victims
deserving protection. As Holquist (2011, 154) notes, once the Russian government

became aware of the systematic massacres of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, it
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pressed its Allies to issue a joint declaration condemning the violence and warning that
Ottoman officials would be held personally responsible for the atrocities. Issued on May
24, 1915, the declaration famously referred to the massacres as “crimes against
humanity,” a formulation that, according to Holquist, had been introduced by the Russian

government.
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Figure 4: The Cover of the June 30, 2016, edition of "Excelsior" featured an illustration of a
Russian soldier on horseback holding a refugee child. The image was labeled, "The Symbol of Russian
Protection of the Armenians.” (Source: Darbinyan, 2016)

5.2.5. The Survival of the Protector Image
Despite the disintegration of the Russian Empire and the protector narrative's

religious origins, this image persisted through the distinct ideological characteristics of
the Soviet era, becoming intricately interwoven with Russia's self-identity and collective
memory. This is evident in Armenian-Soviet historiography, where the Russian conquest

of the Caucasus was framed as the foundation of a "centuries-old friendship between the
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Armenian and Russian peoples" or as a "union" (prisoedinenie/ mpucoenuHeHue in
Russian, miac’um/dhwignid in Armenian) (Ferrari 2005, 140). For example, in his
“Russia in the destinies of Armenians and Armenia," the Soviet-Armenian historian and

academician Tsatur Pavlovic Aghayan wrote:

“The Russian orientation of the Armenian people is one of the most significant phenomena in the

history of the Armenian nation over the last three centuries. It emerged and developed as an inevitable

part of the liberation struggle of the Armenian people directed against Qajar Iran and Ottoman Turkey”
(Aghayan 1994, 1).

The Armenian Apostolic Church also played a crucial role in sustaining the protector
narrative after the Russian Empire's collapse. In the 19th and 20th centuries, the Armenian
Church, under the authority of the Catholicos, served as a conduit through which Tsarist
authorities projected influence along Russia's southern borders and extended power over
neighboring states (Werth 2006, 204). Subsequently, it adapted to Soviet rule by
integrating into the regime's bureaucratic structures and publicly endorsing it (Guroian
1992, 31). Dyatlov and Melkonian (2009, 33-34) argue that during the Soviet era,
Armenians did not view the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic (SSR) as a foreign state
but as an integral part of a shared national identity. Alongside Armenian voluntary
associations, the Church was instrumental in nurturing the Armenian diaspora in Russia,
which emerged in response to national and religious persecution, genocide, and forced
displacement from their homeland (Ziemer 2016, 43). In November 2022, President
Vladimir Putin awarded Catholicos Garegin II a Russian state medal for his significant
contribution to advancing cultural and humanitarian relations between Russia and
Armenia. The image of Russia as a protector also resurfaced during the 2020 Second
Karabakh War, when then-de facto President of Nagorno-Karabakh/Artsakh, Arayik
Harutyunyan, addressed an open letter to Russian President Vladimir Putin, writing:

Dear Mr. President,

The Artsakh-Russia relations have a history of centuries. Russia is perceived in the historical
memory of the Artsakh people as a brotherly country which has always assisted this part of Armenians at
all difficult moments.

The Artsakh-Russia ties have been exercised in the most direct way especially during the flourishing
period of the Artsakh principalities and melikdoms, of which there is a lot of factual evidence.
For more than a century (in the 19th century and in the 10s of the 20th century) Karabakh has been
part of tsarist Russia. That historical period was marked for Karabakh by long-term peace, repatriation
and economic development. The cultural life has also developed. It’s noteworthy that in the second half
of the 19th century Artsakh’s administrative-political center Shushi has become one of the key spiritual,

cultural and economic centers in the Caucasus (Armenpress 2020).
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Conclusion

This chapter has laid the mnemonic foundations for the dissertation’s empirical
analysis by situating contemporary Russian—Armenian relations within both their post-
Soviet trajectory and a much longer history of interaction. After 1991, Armenia’s security
and economic choices increasingly coalesced around structural dependence on Moscow.
Russian military bases, border management, alliance mechanisms, and Armenia’s
integration into Russian-led security and economic frameworks created a post-Soviet
environment in which the Kremlin emerged as Yerevan’s principal security guarantor.
The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict was particularly important in consolidating this
dependence, reinforcing expectations that Moscow would assume responsibility for
Armenian security.

However, these post-Soviet expectations cannot be understood solely as products of
the institutional arrangements that emerged after 1991. They also draw on a much longer
history of Russo-Armenian interaction. From the perspective of Russia’s ontological
security, Armenia has long occupied an important place in a longstanding Russian self-
narrative centered on the protection of vulnerable Christian populations. While existing
scholarship has primarily examined the significance of Russia’s protector role in shaping
Armenian political identity, this chapter has argued that protection was also important to
Russian self-understanding during the Tsarist period.

Crucially, the protector role should not be understood as a coherent or consistent
policy. Russian authorities repeatedly failed to intervene on behalf of Armenians and, at
times, adopted openly repressive policies toward them. What persisted more consistently
was the narrative that allowed Russia to imagine and present itself as their protector.
Russian authorities placed considerable importance on Armenian recognition of Russia’s
protective position. Armenians were expected not only to seek Russian assistance but also
to acknowledge Russia’s privileged role as their protector.

In this respect, building on the insights of Suny (1993) and Somakian (1992), this
chapter argues that Armenian appeals for protection also performed an ontological
function for Tsarist Russia. Geopolitical calculations undoubtedly mattered, but
Armenian appeals also allowed Russian rulers to affirm a particular self-understanding as
benevolent, morally responsible protectors whose role those they claimed to defend
recognized. Compassion toward Armenian suffering was important to this narrative
because the representation of Armenians as vulnerable victims made the performance of

the protector role possible.
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Instead, when Armenians appeared to reject Russia’s privileged position, Russian
authorities could respond with anger. However, such anger did not necessarily erase the
compassionate portrayal of Armenians as victims. The late imperial period instead reveals
an increasingly ambivalent narrative in which hostility toward Armenian nationalism
could coexist with compassion for Armenian suffering, particularly in the Ottoman
Empire.

Overall, this narrative's foundations developed over centuries of interaction, from the
petitions of the Karabakh meliks and Russia’s claims to protect Christians in the Ottoman
and Persian domains to the later Soviet discourse of “centuries-old friendship.” As a
result, the hero-protector narrative became embedded in Russian understandings of its

relationship with Armenia.
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6. RUSSIA’S POLITICS OF DEFERENCE

Introduction

With the theoretical, methodological, and contextual groundwork of my study on the
post-Soviet Russian Self in place, this dissertation now advances to the empirical analysis
of official and semi-official discourse. The current chapter is predicated on the
assumption that Russia’s (dis)engagement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict can be
understood not only through the lens of its strategic interests and geopolitical stance in
the South Caucasus but also as an effort to attain ontological security.

This effort reflected Russian actors' recollections of the region's Tsarist history. It
took the form of a politics of deference toward Armenia, in which their perception of
Armenia’s recognition of Russia as a hero-protector reinforced a cohesive biographical
narrative and reaffirmed a sense of honor that has historically been a core element of
Russian identity (Tsygankov 2014; Kollmann 2016).

To trace how the politics of deference was expressed and adjusted at each critical
juncture, I drew on the hero-protector narrative of Clément et al. (2017) and took an
abductive approach to examine this framework in Russian official and semi-official
discourse during critical junctures in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. In analyzing 75
primary sources, I employed EDA to identify expressions of anger, compassion, and other
emotions in relation to the narrative roles associated with the hero-protector framework,
thereby tracing the emotional mechanisms through which Russia articulated its politics
of deference. In this way, I plan to address the research question, which I restate here:
How did concerns over ontological security shape Russia’s discourse toward Armenia

during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict (2015-2024)?

6.1. First Period (2015-2018)

This initial critical juncture can be considered a phase of “consolidation” for the hero-
protector narrative. During this period, Russian actors consistently portrayed the Kremlin
as the hero-protector and Armenia as a victim, explicitly linking the deeds of the Tsarist
Empire to Moscow's security practices in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

For example, Armenians were often characterized as “defenseless”
(6e3zamutHbIe/bezashchitnye) and “peaceful people” (mupnbie moan/mirnye lyudi), who
were “killed and mutilated” (youtsl, uckanedensl/ubity, iskaleceny) and “driven from

their homes” (u3rHaHbl U3 poAHBIX J0MOB/izgnany iz rodnykh domov). Their cultural
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heritage suffered as “spiritual sanctities” (myxoBubie cBsaTeiHH/dukhovnye svyatyni) and
“priceless manuscripts” (6ecuennbsie pykommcu/bestsennye rukopisi) were destroyed
(Putin 2015).

Russian actors often expressed compassion toward them, articulating it through
statements such as “we sincerely empathize with the Armenian people” (Mbl HCKpeHHE
colepexunBaeM apMsiHCKoMY Hapoay/My iskrenne soperezhivaem armyanksomu narodu)
or asserting that the events of 1915 “shook the entire world” (moTpsiciiu Bech Mup/potrasli
ves’ mir) (Putin 2015), and that “in Russia they were perceived as own sorrow” (B Poccun
OBLTM BOCIPHHATHI Kak coOcTBeHHOE rope/v Rossii byli vosprinyaty kak sobstvennoe
gore) (Putin 2015). By framing Armenian suffering as Russia’s “own sorrow,” Russian
actors incorporated Armenian victimhood into their self-understanding, revealing the
extent to which perceptions of Armenia were intertwined with Russia’s sense of
ontological security.

Russian discourse, particularly among semi-official actors, also expressed sympathy
and respect for the victim, consistently recognizing Armenians’ rich historical legacy and
strong morality. Examples of this dynamic appear in statements such as “Armenians are
the most ancient state” (apmsiHe—camoe JpeBHee rocyaapcTBo/armiane—samoe drevnee
gosudarstvo) (Zhirinovsky 2016) or “every Armenian feels responsible for a glorious
history and belonging to a noble people” (kaablii apMsSHMH 4YyBCTBYeT B cebe
OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 33 BEJHMKYI0 HCTOPUI0 U MPUHAUIEKHOCTH K  BEIHUKOMY
Hapony/kazhdyy armyanin chuvstvuet v sebe otvetstvennost’ za velikuyu istoriyu 1
prinadlezhnost' k velikomu narodu) (Solovyev 2013).

Expressions such as “(Armenian) women whose diligence and gentle care are so
extraordinary that every man feels like a general in the Armenian army” (TpyaontoOue u
3a00TJIMBOCTh KOTOPBIX HACTOJBKO MOTPSCAIOIINE, YTO KaXKABIH My)KYHMHA YyBCTBYET
cebs TeHepamoMm B apmsHckod apmuu/trudolyubie 1 zabotlivost' kotorykh stol'ko
potryasayushchie, chto kazhdyy muzhchina chuvstvuet sebya generalom v armyanskoy
armii) and men who, when the moment of truth arrives, “become undefeated warriors”
(craHOBSITCS BOMHAMM HemoOeIMMBbIMHE/stanovatsya voynami nepobedimymi) are also
indicative of that (Solovyev 2013). As we know from the theoretical chapter, female
honor is rooted in purity and the ability to bear children, while male honor is grounded in
the capacity to protect the homeland and women. The emphasis on these gendered
attributes demonstrates the extent to which Russian actors perceived and assessed

Armenians through the prism of honor.
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In their self-identification with the role of hero-protector, Russian actors not only
emphasized continuity between past and present, portraying the Russian state as an entity
that had historically defended Armenia and continued to do so, but also expressed pride
in fulfilling this role. Official discourse explicitly hailed the deeds of the Russian Empire,
arguing that “it was Russian diplomacy that achieved international condemnation of the
violence” (MMEHHO pOCCHIiCKast AUIJIOMATHs AOOMIAch MEXKIYHAPOIHOTO OCYXKICHUS
Hacuius/imenno rossijskaja diplomatia dobilas’ mezhdunarodnogo osuzhdenija nasilija)
during the Armenian genocide and that “on the initiative of Foreign Minister Sergei
Sazonov, [Russia] directly named what happened a crime against humanity and
civilization” (o maumaruee MunucTpa uHOCTpaHHbIX aei Ceprest Ca30HOBA. .. [IPSMO
Ha3BaJM MPOM3OIICANICe MPECTYIUICHUEM MPOTHB YEJIOBEYHOCTH U IMBHIU3AIMH/PO
initiativie Ministra inostrannykh del Sergeja Sazonova...prjamo nazvali proizoshedshee
prestupleniem protiv chelovechnosti 1 tsivilizatsii) (Putin 2015). Expressions of
compassion were also explicit, with semi-official discourse actors arguing that Russia
always “saved and protected the Armenians” (cmacanu, 3amuinand apmss/spasali,
zashchishchali armyan) (Zhirinovsky 2016).

Russian actors went beyond mere acknowledgment of historical events, articulating
their interpretation of history in the context of contemporary developments. This was
evident in their efforts to commemorate the Armenian genocide, as reflected in statements
such as “in hundreds of Russian cities, over two thousand memorial events will be held”
(B COTHAX pOCCHHCKHX TOPOJOB TPOWIYT Ooyiee JABYX THICSY IMOMHHAIBHBIX
Mepomnpustrii/v sotnjakh rossijskikh gorodov proidut bolee dvukh tysjach pominal’nykh
meroprijatij) (Putin) or “Russia’s position has been and remains consistent” (mo3umus
Poccun Obuta u octaérest mocnepoBaTenbHOW/pozitsija Rossii byla 1 ostajotsja
posledovatel’noj) (Putin 2015).

Furthermore, by framing their country’s involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict as a matter of  “historical  responsibility”  (ucropuueckas
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH/istoricheskaya otvetstvennost') (Babayan 2018), Russian actors sought
to construct a discourse that would resonate with Armenians and foster hope, echoing, as
discussed in the previous chapter, the way Tsarist authorities had appealed to Armenians
as early as the eighteenth century. Evidence of this intent appears in statements such as
“only the president of Russia can make the final decision” (okoH4YaTenpHOE pelieHHe
MO>KET NMPHUHATH TOJMBKO npe3uaeHT Poccum/okonchatel’noe reshenie mozhet prinyat’

tol’ko prezident Rossii) and “to return the Armenian lands of Western Armenia to the
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Armenians and then the Karabakh question will be solved” (BepHYTh apMSITHCKUE 3eMITH
3amagHoil ApMEHMH apMsHaM M TOTJa aBTOMATUYECKH KaK-TO PEHIMTCS M BOIPOC C
Kapabaxom/vernut’ armyanskie zemli Zapadnoy Armenii armyanam 1 togda
avtomaticheski kak-to reshitsya i vopros s Karabakhom) (Zhirinovsky 2016). I argue that
such claims served a dual function, reinforcing Russia’s self-understanding while seeking
to secure Armenia’s loyalty, and can thus be interpreted as discursive attempts to elicit
and sustain deference from Armenia.

The role of the aggressor, specifically the Ottoman Empire in the past and Azerbaijan
and Turkey in the present, was treated differently in official and semi-official discourse.
Although it officially denounced the conduct as unacceptable and inhumane, labeling it a
"crime against civilization" (mpectyruieHHe MPOTUB LMBHIM3aLUuU/prestuplenie protiv
tsivilisatsii), Russian official discourse did not explicitly identify the aggressors. The
Kremlin’s silence can be interpreted in two distinct ways. First, although Moscow
recognized the Armenian genocide, it may have sought to avoid exacerbating tensions
with two significant regional powers, Baku and Ankara, which could have undermined
its position as a peacemaker in the conflict. Second, this silence can be understood as a
strategic withholding of recognition, through which Moscow sought to elicit greater
deference from Armenia.

For the latter, loyalty to and respect for the hero-protector narrative became an
essential instrument for securing Russia’s acknowledgment of its security threats. By
contrast, semi-official entities explicitly identified Azerbaijan and Turkey as aggressors,
dehumanizing their actions and identities. For example, some actors described them as
“nomads who should return to Central Asia under Tashkent” (koueBHUKH, KOTOpBIE
nokHel BepHyThesd B Cpeanroro Aszuto/kochevniki, kotorye dolzhny vernut’sya v
Srednyuyu Aziyu) (Zhirinovsky 2016).

At this critical juncture, discussions about the role of the coward were rare,
encompassing both past events and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. This dynamic can be
partially explained by the persistence of the politics of deference, despite intermittent
tensions in Russian-Armenian relations, without any acts of (mis)recognition from
Armenia. Notable among these were an episode in January 2015, when a soldier from the
Russian 102nd military base, deployed in Armenia, murdered an entire Armenian family
in their sleep, and Russia’s sale of weapons to Azerbaijan, including the S-300 PMU-2
Favorit anti-aircraft missile systems (Grigoryan 2016).

In the first instance, the Armenian population responded to the tragedy with far
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greater immediacy than either Armenian or Russian officials. On the day of the family’s
funeral, enraged crowds gathered outside the Russian consulate in Gyumri, demanding
that the soldier be extradited to Armenian authorities. However, as De Waal (2015)
observed, the protesters’ anger was directed not only at Russia but also at President Serzh
Sargsyan and the leader of the Armenian Apostolic Church, Karekin II, whom they
accused of remaining silent about the incident.

Russian officials strongly condemned the murders. However, they also expressed
resentment toward the protests, suggesting that there were ongoing “attempts to politicize
this situation...to gain some geopolitical advantages” (IOMBITKA MOJUTHU3AIUU ITOMN
CUTYallMH...9TOOBl TOJIYYHTh TeonojuTHdYeckue mnpeumymectsa/My vidim popytki
politizatsii etoy situatsii... chtoby poluchit' geopoliticheskie preimushchestva) (Lavrov
2015). The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs portrayed the protests in a way that could
be interpreted as emblematic of a cowardly role, describing an actor whose actions are
"disgusting" (oTBparurensHO/Otvratitel'no), "unacceptable"
(memomyctumo/nedopustimo), and "unworthy of the proud Armenian people"
(HemoctoitHO TOpIoro apMmsiHckoro Hapoaa/nedostoyno gordogo armyanskogo naroda)
(Lavrov 2015).

Nevertheless, this actor's identity remained unclear. Lavrov might have been
referring to specific Armenian political groups dissatisfied with the nation's current
foreign policy direction, or to Western political actors. Some Russian actors in the semi-
official discourse echoed this second tendency, offering their interpretations of Armenia's
tentative potential engagement with Western nations based on historical events. For
example, reflecting on other international mediation efforts during the events of 1915,
Zhirinovsky affirmed that “the French will not resolve anything; the Americans do not
even comprehend where this is” (¢ppaHIy3bl HUYEro He pelaT, aMepuKaHIlbl, UM BOOOIIIE
HETIOHATHO e 3T0/frantsuzy nichego ne reshat, amerikantsy, im voobshche ne ponyatno
gde eto) (Zhirinovsky 2016).

Nevertheless, Russian officials affirmed that the protests did not “come from the
leadership of Armenia, nor from the leadership of Russia” (OHu ucxomst He oOT
pykoBoacTBa ApmeHHH, He OoT pykoBojcTBa Poccun/Oni iskhodyat ne ot rukovodstva
Armenii, ne ot rukovodstva Rossii) (Lavrov 2015). Moreover, after this incident, there
was no further discussion of closing the Russian military base in Gyumri. In a March
2016 interview with Radio Svoboda, former President Kocharyan declared, “I believe

that the presence of the Russian military base provides, if not actual stability, then at least
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a sense of stability” (Radio Free Europe 2016).

Therefore, official Russian discourse did not adequately address the role of the
coward within the hero-protector narrative at the first critical juncture, as Armenian
politicians and elites firmly acknowledged the Kremlin's role as an indispensable security
guarantor. In April 2016, during a state visit to Germany, Armenian President Sargsyan
remarked, “It is inherently painful for us when Russia, along with other CSTO member
states, supplies arms to Azerbaijan” (Grigoryan 2016). Nonetheless, he also expressed
strong support for Russia's position on the Syrian conflict in a meeting with Putin, as well
as for Russia's engagement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, praising his country's
dedication to resolving the issue through peaceful means (TASS 2016). In fact, in August
of the same month, he reiterated, “I have again thanked the President of Russia for
Russia’s efforts [...], and for his significant personal contribution to the peace process.”
(President of Russia 2016).

The hero-protector narrative persisted in this tone across both official and semi-
official discourse until 2018, following Pashinyan’s rise to power amid street protests. As
we already know, prior to taking office, Pashinyan had advocated for Armenia’s
withdrawal from the EAEU and the CSTO. Nonetheless, Russia’s official discourse
showed no genuine concern about this.

While Moscow publicly maintained a neutral stance regarding the 2018 Velvet
Revolution, with Putin extending congratulations to Pashinyan upon his appointment
(Terzyan 2023), semi-official discourse responded with anxiety and anger. In fact, these
actors increasingly associated Armenia's new political situation with that of Ukraine,
asserting that Pashinyan was a "carbon copy" of Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko
(mox xommpky/pod kopirku) (Kentron.am 2018) or asking, “How is it that we lived in one
country for 70 years, spoke the same language, had friends and relatives all around us,
and then suddenly some Americans appear and yank one country after another out of
Russia's historical sphere of responsibility?” (mb1 70 J€T KWK B OJHOM CTpaHEe, TOBOPHIIN
Ha OJIHOM SI3bIKE, KPYTOM y HAac JIpy3bs M POJCTBEHHUKH, U TIOTOM BAPYT MOSBISIOTCS
KaKHMe-TO aMepUKaHIIbl U BBIJEPIUBAIOT OJIHY CTPaHy 3a APYToi U3 30HBI HCTOPHUYECKON
otBeTcTBeHHOCTH Poccum/my 70 let zhili v odnoi strane, govorili na odnom yazyke,
krugom u nas druz'ya i1 rodstvenniki, i potom vdrug poyavlyayutsya kakie-to amerikantsy
1 vydyergivayut odnu stranu za drugoi iz zony istoricheskoi otvetstvennosti Rossii)
(Babayan 2018).

During the Velvet Revolution, the Russian narrative for the first time expressed anger
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toward the Armenian leadership, depicting it as unworthy of Russia's support and
unrepresentative of the Armenian people. Pashinyan himself underscored the significance
of these voices. In September 2018, during his visit to Moscow to meet with Putin,
Pashinyan argued that “despite certain pessimism evident in both the Armenian and
Russian media and in social networks, it is my belief that our relations are developing
dynamically...I am sure that these issues will be resolved on the basis of our allied
relations, which are anchored in mutual respect for our countries’ interests and
sovereignty, and the principle of non-interference" (Prime Minister of Armenia 2018).
Pashinyan’s remarks underscore the importance of considering both official and
semi-official discourse when analyzing Russian narratives. Although the relationship
between these two discursive layers is not always explicit, they interact and inform one
another, consistent with Kosciit’s account of intertextuality. Examining both is therefore
necessary for a comprehensive understanding of Russian discourse. While official
Russian rhetoric did not openly challenge Pashinyan, his remarks suggest that he

perceived pressure emanating from semi-official Russian narratives.

6.2. Second Period (2020-2022)

As previously mentioned, this critical juncture coincided with significant events in
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, including the July 2020 border clashes in the
Tavush/Tovuz region between Armenia and Azerbaijan, as well as the 44-day war that
took place from September to November of the same year. Russia played a crucial role
by brokering the ceasefire agreement, which ultimately led to the deployment of Russian
peacekeepers in the region.

During this critical juncture, Russian actors, in both formal and semi-formal
discourse, vigorously promoted self-identification with the hero-protector/victim
dichotomy. On the one hand, they portrayed a horrific scenario that allowed them to
depict Russia as the hero-protector both in the past and during the 2020 war. Expressions
such as “the most important achievement was stopping the bloodshed” (campimM Ba>kHBIM
JOCTHKEHHEM CTaJIo MTpeKpalleHue KpoBonpoauTus/samym vazhnym dostizheniem stalo
prekrashchenie krovoprolitiya) (Putin 2020), “this is a tragedy that has befallen real
people, real families” (310 He kKMHO. DTO Tparenus, KOTOpas OCTUTIIA PEAIbHBIX JIIOIEH,
peanbHble ceMbl’/eto ne kino. Eto tragediya, kotoraya postigla real'nykh lyudey, real'nye
semi”) (Putin 2020), and “the entire rest of Artsakh would have been cleared out. There

would have been more victims, and even more refugees” (Obu1 OBl 3a4YMILEH U BECh
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ocranbHOi Apuax. Tompko »xepTB Obuio Ob1 emé Oonprme. M emé Oombpme —
oexenneB/byl by zachishchen i ves’ ostal’noy Artsakh. Tol’ko zhertv bylo by eshe
bol’she. I eshche bol’she — bezhentsev) (Kots 2020) were frequently used.

Russian actors once again relied on analogies with the past to sustain their narrative.
References to the “Sumgait pogroms of 1988 and “the bitter legacy of the past, the tragic
and bloody events... the genocide” (o4eHb TsKETOE HACTEANE TPOILIOTO. .. TPATUICCKHIE
W KpOBaBbIe COOBITHS. .. TeHOUa/ochen' tyazholoye naslediye proshlogo... tragicheskie
1 krovavye sobytiya... genotsid) (Putin 2020) served to provide Armenia’s suffering with
historical continuity and to promote Russia as a hero-protector. Not by chance, Russian
officials reaffirmed their country's role in stopping the hostilities as a natural consequence
of the fact that “Russia and Armenians have centuries-old relations that go back to a
distant past. Our relations are based on cultural and religious affinity, and many things in
history bind us together. This is even more important than relations between individuals.
We remember this, we will never forget this, and this is what lies at the core of our
interaction with Armenia” (Poccuro m apMsiH CBSI3BIBAalOT MHOTOBEKOBBIC OTHOIIEHUS,
YXOISIIME KOPHSAMH Jalieko Jajieko B MpONuIoe. B OCHOBe HalMX OTHOIICHUH
KyJIbTypHasi, PeJIUTHO3Hasi OJM30CTh, MHOTO€ HCTOPUYECKH Hac CBsi3biBaeT. M 3TO
BaXXKHEE JJAKE YeM OTHOILICHHUS MEXIy KOHKPETHBIMH JIOJIbMH. MBI IIOMHUM 00 3TOM,
HHUKOTZa He 3a0blBa€M W OTO JIGKUT B OCHOBE HAIIETO B3aWMOJCHCTBHS C
Apwmenueit/Rossiyu 1 armyan svyazyvayut mnogovekovye otnosheniya, ukhodyashchiye
kornyami daleko daleko v proshloye. V osnove nashikh otnosheniy kul'turnaya,
religioznaya blizost', mnogoye istoricheski nas svyazyvayet. I eto vazhnee dazhe chem
otnosheniya mezhdu konkretnymi lyud'mi. My pomnim ob etom, nikogda ne zabyvayem
1 eto lezhit v osnove nashego vzaimodeystviya s Armeniyey) (Putin 2020).

The Kremlin’s role in this narrative was celebrated in semi-official discourse through
statements about Putin's actions, such as the Russian president “saved the remnants of
Karabakh” (cmac ocratku Kapabaxa/spas ostatki Karabakha) and “stopped the bloody
war” (OCTaHOBMJI KpPOBOIPOJIMTHYIO BoiHy/ostanovil krovoprolitnuyu voy-nu) (Kots
2020). Furthermore, the peacekeepers emerged as the archetype of the hero-protector on
the battlefield, as illustrated by phrases such as “the real safety of the people...This is the
mission of the Russian peacekeepers” (peanbHy0 0€30MaCHOCTH JIOJEH...OTO MUCCHUS
poccuiickux MupoTBopues/realnuyu bezopasnost' lyudey. Eto missiya rossiyskikh
mirotvortsev) (Putin 2020), or “our Russian soldiers are incredible people: just yesterday

you were at home with your family, and today you receive orders to go to a mysterious
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place with a romantic name—Nagorno-Karabakh" (Hamm pycckue BoeHHBIE —
YAUBUTEIBHBIC JIIOJU: € BUepa ThI ObUT JOMa C CEMbEH, a Cero/iHs Te0e Aar0T MpHUKa3
yOBITh B 3araJJoOuHOE MECTO I10J] pOMaHTUYeCKUM Ha3BaHueM Haropueiii Kapab6ax/Nashi
russkie voennye — udivitel’nye lyudi: eshché vchera ty byl doma s sem’yei, a segodnya
tebe dayut prikaz ubyt’ v zagadochnoe mesto pod romanticheskim nazvaniem Nagornyi
Karabakh (Zhuravlyov 2020).

At the same time, Russian actors used the hero-protector narrative to solicit deference
from Armenia. By contrasting Nagorno-Karabakh with Russia’s prior interventions in
South Ossetia, Russian officials declared that “after the criminal, beyond any doubt,
actions of the former Georgian leadership, I mean the attacks on our peacekeepers in
South Ossetia, Russia recognized the independence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Some
people may like this, some may not, but we did it in the interests of the people who live
there, and we are not ashamed to speak about it openly. In relation to Karabakh, this was
not done, and this, of course, had a significant impact on all the events taking place there”
(mocne TMpecTymHbIX, 0€3 BCSIKOIO COMHCHHUsS, JEHCTBUU OBIBIIETO T'PYy3UHCKOTO
PYKOBOJICTBA, UMEIO B BHJIy HAHECCHUE YJApOB IO HAIIMM MHUPOTBOpHaM B HOxHOM
Ocerun, Poccus npusnana HezaBucuMocth FOxHON Ocetun u Abxasuu. Komy-to 3T0
MOJKET HPaBUTHCSI, KOMY-TO HE HPABUTHCS, HO MBI JIeJIAJIA 5TO B MHTEPECax TeX JIOJIEH,
KOTOpbIE TaM MPOXKHUBAIOT,...M Mbl HE CTecHsieMcs 00 3TOM MpsMO TOBOpUTh. B
otHomeHnu Kapabaxa 3To ciienaHo He ObUIO, M 3TO CYIIECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM, KOHEUHO,
OKa3bIBAJIO BJIMSHUE Ha BCE MPOUCXOIAIIME TaM coObiTus/posle prestupnykh, bez
vsyakogo somneniya, deystviy byvshego gruzinskogo rukovodstva, imeyu v vidu
navesenie udarov po nashim mirotvortsam v Yuzhnoy Osetii, Rossiya priznala
nezavisimost Yuzhnoy Osetii 1 Abkhazii. Komu-to eto mozhet nravit'sya, komu-to ne
nravit'sya, no my delali eto v interesakh tekh lyudey, kotorye tam prozhivayut,...i my ne
stesnyayemsya ob etom pryamo govorit'. V otnoshenii Karabakha eto sdelano ne bylo, i
eto  sushchestvennym obrazom, konechno, okazyvalo vliyaniye na vse
proiskhodyashchiye tam sobytiya) (Putin 2020). By reminding its audience that Russia
had both recognized and acted in other regions, the Kremlin sought to position itself as
the sole authority capable of guaranteeing regional security, claiming that the outcome of
the 44-day conflict stemmed from Armenia's earlier decision to deny Moscow full
responsibility for the security of Nagorno-Karabakh.

Nonetheless, this critical juncture differs from the previous one because of growing

scrutiny of Russia's role as a hero-protector. Particularly in 2020, questions arose about
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why Russia did not intervene alongside Armenia from the outset to halt Azerbaijan's
ambitions in Nagorno-Karabakh. Russian actors varied in their responses to anxieties
about their failure to act as Armenia's allies from the very beginning of the conflict, for
example, by not deploying troops to stop the Azerbaijani advance in the enclave.
Although official discourse noted that Russia “was fully complying with its obligations
in  keeping with its obligations" (IOJHOCTBIO  BBHINOJHSJA BCE  CBOH
obs13aTenbcTBa/polnost’iu vypolniala vse svoi obiazatel’stva) (Putin 2020) and “thanks to
active mediation efforts by the Russian Federation and the personal involvement of
President V.V. Putin, the 44-day armed confrontation between Armenia and Azerbaijan
in Nagorno-Karabakh was halted” (bnaromapst akTUBHBIM TIOCPETHHYECKUM yCHITHSIM
Poccuiickoit ®@enepaunn u auuHoMy yuactuio Ilpesmaenta B.B.Ilyruna ynamocs
OCTAaHOBUTh 44-THEBHOE BOOPY)KCHHOE IIPOTUBOCTOSHHEC MEXIYy ApMEHHEH W
Aszepbaitxanom B Haropaom Kapabaxe/Blagodaria aktivnym posrednicheskim usiliiam
Rossiiskoi Federatsii i lichnomu uchastiiu Prezidenta V.V. Putina udalos’ ostanovit’ 44-
dnevnoe vooruzhennoe protivostoianie mezhdu Armeniei i Azerbaidzhanom v Nagornom
Karabakhe (Rudenko 2021), semi-official discourse responded by framing the Armenian
government as the coward within the hero-protector narrative.

This dynamic became increasingly apparent after a series of events that eroded
Armenia's confidence in Russia as a dependable security guarantor. During 2021 and
2022, especially after the Kremlin's comprehensive invasion of Ukraine, Azerbaijan
progressively fortified its positions in Nagorno-Karabakh and launched assaults on the
internationally recognized Armenian territory. The perceived inaction of Russia and the
CSTO compelled Armenia to reevaluate its membership and examine the continued
presence of Russian military installations within its territory (De Waal 2024). This phase
culminated in 2022 with the Azerbaijani-enforced blockade, which, despite the presence
of Russian peacekeepers, isolated Nagorno-Karabakh from Armenia, depriving the local
population of essential goods such as food, medicine, and fuel. These developments
ultimately precipitated the fall of the Republic of Artsakh in 2023.

During this period, Russian actors exhibited a range of content and emotional
responses. On the one hand, they consistently upheld the hero-protector/victim
dichotomy. Russian officials expressed that they were "certainly interested in making the
South Caucasus a peaceful and steadily developing region” (6e3ycioBHO,
3aMHTEPEecOBaHbl B TOM, 4TOOBl 3akaBKa3be OBUIO CIIOKOMHBIM M CTaOMIIBHO

pasBuBaromuMcs peruoHom/ bezuslovno, zainteresovany v tom, chtoby Zakavkaz'e bylo
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spokoynym i stabil'no razvivayushchimsya regionom) (Putin 2022), or "Russia is always
ready to support the brotherly Armenian people and work together for the benefit of our
shared interests” (Poccust Bcerma rotoBa IMOJCTaBUTH IUICYO OpPaTCKOMY apMSHCKOMY
Hapojy, BMecTe paboTarh Ha Osaro o0mux nHTepecoB/Rossiia vsegda gotova podstavit’
plecho bratskomu armiianskomu narodu, vmeste rabotat’ na blago obshchikh interesov)
(Rudenko 2021), or Russia “has always supported our Armenian friends in ensuring the
security of the Armenian people” (M mojaep)KuMBajla HAIIUX APMSHCKUX ApY3eH B
obecrieueHnn 0e30macHOCTH apMsiHCKoro Hapona/i podderzhivala nashikh armjanskh
druzey v obespechenii bezopasnosti armjanskoho naroda) (Putin 2022). However, they
also recognized that they found themselves in a difficult position, given that Russia was
already embroiled in the Ukrainian battlefield (Putin 2022).

On the other hand, particularly within semi-official discourse, frustration and anger
toward the Armenian government grew. Some actors described the political climate in
Armenia as marked by "deep hopeless apathy" (rimyOokas Oe3Hamera /glubokaya
beznadega) (Pegov 2021) and criticized Pashinyan for failing to “adequately answer even
now even though he (and his government) should have done so long ago during the
Second Karabakh War” (K memy macca BompocoB mo moBoxy Bropoit Kapabaxckoit
BOWHBI, HA KOTOPHIE HA OH JIMYHO, HA €r0 KOMaH/a 10 CHX MOp BHATHO HE oTBeTHIH/K
nemu massa voprosov po povodu Vtoroy Karabakhskoy voyny, na kotorye ni on litsno,
ni ego komanda do six por vnyatno ne otvetili) (Pegov 2021). They also criticized him
for “misleading people about Russia's true role in stopping the bloody 44-day war”
(;mrozmeit BBOAAT B 3a0My/I€HHE OTHOCHTEIHHO MCTUHHOM ponu Poccum B ocTaHOBKE
KpoBonposuTHON 44-mHeBHOM BoiiHbl/Lyudey vvodjat v zabljuzhdenie otnositel'no
istinnoy roli Rossii v ostanovke krovoprolyitnoy 44-dnevnoy voyny/ Lyudey vvodjat v
zabljuzhdenie otnositel'no istinnoy roli Rossii v ostanovke krovoprolyitnoy 44-dnevnoy
voyny) (Abrahamyan 2021).

In this context, Russian actors in semi-official discourse reproduced a narrative
dynamic already visible in the preceding section on the Tsarist-Armenian encounter.
Anger toward the Armenian government did not displace compassion for the victim.
Rather, they directed the two emotions at different subjects. This line of reasoning was
exemplified by statements such as “if the Armenian government knows of countries and
partners who want and can help at this critical moment for our country, and yet does not
turn to them—that is, sorry, a crime against its own people” (Eciau mpaBuTEnbCTBO

ApMeHHMM 3HaeT CTpaHbl M MapTHEPOB, KOTOpbIE XOTSAT M MOTYT IIOMOYb B 3TOT
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CyIb00HOCHBIH MOMEHT Halllell CTpaHe U He oOpamaercs K HUM — TO 3TO, U3BHHHTE,
npectyruienne mepen cBouM HapoaoMm/Esli pravitel'stvo Armenii znaet strany i
partnyorov, kotoryye khotyat i mogut pomoch' v etot sud'bo-nosnyy moment nashey
strane 1 ne obrashchaysya k nim — to eto, izvinite, prestupleniye pered svoim narodom)
(Abrahamyan 2021).

In contrast to the initial critical juncture, this period was marked by heightened
severity and anger-driven language, with numerous Russian figures commenting on the
Armenian government's loss of Nagorno-Karabakh. Expressions such as “cut out their
dirty tongue” (BeIpexxbTe ceOe TpsA3HbBIN A3bIK/Vyrezh'te sebe gryaznyy yazyk) were used
to refer to Pashinyan’s supporters (Simonyan 2020). The Armenian prime minister was
labeled a “national traitor” (HanMoHaNbHBIN MpenaTenb/natsionalnyy predatel’) and was
said to have asserted that Russia “has the full moral right to spit on [them] and grind
[them] into the dust” (Poccust mMmeeT moiaHOE MOpajibHOE MPaBO IUIIOHYTH HA Bac U
pactepets/Rossiya imeet polnoe moral'noe pravo pl’unut' na vas i rasteret) (Simonyan
2020). These expressions indicate that, during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, Russian
actors ascribed to their country an aura of moral superiority, which is central to the politics
of deference.

The persistence of official discourse, in contrast to semi-official discourse, in
upholding its characteristic hero-protector roles without emphasizing the role of the
coward depended on the perception that Armenian politicians were still deferring to
Russia at the time. Russian officials emphasized that Armenian authorities “expressed
gratitude on numerous occasions” (pyKOBOJACTBO APMEHHH. .. HEOJHOKPATHO BBIPAKAIIO
cioBa OnaromapHoctu/rukovodstvo  Armenii... neodnorazhno vyrazhalo slova
blagodarnosti). In a meeting in Sochi in November 2021, Pashinyan declared that: “It is
evident that your personal role and the role of the Russian Federation in halting the war
last year, and after November 9, the Russian peacekeeping forces have been deployed in
Nagorno-Karabakh along the Lachin corridor. Clearly, Russian peacekeepers and the
Russian Federation play a key role in stabilizing the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh and
the region.” On the sidelines of the 2022 Saint Petersburg International Economic Forum,
Vahagn Khachaturyan, the fifth and current president of Armenia at the time of this
writing, stated: “I believe the Armenian people appreciate your efforts in settling the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. I can assure you that what you did during the hostilities, your
efforts, which stopped the war. I am not the only person who appreciates that. I know that

the Armenian people also appreciate it (President of Russia 2022).”
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Instead, semi-official actors displayed more organized and deeply ingrained anxiety
about acknowledging the hero-protector role, again accompanied by frequent references
to the past. For example, suggestions that Armenian authorities “read Narekatsi before
bed” (mouuraiite Ha HOUb Hapekaru/pochitajte na noch’ Narekatsi) should be interpreted
as an invitation to regain lost moral clarity and reestablish an emotional relationship of
deference toward Russia (Simonyan 2022). Grigor Narekatsi, a revered medieval
Armenian monk and poet, wrote the Book of Lamentations and is buried at Narek
Monastery in the Van region, now in eastern Turkey. However, the Armenian Genocide
during the First World War inflicted massive suffering and displacement on the Armenian
people. It sought to erase their cultural heritage by destroying many historic churches and
monasteries in Turkey, including Narek Monastery (Adalyan 2010, 94). Recalling the
Armenian suffering inflicted by the Ottoman Empire thus serves to emphasize how,
regardless of the cowardice of the Armenian government, Russia is guided by
benevolence and “will help again” (ITomoxer u B 3T0oT pa3/Pomozhet i v etot raz)
(Simonyan 2022). This combination of moral outrage and magnanimous restraint
dramatizes the protector’s emotional stance: offended honor that nonetheless chooses to

forgive.

6.3. Third Period (2023-2024)

At this critical juncture, Armenia increasingly questioned Russia's role as a hero-
protector. The September 2023 events that led to the collapse of the Nagorno-Karabakh
Republic, amid peacekeepers' inaction, marked a significant setback for the Russian
narrative. As we already know, Pashinyan described reliance on Russia for security as a
strategic mistake. Surveys revealed growing skepticism among the Armenian public
about the Kremlin as a security partner (IRI 2024). This sentiment was further reflected
in Armenia’s efforts to withdraw from the CSTO and to reduce the Russian military
presence on its territory (De Waal 2024). In May 2024, Prime Minister Pashinyan
implicitly accused Russia of supporting Azerbaijan’s preparations for the 2020 conflict.

To understand this dynamic in detail, it is important to recognize that, since mid-
2023, Armenia’s Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan has advocated a new political project
for the nation's future that significantly diverges from the long-standing perspectives that
have guided its politics since gaining independence in 1991. At the core of this approach
is the idea that the Armenian population must distinguish between the current state,

known as “Real Armenia,” and “Historical Armenia,” recognizing that the former's
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success depends on moving beyond sentimental ties to the latter. Pashinyan emphasizes
that, particularly after the loss of Nagorno-Karabakh in September 2023, these two ideas
have not only become incompatible but are often at odds (Hetq 2024; Zanatta 2025).

In April 2024, when addressing the National Assembly, he stated that holding on to
the concept of Historical Armenia hampers Armenians from attaining genuine
independence and keeps them reliant on “outside sponsors and saviors,” alluding to
Armenia’s dependence on Russia for security assurances (Hetq 2024). Whether engaged
in its war in Ukraine or distracted by other interests, we cannot definitively determine the
exact reason why Russia chose not to halt Azerbaijan’s efforts to reclaim Nagorno-
Karabakh. However, my analysis suggests that, emotionally, this critical juncture marked
a moment of deep anxiety for Russia, as its policy of deference ultimately led to the loss
of stability maintained through Armenia’s recognition.

This ontological wound triggered a discursive counter-movement in which both
official and semi-official Russian actors intensified the romanticization of the hero-
protector and the vilification of the coward, i.e., the Armenian government. In particular,
while Russian officials continued to portray the country as a hero-protector, they openly
depicted the Armenian government as a coward who betrayed its historical ally. Although
this tendency was already present in semi-official discourse during the previous critical
juncture, it only appeared in official statements starting in 2023.

Official discourse characterized Armenia’s reassessment of its relationship with
Russia as a form of moral betrayal, echoing, as the historiography examined in the
previous section shows, how Tsarist authorities came to perceive Armenians after the
Berlin Congress. This framing was accompanied by emotionally charged rhetoric that
conveyed anger and frustration toward the Armenian government. This stance was
bolstered by assertions like “individuals representing a nation must be accountable for
their statements” (JItoau, KOTOpBIe MPEACTABISAIOT CTPaHy, MOJDKHBI OTBEYATh 3a CBOU
cioBa/Lyudi, kotorye predstavlyayut stranu, dolzhny otvechat’ za svoi slova) (Zakharova
2023), which characterized Yerevan’s critique as irresponsible and dishonorable.

The emotional tension was reflected in the rhetorical frustrations and anger directed
at the Armenian government, which was accused of betraying the collective memory
shared by the two nations, as illustrated by remarks like, “Do they not know how many
Armenian citizens were saved thanks to Moscow’s actions? Is this not so? Do they not
know this in Armenia?” (Hey»enu oHU He 3HAIOT, KaKOEe KOJIMYECTBO I'pakJaH ApMEHUH

YAQJIOCh CIIACTH B TOM 4duciie Omaroaaps nerctBusiM MockBbi? D1o He Tak? OO 3TOM He
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3HatoT B Apmenun?/Neuzheli oni ne znayut, kakoye kolichestvo grazhdan Armenii
udalos’ spasti v tom chisle blagodarya deystviyam Moskvy? Eto ne tak? Ob etom ne
znayut v Armenii?) (Zakharova 2023), or “Why is this now consigned to oblivion?” (Tax
moveMy e 3To ceituac npenaercs 3adbpenuto?/Tak pochemu zhe eto seychas predayetsya
zabveniyu?) (Zakharova 2023), or as “They want to rewrite history? It will not work.”
(Onum xoTsT nepenucats ucroputo? He Brriiner/Oni hotyat perepisat’ istoriyu? Ne vyidet)
(Zakharova 2023).

Once again, Russian actors distinguished between the Armenian people, who
remained victims and “are absolutely not guilty of Pashinyan’s betrayal. They themselves
have been betrayed” (B mpenarenbctBe [lammHsHa coBepiieHHO He BUHOBAThL. OHHM caMu
npenanbl/v predatel'stve Pashinyana sovershenno ne vinovaty. Oni sami predany), and
the Armenian government (Zatulin 2023), affirming that the Armenian people "know
their Armenia" and the "role of our country in the fate of the Armenian people" (Hapox
XOpOLIO 3HAET CBOIO APMEHMIO... U O POJM Halled CTpaHbl B CyAbOE apMSIHCKOTO
Hapona/narod khorosho znayet svoyu Armeniyu... i o roli nashey strany v sud’be
armyanskogo naroda).

A controversy surrounding an Armenian eighth-grade history textbook in August
2024 further exemplified the importance of the memory factor in Russian ontological
security. One chapter, titled “The Forceful Annexation of Eastern Armenia by Russia,”
discussed events from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that had been thoroughly
analyzed in earlier chapters, labeling them as “occupation” rather than the word
“reunification” (Boccoenmuenue/vossoedinienie), which had been commonly employed
in both academic and non-academic contexts until that point. Although the edit was
altered a few days later in response to protests from the Russian Minister of Foreign
Affairs, the incident showed that, regardless of Russia's physical capacity to assist
Armenia, the hero-protector narrative remained essential for Russian actors.

Russian official statements condemned the chapter on the “forceful annexation of
Eastern Armenia” as “a provocative title” (mpoBokanmonHoe Ha3BaHue/provokatsionnoe
nazvanie) and accused Armenian authorities of attempting to “rewrite our shared history”
(mepenmcarp Hamry o0IIyI0 ucTopuro/perepisat’ nashu obshchuyu istoriyu) (MFA 2024)
and that “doubting the special role of the Russian Empire, and subsequently the Soviet
Union and Russia, in shaping modern Armenia, is portrayed as contradicting well-known
facts (CtaButh moj comHeHHe 0coOyio ponb Poccuiickoif uMmmepuu, a BIOCIEICTBUU

CCCP u Poccum B fgene CTaHOBJICHUS HBIHEIIHEH ApPMEHHWHM O3HA4YaeT WATU MPOTHUB
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obmen3BecTHRIX (hakToB/Stavit’ pod somnenie osobuyu rol’ Rossiyskoy imperii, a
vposledstvii SSSR i1 Rossii v dele stanovleniya nyhesnoy Armenii oznachaet idti protiv
obshcheizvestnykh faktov) (MFA 2024).

Russian officials’ commitment to contrasting potential sources of ontological
insecurity was highlighted in a 2023 report by the independent Russian news agency
Meduza, which noted that during Azerbaijan's military operation in Nagorno-Karabakh,
the presidential administration distributed a manual to employees of state-owned and
Kremlin-aligned media outlining how to present the Nagorno-Karabakh crisis. The
manual portrayed the Armenian government, aided by Western allies, as the primary
instigator of the current situation and Russian peacekeepers as the sole security guarantors
for Karabakh Armenians. In this respect, the framing closely recalled the Tsarist reaction
to Armenian appeals to Britain discussed in the previous section, with the turn toward an
alternative partner and the resulting challenge to Russia’s privileged position as protector
again emerging as a powerful trigger of anger.

Examples include highly emotional statements from individuals in semi-official
discourse, arguing that Yerevan “merely handed Karabakh over, placing the onus for its
future squarely on Russia” (IIpocTo B3s1 W mpojall, BO3JIOKHUB OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 3a
oynymee Kapabaxa wuckmouutenbHo Ha Poccuro/Prosto vzyal 1 prodal, vozlozhiv
otvetstvennost’ za budushchee Karabakha iskluchitel’no na Rossiyu) (Kots 2023) and that
Pashinyan was “the destroyer of the Armenian people” (oH pocTo ryouTe s apMSIHCKOTO
Hapoja/on prosto gubitel' armyanskogo naroda) (Simonyan 2023). The coward was also
described with derisive language, such as “mypp” (dur’) and “nemepHsiit Tynusm”
(peshchernyi tupizm) (Bagdasarov 2023).

These guidelines advise media representatives to highlight the inconsistency in
Pashinyan’s rhetoric on Nagorno-Karabakh. Although Armenia itself has never
recognized the independence of Nagorno-Karabakh or its belonging to Armenia, in
August 2019, Pashinyan declared that “Artsakh is Armenia, and that’s it” (Kucera 2021).
Furthermore, in May 2020, an inauguration ceremony was held in Shusha for the leader
of the unrecognized Nagorno-Karabakh Republic (Kucera 2021).

These actions increased tensions with Baku. However, after the Second Karabakh
War in 2020, Pashinyan’s position changed dramatically. The territorial losses and the
return of surrounding regions to Azerbaijan made the goal of an independent Nagorno-
Karabakh increasingly unfeasible (Huseynov and Mammadova 2023). Throughout 2022,

discourse continued to shift, particularly during Brussels-brokered peace talks. Following
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a meeting in Prague in October 2022, Aliyev and Pashinyan reaffirmed the two countries’
commitment to the principles of the UN Charter and the 1991 Almaty Declaration,
emphasizing mutual recognition of each other’s territorial integrity (Huseynov and
Mammadova 2023). This marked a departure from the earlier focus on historical claims.
Aside from one exception in early 2023, Pashinyan also changed his terminology, no
longer referring to the region as Artsakh, which implied independence, and now calls it
Nagorno-Karabakh (Krikorian 2023).

Furthermore, the West's role in this context warrants careful analysis. While it might
be tempting to view the portrayal of Pashinyan as a Western puppet simply as a reflection
of Russia's geopolitical confrontation with the West, the reality is more complex. The
OSCE Minsk Group continued to recognize Russian mediation efforts in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict, which remained one of the few remaining areas of cooperation
between the Kremlin, the US, and France. In contrast, only after the events of September
2023 did Western officials begin to question Russia’s capacity to effectively protect
Armenia. For instance, the President of the European Council, Charles Michel, declared
in October 2023 that "Russia's failure to ensure peace and security in the enclave of
Nagorno-Karabakh is a betrayal of the Armenian people" (Euronews 2023).

Overall, at both the initial stage and this third critical juncture, Russia frequently
portrayed the West as an additional "coward" within the hero-protector narrative, thereby
positioning itself as the genuine guardian of Armenians, despite its own limitations in
fulfilling this role and in ensuring its ontological security. Within this framework, the
Armenian government was depicted as cowardly, turning its geopolitical ambitions
toward the West and thereby betraying the fate of the Armenian people, who were still
portrayed as the genuine victims and to whom Russia continues to express emotional
attachment. One example is the statement issued by the Russian Foreign Ministry in
response to Armenian Prime Minister N.V. Pashinyan's address and the situation in
Nagorno-Karabakh in September 2023.

“...It is an obvious attempt to shirk responsibility for failures in domestic and foreign
policy, shifting the blame to Moscow. The latest statements by N.V. Pashinyan [...]
inspired by the West and spurred on by official Yerevan, are not episodic, but have a
systemic character...trying to destroy the multifaceted and centuries-old ties between
Armenia and Russia and making the country a hostage to the West‘s geopolitical
games...” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation 2023).

Nonetheless, particularly during this third period, it became clear that the normative

170



framework Russia used to interpret the West did not influence Russian actors' attacks on
the Armenian government. The perceived undermining of Armenia's hero-protector role
within Russian collective memory and honor, specifically the politics of deference,
provoked such reactions. This is evident in statements such as “all that remains (for
Armenia) is to admit that there was no genocide, to deprive everything, to start teaching
this in schools; then it only remains to say that Russia is the enemy — after 300 years,
after the Russo-Persian wars, the Russo-Turkish wars, so much blood was shed by both
Russians and Armenian martyrs. This is very difficult” (Ocraercs npusHaTth, chto ne bylo
genotsida, lishit' vsego, nachat' prepodavat' eto v shkolakh, ostaetsya eshche skazat', chto
Rossiya vrag, eto posle 300 let, posle russko-persidskikh voyn, russko-turetskikh, stol'ko
krovi bylo prolito i russkimi, 1 armyanskimi muchenikami, eto ochen' tyazhelo/Ostaetsya
priznat', chto ne bylo genotsida, lishit' vsego, nachat' prepodavat' eto v shkolakh, ostaetsya
eshche skazat', chto Rossiya vrag, eto posle 300 let, posle russko-persidskikh voyn,
russko-turetskikh, stol'ko krovi bylo prolito i russkimi, i armyanskimi muchenikami, eto
ochen' tyazhelo) (Narochnitskaya 2024), or “the Armenian prime minister is trying to
renounce the centuries-old historical ties with Russia, even though it was precisely Russia
that saved a significant part of the Armenian people from extermination and preserved
their statehood” (apMmsiHCKHMII TpeMbep THITACTCS OTKa3aTbCsi OT MHOTOBEKOBBIX
UCTOPHUECKHX CBs3ei ¢ Poccueil, xoTs mmenHo Poccust criacna 3HaYUTENbHYIO 4acThb
apMSHCKOTO HapoJia OT UCTPEOICHUS M COXpaHHIIa €My TOCYIapCTBEHHOCTh/armyanskiy
prem'er pytaetsya otkazat'sya ot mnogovekovykh istoricheskikh svyazey s Rossiyey,
khotya imenno Rossiya spasla znachitel'nuyu chast' armyanskogo naroda ot istrebleniya
1 sokhranila emu gosudarstvennost').

Even at this critical juncture, Russian actors did not abandon the hero-protector
narrative, underscoring how deeply it remains embedded in Russia’s sense of Self.
Despite attempts by the Armenian government to shame Russia over its capacity to
protect Karabakh Armenians, Russian commentators continued to reproduce the familiar
sequences of this narrative framework. For instance, if the coward refuses to seek
redemption, their actions may not only allow the tragedy to continue but also risk
exacerbating it. Examples include statements such as: “What will happen next?
Azerbaijan's ambitions could grow. And if the government in Armenia remains led by
someone who envisions the country's future without Russia, the scenario becomes quite
predictable. Anti-Russian protests, pushing out the Russian military base from Gyumri,

exiting the CSTO... Then what would stop Baku from trying to force a corridor into its
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enclave — Nakhchivan, which is currently cut off from the rest of Azerbaijan by the
Syunik Province of Armenia?” (Uro 6yzer norom? Hy, annetutsl A3epOaiipkana, MHE
KaXETCs, BIIOJIHE MOTYT BBIPACTH, U €CJIM Yy BJIACTH B ApPMEHHU OyIeT OCTaBaThCs
YeJIOBEeK, KOTOpBI cBoe Oyaymiee BUIUT Oe3 Poccuu, TO B NPHHIUIE aIrOPUTM
M3BECTHBIA M TpeacKasyeMblii. D10 pycodoOckre MUTUHTH (OHH YK€ IOILIH), 3TO
mporecc (s JyMaro, CKOpO €ro 3aIryCTsT) BbIIaBIUBaHUS POCCUNWCKON BOSHHOU 0a3bl U3
I'tompu, 510 BeIx0a U3 OJIKD,...Huuero He octaHOBUT baky oT skenanusi mpoOUTH CBOM
KOpUJIOpP CYXOIyTHBIM B CBOM aHKJaB, B HaxuueBaHb, KOTOpBIN cedyac, s HAIIOMHIO,
oTpe3aH OT ocTanbHOro A3sepbOairmkana CroHHUKCKoi obnacteio Apmenun/ Chto budet
potom? Nu, appetity Azerbaydzhana, mne kazhetsya, vpolne mogut vyrasti, i esli u vlasti
v Armenii budet ostavat'sya chelovek, kotoryy svoye budushcheye vidit bez Rossii, to v
printsipe algoritm izvestnyy i predskazuemyy. Eto rusofobskie mitingi (oni uzhe poshli),
eto protsess (ya dumayu, skoro ego zapustyat) vydavlivaniya rossiyskoy voennoy bazy iz
Gyumri, eto vykhod iz ODKB...nichego ne ostanovit Baku ot zhelaniya probit' svoy
koridor sukhoputnyy v svoy anklav, v Nakhichevan', kotoryy seychas, ya napomnyu,
otrezan ot ostal'nogo Azerbaydzhana Syunikskoi oblast'yu Armenii. Yesli my na karte
posmotrim, to Armeniya vot takim appendiksom vrezayetsya v Azerbaydzhan,
osnovnaya chast' yego s etoy storony, Nakhichevan' — s etoy. Kak, dopustim, nash
Kaliningrad, u nas net s nim nazemnogo soobshcheniya, tol'ko cherez Yevrosoyuz. (Kots
2023).

By articulating the situation this way, Russian actors reaffirmed that the hero-
protector can still intervene, grounded in what they portray as a moral commitment to
defenseless victims. Hence, the claim that “if suddenly a responsible leader appears in
Armenia, he must understand that Armenia has no future without Russia. And the future
as an alternative to an American base would be a Russian base in Syunik, which could
guarantee the territorial integrity of Armenia” (eciu BAPYTr B ApPMEHUU MOSIBUTCS
OTBETCTBEHHBI PYKOBOJHUTEIb, OH JOJDKEH MOHMUMATh, YTO OyAyIiero y ApmeHuu 0e3
Poccun Her. A Oyayiee — Kak ajnbTepHaTHBAa aMEpUKAaHCKOW 0a3e poccuiickas 6aza B
CroHuke, KOTOpasi MOTJ1a Obl FapaHTUPOBATH LIENIOCTHOCTH ApMenun/esli vdrug v Armenii
poyavitsya otvetstvennyy rukovoditel', on dolzhen ponimat', chto budushchego u Armenii
bez Rossii net. A budushcheye — kak al'ternativa amerikanskoy baze rossiyskaya baza v
Syunike, kotoraya mogla by garantirivat' tselostnost' Armenii) was a recurring feature of
semi-official discourse I observed across numerous Telegram channels, as well as in the

broader discursive material of the actors previously examined. In this way, Russia
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maintained its attachment to the victim and continued to insist that it seeks to protect it,
even though the Armenian government increasingly refused to accept its role as hero-

protector.

Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that the hero-protector narrative served as the central
framework through which Russia articulated and maintained its politics of deference and
pursuit of ontological security during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Throughout the
three critical junctures analyzed, the roles of hero-protector, victim, aggressor, and
coward manifested, evolved, and interacted in ways that elucidate both Russian self-
perception and its expectations of deference from Armenia. Concerns about
acknowledging its protective role, rooted in the legacy of the Russian Empire,
significantly shaped Russian actors' perceptions of recognition or misrecognition of the
hero-protector role during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.

From 2015 to 2018, Russian actors actively advanced the hero-protector/victim
dichotomy at both official and semi-official levels. Russian actors emphasized the
continuity between the symbolic security guarantees that the Russian Empire provided to
Armenians and Russia's current involvement in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict,
consistently portraying their nation as the hero-protector. This role promoted self-worth
closely tied to notions of honor and ontological security, while also invoking compassion,
empathy, and moral responsibility. This dynamic justified the asymmetric relationship
between Russia and Armenia as a benevolent act of protection.

In this context, Azerbaijan and Turkey were portrayed as malevolent aggressors
whose actions were dehumanized and characterized as genocidal. Although official
discourse refrained from explicitly identifying the aggressors, possibly to prevent
polarization between Baku and Ankara or to demonstrate deference to Yerevan, semi-
official discourse did so. Semi-official efforts aimed to uphold the compassion framework
regarding the victim's role while cultivating fear within Armenia to induce deference,
reminiscent of strategies the Russian Empire used to secure Armenian endorsement as a
security guarantor. Based on their tone, a lack of deference could expose Yerevan to the
risk of renewed atrocities by its longstanding adversaries.

At this critical juncture, the role that appeared to hold limited importance was that of
the coward. I propose that this dynamic is closely connected to the substantial deference

Armenian officials showed Russia during that period. Subtle references were made to
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episodes of intermittent tensions between the two countries in 2015 and 2016, mainly
involving Western and Armenian individuals voicing discontent with their nation's
foreign policy direction. The hero-protector narrative encountered significant tensions in
2018, aligning with the Velvet Revolution that brought Pashinyan to power. Although
official actors seemed to disregard this important event, the semi-official discourse
responded with evident apprehension and anxiety regarding the new Armenian leadership
and its perception of Russia. These actors expressed this discomfort through numerous
commentaries and statements, conveying frustration and anger toward Pashinyan and
calling on him to show proper deference to the protector.

The second period, which encompassed the 44-day war in 2020 and the ensuing
escalations between Armenia and Azerbaijan leading up to Azerbaijan's blockade
enforcement in Nagorno-Karabakh, highlighted a significant transformation in these
roles. While Russia maintained its self-image as a hero-protector, semi-official discourse
amplified frustration and anger over Armenia’s political choices and perceived failures to
honor its relationship with Russia. The aggressor role, previously embodied by
Azerbaijan, gradually receded. It was replaced by the depiction of Armenia’s leadership
as cowardly. This shift reflected anxiety over Russia’s inability to rely fully on its partner
and complicated the moral hierarchy of protection.

The concluding phase, marked by the disintegration of the Republic of Artsakh in
2023 and the effective cessation of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, revealed that, while
the hero-protector narrative was under considerable strain, Russian actors continued to
promote it. Within this new setting, Russia continued to position itself as a hero-protector,
sustaining its moral authority despite limitations in its capacity for material intervention
caused by the war in Ukraine. Anxiety not only endured but also escalated, driven by
perceptions of Armenia's misrecognition of its role as a hero-protector. In this context,
both official and semi-official narratives unequivocally attributed cowardice to
Armenia’s government, undermining the hero-protector's effort and betraying their
collective memory.

At this point, the aggressor's role nearly vanished as the narrative turned
introspective, highlighting Armenia’s moral and strategic shortcomings rather than
external threats. These discussions emphasized Yerevan’s betrayals of collective memory
and its endeavors to reinterpret the past, attributing responsibility to Moscow for its
inability to prevent the Azerbaijani offensive in Nagorno-Karabakh. Collectively, the

transformation of these roles and sequences within the hero-protector narrative illustrated
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that this framework was neither static nor unchanging. It was fluid and relational, with
shifts that mirrored Russian actors' emotional responses to evolving Armenian policies,

as well as their attempts to avoid ontological insecurity.
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7. CONCLUSION AND FINDINGS

Introduction

This chapter concludes my examination of Russia’s (dis)engagement in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict within the framework of its relationship with Armenia. I contend that
this process can be understood more fully through Russia’s pursuit of ontological
security, which emerged from the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the existential
uncertainty stemming from the disruption of established perceptions of the Russian Self.

In the case examined in this dissertation, efforts to restore and sustain a coherent Self
became intertwined with mnemonic interpretations of the Tsarist past in the Caucasus
and, more specifically, with reproducing a historically rooted self-image as Armenia’s
protector. I conceptualize this dynamic as a politics of deference: discursive practices
aimed at reproducing a hierarchical relationship in which Russian official and semi-
official actors not only sought to enact their country’s self-ascribed role as Armenia’s
protector but also to secure Armenian recognition of the moral authority and honor
associated with that role. To operationalize the politics of deference, I used the hero-
protector narrative as an analytical framework and EDA to examine how this narrative’s
roles, sequences, and emotional dynamics were articulated and reconfigured in Russian
discourse toward Armenia.

This final chapter consists of four main parts. First, I briefly summarize the key
findings from the empirical chapters and discuss them in relation to the theoretical
concepts introduced in Chapter 2 and the literature reviewed in Chapter 3. Most
importantly, I address the research question using insights from the empirical analysis.
Second, I discuss the thesis’s main contributions. Third, I identify potential avenues for

further research. Finally, I reflect on the study's main shortcomings and limitations.

7.1. Short Summary of Findings

My empirical analysis indicates that, across each of the three critical junctures of the
Nagorno-Karabakh conflict examined in this dissertation, Russian official and semi-
official discourse consistently drew on core elements of the hero-protector narrative to
sustain a politics of deference toward Armenia. As shown throughout the empirical
chapters, Russia’s hero-protector representation was rooted in the legacy of the Russian

Empire and, more specifically, in Tsarist representations of both Russia’s relationship
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with Armenians and Armenians themselves. These representations endured through the
Soviet period, with Russia's image shifting from a morally superior Christian power to an
elder brother more closely aligned with Soviet state ideology. In the contemporary period,
official and semi-official actors continued to draw on this historical legacy, rearticulating
the protector role through Russia’s position as Armenia’s ally and security provider
during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, with expressions of compassion and anger
varying according to whether their expectations of deference from Armenia were met or
frustrated. In this sense, Russia’s politics of deference toward Armenia can be understood
as a form of neo-imperialist discourse, insofar as it reproduced a historically rooted
hierarchical relationship in which Yerevan’s agency was portrayed as contingent upon
Russia’s benevolence. This finding resonates with Abushov’s (2019, 86) analysis of
Russian discourse, which similarly rests on the assumption that Armenia “would not exist
without Russia’s protection.”

Russian actors used the hero-protector narrative framework during the Armenian-
Azerbaijani dispute not only to legitimize the Kremlin’s involvement in the security
affairs of the South Caucasus and establish a tangible physical, economic, and military
presence in Armenia, but also to imbue its engagement with significance for the Russian
post-Soviet Self. In this context, the revival of the Tsarist Empire's legacy strengthened a
perception of moral hierarchy and honor regarding the former periphery, now
independent nations.

As I contended, Russia’s politics of deference resembled the Hegelian master-slave
dialectic, whereby the master's identity is contingent upon recognition from the servant,
even as the latter influences and shapes the former. In a similar vein, Russia's self-
perception as a protector was contingent upon the recognition of a protected Other,
specifically Armenia, which allowed it to affirm its moral authority. Thus, since Putin’s
2015 address at the commemoration of the Armenian Genocide in Yerevan, Russian
actors have consistently depicted Russia as a virtuous and benevolent hero-protector and
an honest intermediary committed to preventing bloodshed in the conflict. Armenia and
the Armenian people were portrayed as vulnerable victims whose historical suffering was
acknowledged as tragic and whose survival and destiny consistently relied on Russian
protection.

The subsequent table delineates the character archetypes within the hero-protector
narrative, the actions prompting Russian actors to align with these roles, and the

emotional categories evident in Russian discourse.
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ROLES ACTORS ACTIONS EMOTION-SIGNIFYING
WORDS
Moral Duty
Russia Providing Security and Pride
Hero-Protector Russian Empire Stability Care
President Vladimir Putin Compassion
Providing Shelter Empathy
Sympathy
Impossibility of defending Chaos
Armenia itself Grief
Victim Armenian Pain
People; Artsakh/Nagorno- Loyalty to a benevolent Survival
Karabakh protector to pursue survival Fear
Gratitude
Dark
“Ottoman Death
Perverse Aggressor Empire,” “Undefined enemy Destroying Armenia Envy
?, “Turkey”; “Azerbaijan”, Hatred
Betrayal
Dishonesty
. Revisionism (Condemnation Distrust
Coward Armenian Government of Old and New policies) Anger
Hypocrisy
West Moral Corruption Injustice

Table 2: Roles within the Hero-Protector Framework (Source: the Author).

The initial narrative stage transpired when the hero-protector acknowledged the

tragedy suffered by the victim, emphasizing the gravity of the aggressor’s actions and

employing expressions related to death and suffering. On one hand, the hero-protector

projected empathy, compassion, and sympathy towards the victim. Discursively, this

sentiment was reflected in Russia’s perception of Armenian suffering as its own pain. On

the other hand, the hero-protector mobilized history to evoke pride, linking the past's

legacy to Russia’s moral obligation to bring peace to Nagorno-Karabakh and, more

broadly, the South Caucasus. This connection ultimately reinforced Russia’s Self,

imparting a sense of exceptionalism and moral superiority.

Russian actors could not fully express their emotional attachment to the victim

without the presence of a malevolent aggressor. In this sense, they relied on Armenian

identity narratives that unequivocally assign this role to Turkey and Azerbaijan, often

portrayed as a "Turkic threat" (Hovannisian 1971; Suny 1993; Shnirelman 2001;
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Libaridian 2007; Payaslian 2007). Nevertheless, Russian discourse did not consistently
name the aggressor, especially among official actors. This intentional exclusion may have
aimed to safeguard Russia's diplomatic ties with Turkey and Azerbaijan. However,
depending on the text's emotional tone and the prevailing state of Russian—Armenian
relations during the discourse, I argue that this choice also served as a strategy by which
Russian actors encouraged Armenia to show greater deference and conformity to the
hero-protector/victim dichotomy.

In contrast, semi-official sources tended to be more direct, often naming the Ottoman
Empire, Turkey, and Azerbaijan as the aggressors. Notably, these actors included not only
members of the Armenian diaspora in Russia, who considered themselves primary
custodians of the hero-protector legacy, but also ethnic Russians and non-Armenians
within the Russian information sphere who consistently expressed substantial support for
the Armenian side in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. They expressed substantial support
for the Armenian faction in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. They categorically identified
these actors as aggressors and explicitly asserted that Russia, with its lineage originating
from the Russian Empire, was committed to protecting the Armenian population of
Nagorno-Karabakh from a new potential genocide.

The coward's role was attributed to the actor who, despite having the capacity to help
the hero-protector support the victims, chose not to do so or even worked against their
efforts. As the previous chapter showed, Russian actors did not always perceive
individuals in this category uniformly. The West occasionally assumed this role in
Russian discourse, having historically failed to offer significant support to Armenia.
Moreover, Russian actors assigned this role to the Armenian government, particularly
when they felt Yerevan failed to demonstrate the required respect towards Russia.

My analysis indicates that the primary distinction between these critical junctures lies
in how Russian actors delineated the characters' roles within the narrative, particularly as
they sought to alleviate ontological insecurity. During a phase of seemingly unchallenged
acceptance of the hero-protector paradigm, Russian narratives consistently upheld a
stable evaluation of the hero-protector/victim dichotomy and aggressor framework.
However, the responses of Armenian elites to the difficulties in Russian-Armenian
relations amid the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, which led them to repudiate Russia's role
as a hero-protector, profoundly affected Russian perceptions of Armenia, engendering
anxiety and prompting a shift in the narrative.

Initially, only semi-official Russian actors engaged discursively to protect Russia
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from ontological insecurity, distinguishing between the Armenian people, portrayed as
honorable victims, and the Armenian government, characterized as a cowardly and
ungrateful beneficiary of Russian assistance that also sought to engage in historical
revisionism. This is evident in how, during crises in Russian-Armenian relations, displays
of compassion, empathy, and sympathy toward the victim shifted to expressions of anger,
reminding Armenia that its survival relied on the intervention of the hero-protector and
that its nation's future was contingent on it. Subsequently, Russian officials openly
adopted this narrative shift. Nevertheless, it should not be assumed that Russian semi-
official discourse impacted the Kremlin's decision to adopt this narrative shift. Russian
officials issued directives on how to interpret the events of September 2023, as mentioned
in the preceding chapter.

This shift in the hero-protector narrative is particularly important for answering this
dissertation's research question, as it shows how concerns over ontological security
shaped Russian discourse toward Armenia. The politics of deference rested on the
expectation that Armenia would recognize Russia’s self-ascribed role as its hero-
protector. When this expectation was perceived to be met, Russian actors reproduced the
familiar representation of Armenians as defenseless victims deserving compassion and
Russian protection.

Nonetheless, when deference was perceived to be withheld, Russian actors adjusted
the narrative to accommodate the deteriorating relationship while preserving ontological
security. Rather than constructing a new representation of Armenia, they drew on an
alternative image embedded in the Tsarist mnemonic repertoire, which portrayed
Armenians as unreliable and conspiratorial when they challenged Russian moral
authority. Within the hero-protector narrative, this familiar representation repositioned
the Armenian government as a coward and made anger an intelligible response to its
perceived lack of deference.

Therefore, the narrative adjustment enabled Russian actors to make sense of
Armenia’s growing estrangement, as well as Russia’s inability to fulfill its security
commitments to Yerevan, through representations that remained familiar to the Russian
Self. Ontological security was sustained not by preserving the hero-protector narrative
unchanged, but by adapting it in ways that accommodated change while maintaining

continuity with Russia’s autobiographical narrative.
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7.2. Contributions

The overarching aim of this dissertation was to contribute to the literature on Russia’s
role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict by moving beyond analyses primarily centered on
strategic interests and policy outcomes. I adopted an interpretivist, socio-psychological
perspective to examine Armenia's and the Caucasus' place in Russian collective memory
and to explore how Russia came to invest its (dis)engagement in the Nagorno-Karabakh
conflict with existential meaning. In doing so, the dissertation makes empirical,
theoretical, and methodological contributions.

Empirically, this dissertation has made two principal contributions. First, it has
broadened existing understandings of how post-Soviet Russia pursues ontological
security by re-orienting the analytical focus from its horizontal relations with the West to
vertical hierarchical relationships with its former imperial subjects.

If the constructivist scholarship on Russian foreign policy largely conceives Russia's
relations with its former imperial periphery as a byproduct of its horizontal relationship
with the West, this dissertation has demonstrated that the Kremlin's vertical relationships
with states and communities on its former imperial periphery are as constitutive of a
coherent sense of Self as its horizontal interactions with the West and other great powers.

In fact, focusing solely on the dynamics of “othering” between Russia and the West
overlooks two important dimensions. First, although the emergence of a Europe-centered
normative order transformed Russia's position within international society, the Russian
State had previously regarded itself as a self-legitimating normative authority founded on
the superiority of the Russian Self (Zarakol 2011, 10). The second concerns the country's
sense of honor, which is closely tied to its self-image as a security guarantor and sustained
through the protection of what Tsygankov (2014, 133) terms "cultural allies."

The second empirical contribution is an in-depth case study that advances debates on
Russian neo-imperialism by showing that the imperial legacy should not be understood
merely as an aspiration to restore either the Soviet Union or the Russian Empire as
territorial entities.

Over the past two decades, the Kremlin's increasingly assertive foreign policy in the
post-Soviet space, combined with Vladimir Putin’s repeated appeals to the imperial
legacy, has fueled concerns among policymakers that Moscow seeks to restore the former
Soviet Union in a new shape (Sagramoso 2000, x; MacKay 2026, 575). These concerns
have only intensified since the full-scale invasion of Ukraine. In June 2026, more than

four years after the outbreak of the war, Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky stated
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that "Putin will be in the Kremlin until his death, and he has one goal: the restoration of
the Soviet Union. Without Ukraine, this is impossible, which is why it is so difficult for
us" (The New Voice of Ukraine 2026).

While existing scholarship has primarily examined either the scope and objectives of
Russian neo-imperialism or the historical claims through which Moscow has sought to
legitimize its assertive foreign policy (MacKay 2026, 562), this dissertation has
approached the question from a different angle. Rather than adopting an instrumentalist
understanding of collective memory, in which political actors strategically invoke and
manipulate the past for political purposes, it has adopted a culturalist perspective, treating
memory of the imperial legacy as a cognitive framework through which political actors
interpret the world (Hopf 2002; Minarova-Banjac 2018). Just as recent scholarship has
shown that, prior to February 2022, official and semi-official discourse in Russia
consistently portrayed Ukraine as incapable of exercising sovereignty independently,
presenting its statehood as contingent upon its relationship with Russia (Kolodii 2026, 2),
my study demonstrates that the construction of Armenia as historically dependent upon
Russian protection likewise reproduces a hierarchical relationship constitutive of neo-
imperial discourse.

Theoretically, this dissertation has advanced the concept of the politics of deference
by bringing together insights from the literatures on ontological security, collective
memory, and honor. The politics of deference captures how the Tsarist legacy operates
as a mnemonic framework that enables post-Soviet Russia to reproduce a stable sense of
Self through the discursive constitution of hierarchical relationships with its former
imperial subjects. In Russian-Armenian relations during the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict,
this process was articulated through the hero-protector narrative, in which Russian actors
positioned their country as Armenia's benevolent protector while assigning the latter the
complementary role of the defenseless victim whose survival was portrayed as contingent
on Russian protection. Moreover, they sought Armenia's recognition of this self-ascribed
moral authority, continually reconfiguring the narrative's relational positions in response
to their interpretation of how far Yerevan affirmed or contested this hierarchy.

Although the findings of this dissertation are grounded in the Russian case and are
not intended to generate a theory applicable beyond it, the concept of the politics of
deference carries broader implications for scholarship at the intersection of ontological
security, collective memory, and hierarchy (Pratt 2017; Bilgic and Pilcher 2022; Suboti¢
and Zarakol 2020; Koschut and Ross 2026). More specifically, it has contributed to this
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research agenda by demonstrating that mnemonic interpretations of the Tsarist legacy are
reproduced not only through explicit appeals to history, but also through the emotional
dynamics embedded in the hero-protector narrative, and that these dynamics, in turn,
enabled post-Soviet Russia to reproduce a stable sense of Self.

Methodologically, the dissertation offers a comprehensive corpus of 75 Russian-
language primary sources, compiled through a systematic search and careful selection of
official and semi-official discourse. In doing so, it has responded to recent calls for greater
engagement with Russian semi-official discourse (Kazharski 2019; Farbman 2023;
Strycharz 2024; Puleri and Fasola 2025), which contend that Russian foreign policy
emerges from a more diverse and fragmented set of actors than is often acknowledged,

and that its analysis should extend beyond the elite-tier alone.

7.3. Avenue for Future Research

This dissertation provides conceptual and empirical pathways for future research on
Russia’s ontological security and Moscow’s policies in the South Caucasus.

As outlined in the literature review, existing studies have largely examined Russia’s
search for ontological security through its quest for horizontal relations with the West,
which has failed to acknowledge Moscow as a great power. This focus has overshadowed
the significance of vertical dimensions of selthood that are central to Russia’s identity,
particularly those related to hierarchy, honor, and practices of deference. These vertical
elements are not simply by-products of horizontal engagements; rather, they form part of
the foundational structure through which Russia interprets its role in the post-Soviet
space.

Therefore, future research should investigate how these hierarchical relationships
shape Russian foreign policy, both within the South Caucasus and in other arenas where
Moscow seeks recognition of its status and historical role. A particularly valuable
direction for further inquiry involves comparing conflicts in the post-Soviet space where
Russia has established and maintained protectorate-like arrangements. The cases of
Transnistria, South Ossetia, and Abkhazia offer important opportunities to explore how
Russia reproduces practices of protection and moral authority. Extending the analysis to
places where such relations existed during the Russian Empire, such as Georgia, would
further illuminate how longer historical trajectories and ideas about regional guardianship
shape contemporary foreign policy. The 2008 war provides a particularly instructive

example, as it highlights how different actors relate to Russia’s self-understanding as a
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hero-protector. While South Ossetia and Abkhazia largely affirmed this identity and
recognized Moscow’s authority within a hierarchical framework, Georgia rejected it and
instead portrayed Russia as an aggressor. This divergence in recognition highlights the
value of examining how Russia responds when some actors validate its protector role
while others deny it, and how these conflicting relational expectations shape its
subsequent discourse, policy choices, and efforts to maintain ontological security.

Future research may also benefit from a stronger engagement with the conceptual
and analytical framework developed in this dissertation to examine broader patron—client
relationships in international politics. This endeavor would allow scholars to examine
how affective expectations, symbolic obligations, and identity-affirming narratives help
maintain asymmetrical ties.

This dissertation examined Russia's pursuit of ontological security by analyzing both
official state discourse and semi-official discourse from various actors, using clearly
defined criteria presented throughout the study. I believe this range of actors could also
be considered in other studies of Russian discourse, as it presents potent emotional

narratives that strengthen official discourse.

7.3. Limitations

All research projects encounter limitations and possible sources of interference, and
this study is no different. I outline four primary constraints below.

The first limitation pertains to the nature of my data, specifically the emotions
intertwined with the hero-protector narrative, as well as the analytical approach I employ
to substantiate my findings. Research on emotions in IR continues to grapple with
significant challenges. Although scholars have begun to address methodological concerns
systematically, a notable gap remains in ongoing dialogue about the ontological,
epistemological, and theoretical underpinnings of emotion research in the field (Clément
et al. 2017; Koschut 2022). Clément et al. (2017) assert that definitions of emotion are
often contested and may lack precision or clarity. While there is general consensus that
social, cultural, and historical contexts influence emotions, researchers often choose
methods based on personal preference rather than a shared understanding of what
constitutes emotions within the discipline (Hutchison and Bleiker 2014).

The second notable limitation pertains to the case study itself. This dissertation
primarily examines the Armenian context and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. While this

focused approach enables thorough analysis, it also limits the immediate applicability of
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the findings to other situations. Russia's role as a protector may change in other post-
Soviet conflicts, such as those in Georgia, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, or Transnistria,
depending on how relevant the patterns identified here are across different regional
contexts.

The third limitation pertains to the temporal scope of this dissertation. My study has
analyzed Russian discourse from 2015 to 2024. Although this period captures significant
developments following the 2020 Nagorno-Karabakh war, it does not comprehensively
address the long-term historical evolution of Russia’s hero-protector image during the
preceding years, specifically from 1988 to 2014. Certain dynamics may only become
apparent over longer historical periods, particularly in light of the presidencies of Boris
Yeltsin and Dmitri Medvedev. At the same time, although the 2023 military operation
effectively brought the territorial dimension of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict to an end,
Armenia and Azerbaijan had not yet signed a definitive peace treaty at the time of writing.
As aresult, it will be interesting to examine how Russia will continue to pursue its politics
of deference towards Armenia in the future.

The fourth and final limitation of this study relates to the selection of Russian
discourse actors, who were chosen because of my ongoing interest in Russian foreign
policy in the South Caucasus and my frequent monitoring of Russian-Armenian relations.
While these sources are crucial for understanding the construction of the hero-protector
narrative, they may not fully encompass informal, internal, or dissenting viewpoints
within Russian policymaking circles or semi-official environments. Consequently, some
nuances of the hero-protector narrative may remain underexplored, potentially including

perspectives from pro-Azerbaijani voices.

Conclusion

This final chapter provides an overarching synthesis of the thesis, integrating its
theoretical, methodological, and empirical dimensions and consolidating the arguments
and findings developed throughout the preceding chapters. In light of the key findings,
the chapter brought these components together to answer the research question and show
how Russia’s politics of deference toward Armenia were articulated and reconfigured
through the hero-protector narrative in response to changing relational dynamics. In
particular, it showed that Russia’s pursuit of ontological security depended not on

preserving an unchanged narrative, but on its capacity to adapt historically familiar
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representations in response to Armenia’s perceived recognition or rejection of Russia’s
moral authority.

The chapter also discussed the thesis's principal empirical, theoretical, and
methodological contributions. Empirically, it showed the importance of Russia’s vertical,
hierarchical relationships with its former imperial subjects in reproducing ontological
security and advanced an understanding of Russian neo-imperialism centered on
historically rooted relations of protection, dependence, and moral authority.
Theoretically, it developed the concept of the politics of deference by bringing together
insights from ontological security, collective memory, hierarchy, and honor.
Methodologically, it demonstrated the value of examining official and semi-official
Russian discourse together, drawing on a systematically constructed corpus of Russian-
language primary sources.

The chapter further acknowledged several limitations, including the methodological
challenges involved in interpreting emotions in political discourse, the focus on the single
case of Armenia and the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the restriction of the analysis to the
period between 2015 and 2024, and the purposive selection of Russian discourse actors,
which may have left some perspectives underexplored. Finally, it identified avenues for
further research, particularly comparative investigations of Russia’s protector
relationships in other post-Soviet contexts, including Transnistria, South Ossetia,
Abkhazia, and Georgia, as well as applying the politics of deference framework to broader

patron—client and hierarchical relationships in international politics.
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9. SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENTS: ANNEX

Author

Vladimir Solovyev

Vladimir Putin

Text

Actor Type Source Type

MeHst 4acTO CHPALIUBAIOT, I0YEMY Thl JIIOOULIL APMEHHIO. APMEHUIO CIIOKHO He JitoOuTh. [ToTpsicaromas npupoja, yAMBUTEIbHOE HE0O, III0A0pOIHAS 3eMiIsl. My>KUHHbI,

Semi-official Public speech
media figure KOTOpBIE CBOEH JKM3HBIO I0KA3allM CBOE TIPABO HA3BIBATBCS TOPABIMH NIPEEMHUKAMH BEIUKOH HCTOPHUH.
Kenuunbl, Tpypon06He U 3a00TIMBOCTS KOTOPBIX HACTOJIBKO MOTPSICAIOIINE, YTO KaX /bl My>KUMHA 4yBCTBYET ce0si FeHepaIoM B apMAHCKO apMuH. JKeHIMHBI 1.00pble 1
KpacuBble. My»KUHHBI, KOTOPbIE 3¢MJICIIALIIEI U CTPOUTEIIH.
Benukue micaTeny U 3aMedaTelbHble My3bIKaHTl. Ho KOT/1a HacTyIaeT MOMEHT HCTHHEI, OHH CTAHOBSITCS BOWHAMU. VI CTaHOBATCS BOMHAMM HENOOENMBIMU. W )KEHIIMHEL,
KOTOpBIE HO-IPEKHEMY KIYT HX psAoM. M Koria My»4rHBI BO3BPAILAIOTCS JOMOM C BOMHBI
1 OTHPABISIOTCS 3apabaThIBaTh ACHBIH, KEHIIUHbI BOCIUTHIBAIOT ACTCHl.
W BOCIIMTBIBAIOT MX B TPAJULMH, KOT/Ia, TIIAA HAa apMAHCKYIO CEMBIO, XO4ETCs CKasarh,
BOT 3TO HACTOSIIAs CeMbsl. M KOrJja BUAMIIb OTHONICHH)S, TO HCIIBITBIBACITH YyBCTBO TOPAOCTH 3a ITHX JoAel. [TosToMy ApMeHHs He TOIBKO QPYKTEI, HE TONBKO BHBI HA TOPY
Apapar, KOTOpbI€ 10 CHUX IOp ToYeMy-To He Haumu. He Toibko BocioMuHanus o npekpacHoM EpeBane
1 Henokopupmemcs CtenanakepTe. ITO He TOIBKO FOPAOCTE 3a TO, YTO U B PUMe ecTh KapThl, 10 KOTOPBIM SCHO, T/ie 6blia Benmmkas Apmenus, KOra BCe COCEH elle HEPBHO
nepexusanu. Ho camoe BaXkHOe, 3a 4TO 9yBCTBO T'OPIOCTH BCET/Ia NEPEHIONHAET, CAMOE BaXKHOE — 3TO apMsHCKoe cepue. Camoe BaXKHOE — 3TO TO, UTO KaXK Il apMIHIH
YyBCTBYET B ce0€ OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32 BEJIMKYIO HCTOPHIO M IPUHAUICKHOCTh K BEIMKOMY HApOIy.
TlosToMy, KOTz1a THI BCTpEUaelb apMAHMHA, ¥ OH TBOM ApYT, ThI 3HaeIb, 4TO KaXK/IbIi apMSHUH, )KUBYIINH HA 3TOM 3eMJle, TOXKE YaCTHUKA Te0s M 4aCTHYKA STOH BEIHKOH
Jpyx0bl. B Moei XHU3HH 5 BUIEN MHOXECTBO MOJICTYIIKOB, KOTOPbIE HAMOJIHSIIM MOE CEpJIlle YyBCTBOM I'OPIOCTH, M y MEHS BBICTYIIAJIHN CJ1e3bl. MOM Ipy3bsl IPHXOJMIIA MHE Ha
MOMOIIlb, KOT/[a MHE ObIJIO TSKEINIO, M B PaJOCTH OHU ObLTH PsAOM. S BCerja 3Hall, 4T0 €CTh TelnedOH, 0 KOTOPOMY s MOT'y MO3BOHHUTB. W €CTh JTI01, KOTOPBIE HOSBSATCS, HE
CIIPAIINBASL, YTO CIy4HJIOCh, & MPOCTO OTOMY, YTO OHH JOJDKHBI OBITh PSIOM. DTO HACTOSIIHE APY3bs. DTO apMsHE.
Official Public speech Joporue npy3bs! Yeaxkaemble Jambl v rocnional ITpusnarenen Ipesunenty Apmenun Cepixy AzartoBuuy CapresiHy 3a NpHIJlalleHUE NPUHATE y4acTHE B CErOIHSAIIHUX

TpaypHBIX MEPONPUATUAX. MBI HICKPEHHE CONEPEKHBAEM aAPMIHCKOMY HApOy, HCHBITABIIEMY OJHY M3 CaMbIX CTPAILHBIX Tpareauii B HCTOpHHM 4enoBeuecTsa. bonee momyropa
MMJUTHOHOB MUPHBIX JIIOJIeH ObLIN yOUTBI, HCKaEUEHBI, a CBBIIIE LIECTUCOT ThICAY — M3THAHBI U3 POIHBIX JIOMOB, TIOABEPIINCH MACCOBBIM penpeccusM. bbuin paspyiiens MHOTHE
GeCLCHHBIC MAMSTHHKH apXUTEKTYPbI M JlyXOBHBIC CBSTBIHH, COMXOKEHBI APEBHHIE KHUTH 1 GecuenHsie pykonucH. Coobitus 1915 roga notpsiciu Beck Mup, a B Poccun Obuti
BOCHIPHHATHI Kak cobcTBeHHOe rope. COTHHM ThICAY 6€33aLIUTHBIX U MOTEPSBLIMX KPOB apMsH, MUILTHOHBI TTOIy4HIN yOekuie Ha Tepputopun Poccun u 6bitn cnacensl. Mimenno
poccuiickas AUIUIOMATHS JOOUIACH MEXKIYHAPOIHOTO OCYKICHUs HACHINS HAJl apMAHCKUM HapoznoMm. ITo nnunmatuee Munnctpa nnoctpannbix aen Cepres JiMutpueBuua
CasonoBa Poccust, @panims u Bennko6puranus — [Tpesunent ®paHimu ceifyac BCOMUHAT 00 5TOM — B COBMECTHOM 3asiBICHUH MPSIMO HAa3BAJIM MPOUCILIEIIEE MPECTYIICHUEM
MPOTHB YeJIOBEYECTBa U LuBUIM3ali. OTMedy, 4TO OTHOLICHHs OPaTCKUX HapoaoB Poccin n ApMeHnH BCeraa OTIHYaInch 0c000ii JlyXOBHOM GJIM30CTHIO U B3AUMHOM
nojuiepkkoif. Tak ObIIO M B X0Z1e IpaMaTUYECKUX COOBITHII CTONIETHE! NaBHOCTH, H B Tozbl Benukoii OTeyecTBeHHON BOIHBI, U BO BpeMsl pa3pymHTenbHoro CIuTakcKoro
emiteTpsiceHust. 1 cerofHst Mbl CKOPOHM BMeCTe ¢ apMSHCKUM HapoIOM. B COTHSIX pOCCHHCKHX TOPOIOB, XOUY 3TO MOJYEPKHYTh, JOPOTHE APY3bsi, — B COTHSIX POCCHHCKHX

TopoaoB HpOﬁHyT 6osee JABYX TBICSAY MOMHUHAJIBHBIX MCpOHp"S{THﬁ. B Hux TIPUMYT Y4aCTHE HE TOJIBKO MPEACTABUTEIH MHOT'OYHCJICHHOM apMSIHCKOﬁ OGLHHHLI POCCM",
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2016

Sergey Lavrov

Vladimir Zhirinovsky

HACYUTBIBAOILEH OKOJIO TPEX MUJUIMOHOB YEJIOBEK, HO M IECATKHU ThICSAY JIFOJIeH pyrux HauuoHanbHocTel. [To3unus Poccuu Oblia u ocTaérest oCIe10BaTeIbHON: Mbl CUHTAEM,
YTO MacCOBOMY yOMICTBY JIIO/IeH HET ¥ He MOXeT ObITh HUKAKMX ONpaBiaHuil. Poccus sBisercs ydacTHULEH U MHUIMATOPOM LIEJIOr0 Psila MEK IyHApOAHO-IIPABOBBIX aKTOB,
3aJI0KMBIINX OCHOBY COBPEMEHHOMY MEXIYHApOJHOMY YrOJIOBHOMY IIpaBy, B TOM unciie KOHBEHIMH O MpeaynpekIeHUH MPecTyIUIeHUi reHonnaa. MupoBoe cooO1ecTBo
0053aH0 Jienath BCE, YToObI TpParH4ecKue CoOBITHS NPOLIIOr0 HUKOT/1a He IIOBTOPSUIMCh, YTOObI BCE HAPO/IbI MOTJIM XKHTh B MUPE M COIVIACHH, HE 3Has y’KAcOB, K KOTOPbIM
HPUBOJAT Pa3KMIaHUE PEIIMTHO3HON BPAXIbl, arpECCUBHBIN HAIMOHAIN3M U KceHO(poOus. K coxaneHuio, ceiiyac BO MHOIMX PErHOHAX MUPA BHOBb IIOJHUMAET TOJIOBY U
Heo(aln3M, K BIACTH PBYTCS PaJUKaIbHbIC HALIHOHAINCTBI, HAOMPAeT CUITy U AaHTHCEMHTH3M, Mbl BUIUM H TIPOsiBIeHUs pycopobun. HyKHO 3a1aTbcsi BOIPOCOM, OYEMY ITO
MPOMCXOUT H YTO SBISIETCS TOMY NPUUMHOM. W mpH 11060M NeiicTBUHM B KPHTHYECKH BAaJKHBIX PETHMOHAX MHpA HyXKHO IIPEXKJIe BCETO OAyMaTh O TOM, YTO OyJeT Aaiblie,
HOJlyMath O NOCJIEACTBUAX. MesK1y TeM, BCIOMHHAs TParH4eckKhe COObITHS MPOLLIBIX JIET, IOPOTHE APY3bsl, Mbl JIOJDKHBI C ONTHMHU3MOM CMOTpPETh BIEPEJl, BEPUTH B HIICaIbI
IpyKObI, TOOPOCOCEACTBA U B3AUMOBBIPYYKH, YUUTHCS JOOPOTE M COTTIACHIO, YMEHHIO yBaXKaTh APYT JIPYra, yBaXKaTb HHTEPECkl APYT Apyra. ToJbKO TaK MOXKHO CAENaTh MHpP
nyunre, crabuiabHee 1 6e3onacHee. Mbl ¢ BaMu, Joporue Apy3bs. Cracn6o Bam 3a BHUMaHUE.

Official MFA interview Bo-nepBbIx, B 0uepeiHOM pa3 Xouy MOATBEPAUTH HAIIY IiTyboyaiiiine co00Ie3HOBaHUS 1O TOBOLY Y)KACHOI'O NPECTYIUICHHS, COBEPIIEHHOIO B OTHOLICHUH CEMbU
AsetucsiH. IToru6m abcoI0THO HEBUHHBIE IO, Buepa ckoHyaics 1 mectumecsunblii Cepéxa. I1o 3ToMy OBOLY s CHENHAIBHO MO3BOHMI MoeMy Koiutere D.A. Hanbausny u
emé pa3 BbIPa3Uil B HAILIM YyBCTBA. BaXkHO, 4TO OOBUHSEMBIii 3a11eprKaH, OH yKe Jall IPU3HATEIbHbIC ToKa3aHus. COCTOSIICS Tene(OHHBIH KOHTAKT MEKIY MPE3HIECHTaMU HAIIHX

ctpaH, rnasa CnencrBeHHoro komurera Poccun A.V.bactpbikun Beiexan B EpeBan u Buepa Berpeyancs ¢ Ilpesugenrom Apmenun C.A.CapresHoM. Mbl HOATBEpKIaeM, 4TO
COBMECTHOE, MAaKCUMAJILHO OTKPBITOE CyieOHOe pa30HpaTenscTBO OyAeT OCYLIECTBISTECS Ha TEPPUTOPUM APMEHHHU. YBEPEH, 4TO CyJ ObICTPO BbIHECET OOBEKTUBHBIN BEPAUKT,
aJIEKBaTHBIN 3TOMY Y/KaCHOMY NpecTyILIeH 0. YTo KacaeTcs oOIero KOHTEKCTa HallluX OTHOIIEHUH, TO CKaXy TaK — «B CeMbe He 6e3 yposa». IMEHHO Takoe OTHONICHHE ceiyac
MPOSBIISIIOT U IEMOHCTPUPYIOT BCE BOCHHOCIIY XKAIIME U KOMaHJ0BaHUE POCCUICKON BOeHHOM a3l B ApMmenun. He Oyay npuBouTh IpUMeEpbl, KOTAa JIFOIH CXOIAT C yMa 110
COBEpIIEHHO HEMOHATHBIM IPHYUHAM U TBOPAT HEeBOOOpasumoe. B 1pyrux cutyanusax u crpaHax TakuX IPUMEPOB MHOXKECTBO. Mbl BUMM NONBITKH IOJIHTH3ALMH 3TOH CHTyallUH,
KOTOpPbIE HCXOAT HE OT PYKOBOACTBA ApMeHHH U Poccuu. Hemalto XkelaroIuxX HCIoIb30BaTh 3Ty TPareAHio, YTOObI MOMyYHTh KAKHE-TO TEOMOMTHYECKUE TPEUMYILECTBA. ITO
OTBPATUTEJILHO, HEJOMYCTUMO U HEJOCTOIHO rOpJI0ro apMsIHCKOIO Hapo/ia, KOTOPBIH, 5 3Hal0, HUKOIa He MOBeAETCS Ha 110100HOr0 posia NpoBoKauuu. Mbl ckopOuM BMeCTe ¢
Apmennueii u czienaeM B, 4TOOBI 9TO MPECTYIIEHHE HE OCTAIOCh Oe3HAKAa3aHHBIM, BUHOBHBII OHEC caMoe CypOBOE HaKa3aHHe U 4TOObI 10100HOE BIPE/b HE MPOH CXOANIO.
EcTecTBeHHO, 3aCTPaxoBaThCA HA CTO POLEHTOB OT JIFOOBIX TPYIHOBOOOPA3HMEIX SKCIIECCOB HEBO3MOXKHO, HO BCE He0OXomMoe OyieT cienaHo. YOexK IeH, 4TO COFO3HHYECKUE
POCCHiicKO-apMAHCKIE OTHOIIEHHUS CTPATEerH4ecKOro NapTHEPCTBA He OCTPA/IatoT.
Semi-official Interview Ecnu B34Th HCTOPUYECKHUIT ACTIEKT, TO €CTECTBEHHO apMSIHE - CaMO€ JJPEBHEE roCy1apcTBO, HAPOJI, TaM MpoXkuBaoiuid, Ho nocneanue 1000 set, 100 €T Bce MEHSIIOCH.
political figure Mensnuck ¢iary, TpaHuik! mo Beeil EBpore, mo Bcemy Mupy. 310 ommbKa 60J1bIIEBHKOB, €CIIM OBl OHM HE CTAJM MEHATh TO TEPPUTOPHANTBHOE JIeICHHE, KOTOPOE OBLIO TIpH Lape,
TO npo6IieM 661 He 6b110. Kak TonbKo IpHIIIa COBETCKAs BIACTh, CPa3y HayaInuch KOHQIMKTEI Mex Ly ApMenueil u AzepOaiimkanom”, - ckasan XKupusosckuid. OH oT™METHII, YTO
Bpaka TaKke cBsizaHa ¢ pesHeil B Typuun. "EcTecTBeHHO Takoe OTHOIIEHHE HE MOXKET ObITh pelieHo Ha aBycropoHHei ocHoBe 1 MIT OBCE Huuero e pemut — Hu $paHiyy3sl, HA
amepuKaHIbl. Hazo, 4T0OBI CTOPOHBI BCTPETHIINCH B MOCKBE, OKOHYATENIBHOE PEIICHHE MOXKET MPHHSTH TOJIBKO Mpe3ujieHT Poccnn. Hu JKeneBa, He MUHCK, HU (hpaHILly3bl, OHH
371eCh HUYEro He CMOTYT CJIENaTh, IOTOMY 4TO MbI BCET/Ia TaM BOEBAJIH, U C TIEPCAMH U ¢ TyPKaMH, CIIaCajIH, 3allMIIaNy apMsH ", - 106aBuI poccuiickuii nemyrar. OH OTMETHII, 4TO
B ciyuae, ecian MockBa npumert perienue otaath Kapabax Apmenun, Azep0aii/pkan 3aKkI0uUT BOGHHOE coriatienue ¢ Typlueii, KoTopas ycTaHOBUT CBOM BOCHHBIE 0a3bl O]
Jarectanom. "UTo MblI moyunM, MoIyunM npopomkenue Typiuu Ha cesep, a rae Jlarecran, Tam u Bech CeBepHblii KaBka3. B aTom e npobiema, eciu 661 He 66110 Typrmu, To
Bompoc Obu1 Ob1 pemied. Ho Typrms n Tak npezcrapisier yrposy. I1o3ToMy 31ech Hy»KHO He JaTh BO3MOXKHOCTh TypIny NOBEpHYTh A3epbaiikaH B CBOIO CTOPOHY", - 100aBHII
XKupunosckuii. ITo ero cioBam, HECMOTPsI Ha ABYCTOPOHHHUE COTIAlIeHUs U KOHTaKThl ¢ Typrueit, ceifuac AszepOaiikan BbIAEPKMBAET CAMOCTOATENbHYIO ITMHUIO. "Ecin xke Mbl
oMOKeM ApMeHHH BoccoeinHuThCs ¢ Kapabaxom, To Torna Asepbaiimkan Oyaer cTosTs Ha myTn BoccoeauHenns ¢ Typuueit. A Typuus HATO-Bckas cTpaHa, Bce ee HCHABUIAT,

Y HEe BCE Bparu —pycckue, 60HTapBl, TPEKH, apMsAHE, KypAbl, Cl/lpl/lﬁubl ¥ MpaKIipl, BCC €€ HCHABUIAT. OHa BceM MellaeT U sSBJISETCS 3/1€Ch l{y)l(Ol;‘l. 910 KOYEBHHUKH, KOTOPHIC
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Roman Babayan

Margarita Simonyan

JIOJKHBI BepHYThes B CpeiHioo A3uto. HaM HyXHO moiepxaTh co3aHue He3aBUCMMOro rocynapersa Kypaucran v BepHyTh 3amajjHyt0 APMEHHIO apMsiHaM, U TOT1a
ABTOMATHYECKH Kak-TO perurcs Borpoc ¢ Kapadaxom. Dto 3anada Ha cepenuny 21 Beka
Semi-official Interview Poccust ycTynaeT aMmepuKkaHIam 1o 3G dekTHBHOCTH paboThI ¢ 00LIeCTBaMH IIOCTCOBETCKUX CTpaH. Takoe MHEHHE BbIpasmi Sputnik ApMeHHs U3BECTHBINH POCCUHCKHI
media figure TenexxypHanuct Poman babasH, kotopblit yuactBoBai B EpeBane Ha 3aceaHuu apMsHO-poccuiickoro Jlasapesckoro kiy6a. "Amepukanckue GoHbI 110 "3amuTe JeMokpaTuu’”
akTuBHO paboTatoT B Apmenuu. Oto u USAID, u "Haunonansusiit pony nemokparun” (NED). U Mbl BUAMM, 4TO B APMEHHMH U3 O/Ia B TOJl YMEHbIIACTCS YMCIIO TPaskIaH,
BBICTYNAIONIMX 3a JaJibHeillee yKpemIeHHe COI03HUIEeCKUX oTHOImeHuit ¢ Poccueit”, - ckasan on. IIpu sTom babastH cunTaet, uTo npobieMa B JaHHOM CIIy4yae He B HOBOM BIIACTH
Apmenun, 100 TeHAEHILMU OTPbIBA COIO3HMKOB 0T Poccuu ObLIH 3a510xeHbI ropasio passiie. I1o ero ciosam, ogHoBpeMeHHO Poccust He npuiiaraeT A0CTaTOUHbIX YCHIHIM IS
YKpEIUICHHs CBOET0 IPUCYTCTBUS B IOCTCOBETCKUX cTpaHax. "Poccust Oykcyer, npudyem OykcyeT naBHO. S Ha Beex IUIOIIAKaX FOBOPMII: KAaK TakK MOJIy4aeTcs, yTo Mbl 70 JIeT sKuiu
B OJIHO}1 CTpaHe, TOBOPUITH Ha OJHOM SI3bIKE, KDYTOM Y HAC APY3bsi M POACTBEHHHKH, M IOTOM BIPYT MOSBISIOTCS KAKHE-TO aMEPHKAHIIBI U BBIIEPTUBAIOT OIHY CTPaHy 3a APYTroi
13 30HBI HCTOPHYECKOi OTBETCTBEHHOCTH Poccun. OHM paboTaroT CHCTEMHO, @ MBI HUYETO He aenaeM", - 1o6aBu Ham cobeceaHuk. KoMMeHTHpYs OTCyTCTBHE MpecTaBUTENe
HOBOI1 BJIaCTH Ha 3acenaHuy Kiny6a, babasH ckasai, 4yTo BecbMa yAMBIECH U Orop4eH >THM. JlazapeBckuii Kiy® cobpait 3a OTHMM CTOJIOM COJIMHBIX SKCIIEPTOB, MITPOB CBOEr0
JeN1a, TI0YTH BECh LBET POCCHICKOTO 9KCIIEPTHOrO COOOIIECTBA, HO HET MPAKTHYECKH HUKOTO M3 KoMaHAb! IamuHsHa. "DT0 6bu1a GBI XOpOIIask JOMOIHUTENbHAS TUIOMIAKa IS
TOr0, 4TOOBI YCIIBIIATh APYT Apyra. M To, 4TO 371eCh HET NPEICTaBUTENCH BIACTH, MEHS 3TO oropyaeT. [TalMHsIH Belb Ha KaXKJOM ILIary roBOPHT, 4To Poccust — apyr u
cTpaTernyeckuii naptep ApmeHud. Ho HUKTO U3 ero npeacTaBuTeseil 3aech He npucyTeTByer”, - ckasan babasu. J)KypHaaucty camoMy ObU10 Obl OUEHb HHTEPECHO MOOOIIATHCS C
1.0. IpeMbep-MUHHCTPa. babasH ceityac cHumaeT GuibM o Tparnyeckux codbitusx 1 mapra 2008 rosa B ApMEHHH, U HECKOJIBKO pa3 0e3yCIICLIHO MBITANICS B3STh HHTEPBBIO y
TTammHsHa, KOTOPBIH ObLT B Iymne Tex cobbrtuil. Ho mocnenuuit otkasancs. "Pobept KouapsiH HaeT Ha HHTEPBbIO cO MHOI. EMy He HPaBsTCS MHOTHE BOIIPOCHI, KOTOPBIC S 3a/1aBal,
HO OH BCE PAaBHO COIVIACUJICS OTBETUTh. MBI TaKKe 3allMCalll HHTEPBbIO ¢ poacTBeHHUKamMu norubmunx. Ho vu Ilammusn, Hu JIeBon Tep-IlerpocsH Ha KOHTAKT He 3axoTenu UATH",
- noceroBa xypHaiuuct. Harmomuuwm, 1-2 mapra 2008 roza, rocie npesuaeHTCKUX BbIOOPOB B ADMEHHH HAauaauch MUTHHIH. JlJ1st MX pa3roHa BIACTH NPUMEHWIH cuity. B xozne
omnepauu moru6nu 10 genosek.
Semi-official Telegram post 51 oGpamarock K apMAHCKO# BiacTu. FIMEHHO K BJIACTH, @ HE K HAPOJLy, YACThIO KOTOPOIo s sABJIsI0Ch. OOpaIaioch ToIbKO MOTOMY, YTO Ballld HHTEPHET-BOICKA YHABOZHIIN
media figure MOM CoIceTH TpeOoBaHMSIMH (B XaMCKO# M arpecCHBHOM (opme) 'BbIpa3uTh cBOIO mo3uuuio'. [Ipocuian — Beipaxato. [locmorpure Ha cebs co croponsl. [locmorpute, 4T0 BbI
TBOopHTe. Kak BbI ceOs Benere. Kakue e Bbl apMsiHe? ApMsiHe — 4eCTHBIH, Oaropo/iHblii 1 G6i1arofapHslii Hapoa. Beerna Taknm Obl1. A BbI Beete cebst, kak (SATIPEILIEHO
POCKOMHA/I30POM). B oTBeT Ha MHOTONETHEE JOOPO H 3aLMTY, KOTOPbIE BbI oayydanu oT Poccun, Bel He npusHanu KpbiM. [ToToMy uTO 3TO BHYTpeHHEe €10 ApMEHHH.
HckmounTenbHO U3 MONTUTHYECKOH MecT Bbl nocanuan Pobepra Kouapsina — nensmennoro corosnuka Poccnu. ITocanuiu crnenunanbHo, 1eMOHCTPATUBHO, TUIIOHYB NPSMO B JIULO
cBOMM 'poccuiickuM py3bsm’. [ToToMy 4TO 3TO BHyTpeHHee 1e10 ApMeHnn. Bel HaBojHMIM cTpany anTHpoccuiickumu HKO, koTophie Ha Bamieit Tepputopun 00ydaror
MOJIOJIeXKb, KaK CBEprath BiIacTh B Poccuu. Bbl crany miangapMom aHTHpoccHiCKHX et Ha KaBkase. IToToMy 4To 3TO BHyTpEHHEE JIel0 ApMeHHH. Bbl BBITHAIIH POCCHICKUX
6usHecMeHOB-apMsH. Brl He XoTuTe y cebs Huuero, uto cszano ¢ Poccueii. [Toromy uto 310 BHyTpeHHee Jeno ApMeHuH. Baimy Menna u corceTn eXe4acHo MOoNHBaIOT ITOMOSIMU
Poccuto, ITytuHa, Bcex, kTo nopaepxkusaet ITyTHHa, — 0COOCHHO PYCCKHX apMsiH (HarmpuMep, MeHs1). BbI pa3[entin HecHacTHbIH, 63 TOro HCYe3aloMnii apMSIHCKUI HAapoJ| Ha
BParoB — PYCCKHX apMsiH — M 'HaCTOSIINX' — TeX, KTO MOAEPKHBACT Ballly CHEOMUHYTHYIO BJIacTh. [IoTOMy 4TO 9TO BHYTpeHHee J1e]10 APMEHHHU. A Tenepb, KOrja Ha Baliei
rpaHMIle BOKHA, KOT/la cCaMO CyIIECTBOBAHHE BALIEro PEKMMa MOJ| yrpo30id, KOrjja apMsHe BCEro MUpa y)Ke BUST OXKHUBIIHE NPU3PAKHU SHBIYAP € KPUBBIMU HOXKAMH, KOTOPBIMH
pesaiu HallMX MPEeKOB, BbI BCIOMHIIN, uTO Poccus cHOBa oimkHa Bac cracathb. Pa3Be 9To He BHyTpeHHee aeno ApMenun? Ilocie Bcero 31a u 3ax1e0bIBaIOIErocs Npe3peHns,
KOTOPOE BbI MPOSIBIISUIH K PocCHM B 1OCIIEAHNE TO/IBI, BalllM HH(POPMAILMOHHbIC BOIICKA M BBl CaMM cuuTaete ce0st Brpase sxath nomoriu? Ha camom zeite, mociie BCero, 4to Bbl
cenany, Poccust MIMeeT mostHoe MOpaJIbHOE TIPaBO IUIIOHYTh Ha Bac u pacteperb. Ho ona Tak He noctynut. S yBepena. ITomoxer u B aT0T pas.Iloromy uto Poccust — Taxas.
Benuxonymnas u 6naropoguas, PoxuHa Mosi, HeHArIsAHAsA. A Bbl — IIPOCTO TOPCTKA BOIISAIINX TOJHTHKAHOB, MPEIABIINX HHTEPECHI BETHKOTO aPMSHCKOTO HAPOJA Paau MHHYTHI

BJIACTH M MeJIKOM JiMuHOH MecTH. [TounTaiite Ha Houb Hapekar. Moser, NPOCHYTCS y Bac OCTAaTKH 3HAMEHHMTOH apMsSHCKOH COBECTIIMBOCTH M YMEHHs LIeHUTh 100po. Eciu Het y
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Bac Hapexaru — tak s nepeiam. Y MeHs Ha TyMOOUKE JISKHT. A 10 [T0BO/ly BOHHBI 00€MM CTOPOHAM S CKaXy TOJILKO OJHO: OCTaHOBHTECH! XyiKe BOHHBI HET HUYero. 51 3To Ha

cBOeii Kype 3Hato. [IpocTo 0CTaHOBHTECH, ITOKA HE IIO3HO.

Official Press conference Bompoc: Biagumup Biagumuposuy, BOT y)ke Hees MPoLIIa ¢ MOMEHTA MOAIMCAHHs BaXXHEHIIero 3asBiieHus Mexay AsepOaiipkanom, Apmenueit u Poceueit. Kak Bbr
ceiiyac oLeHUBaeTe Xonm €ero BoInoHeHus? Uro yCHCHIHO? B 4ém MokeT ObITh np06neMa‘? Ho camoe rnaBHOe — O3BOJIUT Jid, Ha Bam B3IJIA1, 3TO COTJIALICHUE pa3py6m‘l, TOT
OYCHb Tyl"Of/‘I y3e, CTOJIb I[aBHI/Iﬁ M OUEHB TDKENBII BOIIPOC, KOraa, Kaxk Be1 camu TOBOpUIIH, Y Ka)KHOﬁ CTOPOHBI CBOST npaB;[a‘? B.HyTI/IHZ Camoe TJIaBHOE, 4YTO YaJIO0Ch CACIaTh, —
9TO MPEKPATUTh KPOBOIPOIHTHE. 51 yrKe FOBOPIJI, CBBILIEC YETHIPEX THICAY YEIOBEK HOrHOIIO, TOJIBKO MO OGUIMAIBHBIM JaHHbIM. Ha camom zene, s gymato, Gosbiue. JlecsiTku
TBICSY PAHCHBI, HCKAJICUCHBI. HocnymaﬁTe, 9TO K€ HE KHHO. DTO Tpareaus, KoTopas NpOUCXOJUT B JKU3HU C KOHKPETHBIMH JIIOIbMH, C KOHKPETHBIMU CEMbIMH. H03TOMy
TIPEKpAIEHUE KPOBOIIPOJIUTHS — ITO TJIaBHBIN pe3ynbTar. Ho JJ1A TOTO, 9TOOBI MOHATH, YTO IPOUCXOOUT, HAM l'lpl/lI[éTCﬂ BCE-TaKu BEPHYTHCA Ha3zald, B UCTOPHIO, 6yKBaJ'H>HO B IBYX
cy10Bax. Sl BBIHYK/IEH HAIIOMHUTB, YTO BCE ATO HAYauoCh yxe B Janékom 1988 roay, koraa mpou301UIH CTOIKHOBEHHS HA STHUYECKOM 1104Be B a3epOailukaHCKOM ropojie
Cywmraure. Toraa nocrpajiaio rpaxIaHCKOe HacelIeHHe, apMSHCKOE, IOTOM 3TU coObITHs nepexuHynuck Ha Haropusiit Kapa6ax. M nockoisbky Toraaiisee pykoBoJICTBO
Cogerckoro Coro3a He 0TPearupoBaIo AOHKHEIM 00pa3oM Ha IIPOMCXOIINE cOObITHS. .. [ToBTOPIO €IIé pa3: 3TO BELM TOHKHE, 3/1eCh S HE X0Uy 3aHUMATh YbIOTO CTOPOHY, KTO
TaM IpaB, KTO BUHOBAT, ceiiyac BOOOIIE HEBO3MOXKHO CKa3aTh, HO HABECTHU MOPSIOK HY)KHO ObLIO, 3aLUTUTD JIIOJeH HaJl0 ObUIO, TPAKAAHCKOE HACETIEHHE. DTOro ClIEJIaHO He
6bu10. U TOr/1a apMsiHE CaMM B3SUIMCh 3a OPYXKUE, U HayaJICs 3TOT 3aTSDKHOM, 110 CYTH Jiejla, MHOTOJIETHUM KOH(IIMKT, KOTOPBIH NPUBEN K ToMY, 4To B 1991 roay Kapabax oObsBui
0 cBoeit HE3aBUCUMOCTH, CYBEPEHUTETE, CAMOCTOATEIIBHOCTH, a B 1994 rony ObLTH MOAITACaHbI OUIIKEKCKHE CorJilaliCHuA, OUIIKEKCKHI MEMOpaHAyM, KOTOpLIﬁ MpEeKpaTuil 6oeBbIe
HeﬁCTBHﬂ Ha TOT MOMEHT BPEMCHHU. A uro ObLIO B pe3ynLTaTe? B pesynbTaTre Kapaﬁax 0OBSIBUII O CBOEH HE3aBHCUMOCTH, KaK s YK€ CKasall, u eLLIé CEMb NIPHUIIECTAOIHUX K HEMY
paliOHOB IEPELUIH 110] KOHTPOJIb apMSiH, 110 CYTH, 0] KOHTPOJIb ApMeHHH. BOT, cCOOCTBEHHO roBOPS, 3TO TO, YTO JOCTAJIOCh HAM U3 HPOILIOro, M TO, YTO Haao Obu1o peumTh. Ha
Mot B3I, TO, 4YTO IPEKPATUIIHUCH 6oeBbIe HCﬁCTBl/IS{ U, 4TO OY€Hb BaXXHO, NJOTOBOPHIIUCE O pa36HOKHpOBaHHl/I BCE€X TPAHCIIOPTHBIX KOMMyHHKaL{l/lﬁ, BOCCTAaHOBJICHUH
OKOHOMHUYECCKUX CBS{BCﬁ, — Ha MOt B3I, 3TO '{pCSBLI‘{aﬁHO BaXHO U 3TO COBL[aéT Xopouryro 6a3y JUIA HOpMaliu3aluu OTHOUICHUH Ha JIINTEIIbHY IO HepCﬂeKTI/lBy.PCHHI/IKaZ
Bosspamasick k ucropuu: Bezib 1 cratyc Kapabaxa torna Hukro He npusHan. B.ITytun: Oto npaBna: Hu TorJa, H1 mo3xe HUKTO He npusHai. Kcratu roBops, He npu3Haia u cama
Apwmennst. Borpoc: Ceituac Boo6iiie cymectByeT Jin mpobiema cratyca Kapabaxa? B.ITytun: [la, Takas npo6ieMa cyIiecTByeT, OKOHYaTenbHbIi craTyc Kapabaxa He
YperylmpoBaH. Mpel JOTOBOPHUIIACH O TOM, YTO MBI COXpaHAEM CTaTyC-KBO, Ha Cel‘O}lHﬂl.UHl/lﬁ JICHBb CYIIECTBYIOIIEE MMOJIOKEHHE. Yro 6y}1€T JAbII€ — 3TO NMPEJICTOUT PEIINTD B
OymyiieM uian OyayluuM pyKOBOAUTEISM, OyAyINM Y4aCTHUKaM 3Toro npouecca. Ho, Ha Mot B3rusi, eciii OyyT CO3/aHbl yCIOBHS Il HOPMAJIbHON KU3HH, IS
BOCCTaHOBJICHUS OTHOLICHUI MeX1y ApMeHuii 1 AzepOailpkaHoM, MEXLy JTIOABMHU Ha OBITOBOM YPOBHE, 0COOCHHO B 30HE KOH(IMKTA, TO 3TO CO3ACT yCIOBHS U IS
onpezeneHns craryca Kapabaxa. Uro kacaercst mpu3HaHus-Henpu3Hanus Kapabaxa B KauecTBe HE3aBHCHMOT0, CAMOCTOSITEIIBHOIO TOCYAapCTBa, 3/1eCh MOXKHO M0-Pa3HOMY 3TO
OLICHUBATb, HO 9TO, 03 BCSIKUX COMHEHU, ObUIO CyHIECTBEHHBIM (JaKTOPOM, B TOM HYHCIIE U B XOJI€ TOJILKO 4TO, HAICIOCh, 3aBEPIIEHHOTO KPOBOMPOIUTHOrO KoHpuKTa. [ToToMy
410 cam ¢akt HenpusHaHus Kapabaxa, B TOM 4HciIe CO CTOPOHBI APMEHHH, CYLIECTBEHHBIM 00pa30M HaKJIaJbIBaJI OTHEYATOK HAa XOJ COOBITHII M Ha ero BocnpHsaTHe.31eCh Hal10
TIpsIMO TOBOPHTBL: B CcBOE BpEM T10CJIE MPECTYIHBIX, 6€e3 BCAKOTO COMHCHHMA, HCﬁCTBMﬁ OBIBIIETO TPY3UHCKOT'0 PYKOBOJACTBA, HMCIO B BU/ly HAHECEHHUE yapOB 110 HAIIUM
MHPOTBOpLAM B OsxHoi OCCT]/IH, Poccust TIpHU3HaJIa HE3aBUCHMOCTh 1OxHoit Ocetnn u A6xa3uu. Mbt TIpU3HAJIK CTIPaBE/UTUBBIM BOJICU3BSABIICHUE Hapo/a, ITPOKUBAKOIIETO B
Kp]:IMy, U CTPEMIICHUE H}OHCﬁ, TNIPOKUBAIOIINX TaM, BOCCOCAUHUTHLCA C POCCI/IBﬁ, MBI MONIJIA HABCTPEYY JIIOAAM, MbI CACIAIHN 3TO OTKPBITO. KOMy-TO 9TO MOXKET HPABUTHCS, KOMY-
TO HE HPABUTHCS, HO MBI JIEJIaJIK 3TO B HHTEpPECAaX TEX moneﬁ, KOTOPBIE TaM TPOKUBAIOT, U B UHTEpPECAxX BCel POCCI/]H, M MBI HE CTECHSIEMCS 00 3TOM TIpSIMO T'OBOPHUTB. B
orHourennu Kapabaxa 310 caenaHo He ObIIO, H 3TO CYHIECTBEHHBIM 00pa30M, KOHEYHO, OKa3bIBAJIO BIMSHHE HA BCE POUCXOIINE TaM coObITHs. Borpoc: ApMmsiHe, KOTOpbIe

nokuzanu Kapabax Bo BpeMsi 60eCTOIKHOBEHHIA, ceifuac Bo3BpamaoTest B cBou JoMa. Hackonbko, Ha Bam B3rms, a1o Boobmie 6e3onacuo? B.ITyTin: DT0 oueHb BaXkKHBIH BOIPOC,
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3TO OYEHb YyBCTBUTEIbHBIH Bonpoc. Kak pa3 ¢ nenbto obecrneuenus 0€3011aCHOCTH ITUX JIFOAEH U pa3MelIlaeTcs pOCCHHCKUI MUpOTBOpUecKui KoHTHHTeHT. Kak Bbl BuaunTe, nox
3TUM JOKyMEHTOM CTOMT noamuck u [Ipembep-munuctpa Apmenn, u Ilpesuaenta Azepbaiinikana, 1 MOsi MOAIMCH CTOUT. MBI BCe NIPEKPAcHO OHUMaeM, oT1aéM cebe oTuéT B
TOM, 4TO, HCXO/sl M3 TSDKECTH 9TOTO KOH(INKTA, UCXOAS U3 TOTO, YTO PAHBI €lIE, KOHEUHO, He 3aTAHYJINCh, OYEHb CBEXH, O4€Hb MHOTO MOTEPb, KaK s y)Ke cKa3all, OeJa MpHIIIa BO
MHOTHE JI0Ma, BO MHOTHE CEMbH, 1, KCTaTH rOBOPs, ¥ B A3epbaiijkane, u B Apmenun. [103ToMy HY»KHO Bpemsl, 1J1st TOro YTOObl BCE YCIOKOMIIOCH, YJIETIOCh U YTOOBI JIFOIH
JIeHCTBUTENILHO N104YBCTBOBAJIM, YTO MUPHAsl JKU3Hb BEPHYJIAaCh B MX CEpJILle, B MX JIyIly, BOT YTO camoe riaBHoe. Hy a 710 3Toro, KoHe4Ho, ciie/lyeT o yMarh O peajbHoil
6e301aCHOCTH JI0/Ieii, B TOM YHCiIe OeXKEeHIEB, BO3BPAIIAIOMINXCS, KCTaTH TOBOPSI, ¢ 00eHX CTOPoH. M 9Ta MHCCHS BO3JIOJKEHA HAa POCCHIICKMX MUpPOTBOpIEB. Bompoc: B Ty HOub,
cpa3y mocje MOANUCAHUS HTOTO COTIAIICHHS, MBI CTAJIM CBUACTENAMH, Kak OyKBaJbHO B TEUSHHE Yaca HayaJll HATH coobuieHns u3 EpeBaHa o Tom, 4TO TaMm 3a0ypiuna CUTyauus.
W Mbl BUiuM, 4to oHa Oypiut u ceityac. Onmosuuus oosunset [Ipembepa [TamunsaHa 4y Th I He B U3MEHe, B npearenbcTe Poauusl. B cBoro ouepenp ITammHsH BoT OyKBaIbHO
HaKaHyHe CKa3aJ cleyolee: apMsIHCKasi CTOPOHA MOTIIa H30eKaTh BOIHBI, eciu Obl cornacuiachk nepefath AsepOaiimkany ceMb paifoHOB, a Takke ropox Illymra, HO MbI He
XOTEJIN COTJIAIIATBCS HA ATO, TIPUHSIIN BBI30B H OOPOIIHCH IO KOHIA. JIeHCTBUTEIBHO JIM B X0JI€ IIEPErOBOPOB TaK Toxke cTaBuics Bonpoc? B.ITytun: Bompoc o Bo3BpaieHnn
Asep0aiimkaHy ISITH, @ 3aTeM JIBYX palOHOB, KOTOPbIE HAXOAMIUCH O/ KOHTPOsIeM ((hakTHYECKH 110 KOHTPOJeM APMEHHH, Hal0 IPSIMO 00 5TOM CKa3aTh), CTABHIICS Ha
NPOTSHKEHUH JuMTenbHoro Bpemenu. B 2013 roxy B pamkax Munckoit rpynist OBCE Poccust chopmynpoBaia yciioBus, KOTOpbIE, Ha HAIl B3I/, MOIUIM Obl ITOJIOXKUTH HAYaJIo
MHpHOMY Tpouieccy. M ¢ 3TUM, KCTaTH rOBOpsI, BCE y4aCTHUKH 3TOr0 MHHCKOTro mporecca, Munckoii rpynmst OBCE, Brittouast conpezcenaresneii (a 1o, HanoMHio, Poccus,
Opannus u Coenunénnbie [ltaTel AMepuKkn), Bce € 9TUM COINIACHIINCH U MOiepskain. UTo jexalo B OCHOBE ITHX HpeuIokeHui? Bo3Bpallenue Ha epBoM 3Tare MaTu
KOHTPOJIMPYEMbIX ApMEHHEi paliOHOB, a 3aTeM U ABYX pPalilOHOB JOMOJIHUTEIBHO, CO3/IaHUe KOPH0pa, KOTOPbIH coeauusi Ob Kapabax u ApmeHuio B 30He JIaunHCcKOro paiioHa
A3sep0aiijkaHa (II09TOMY OH YCIIOBHO NOJYYHJI Ha3BaHHe JIauMHCKMiT KOPUIOP) M IPU3HAHKE CTAaTyCc-KBO caMoro Kapabaxa, He 3aKperuisis ero OKOH4YaTeIbHOTO CTaTyca.
JlelicTBUTENBHO, 3TO 1 BCE BpeMsi TOBOPUJI HALLIUM apMSHCKUM JIPY3bsM M a3epOail[UkaHCKUM TOXKe, Ha MOM B3IJIl, 3T0 ObLI0 Obl penieHueM Bonpoca. Ho, k coxaneHuio, Mbl
MOAXOJMIM HECKOJIBKO Pa3 K OKOHYATEIbHOMY PEIICHHIO Ha 9ToH 6ase... [la, kcratu roBops, eué obs3aTesbHOe yCiioBie ObUIO — BO3BpAlleHUE OSKEHIIEB, IPUYEM ¢ 00enx
CTOpOH, Kak a3epOaii/UkaHCKUX OeKEHIIEB, TaK 1 apMAHCKHUX OEXKCHIEB K CBOMM POJHBIM o4araMm. M 5To sBisieTcst 6e3yCclIOBHBIM TPEOOBAHUEM MEXKITYHAPOIHOTO T'yMaHUTaAPHOTO
npaBa. Ha Moif B3rusiz, eciu Obl 5TO HaM YaJI0Ch CAENaTh, yAANOCh Obl JOCTUTHYTh JOrOBOPEHHOCTEH Ha 3ToM Oase, U BOIHBI ObI He ObLIO, 3TO MpaBja. 51 u ceifyac B 5TOM
abcomoTHO yoexaeH. K coxanenunto, Koraa Mbl MOAXOIMIIN, BOT-BOT Ka3aJI0Ch, YK€ COBCeM OJIM3KO ObUIH K PELICHNIO BONPOCA Ha 3TOH 6ase, TO ¢ O/IHOM, TO ¢ IPYroi CTOPOHBI
BO3HUKAJIH TIPEISITCTBUSI, KOTOPBIE MbI TaK M HE CMOTJIH TIPE0JI0JIeTh. B KOHEUHOM HTOTE JIEJI0 BBUIMIOCH B TAKOH KPOBABBIi, PSIMO CKaXeM, BOOPYKEHHBIN KOHMIIHKT,
CBUJICTENSIMH KOTOPOTO MBI Bce OBLIH TOJIBKO 4TO. YTO Kacaercs roposa Illyma, To o nepeaade Iy Bonpoc HUKOrAa He cTaBuiics. [TOBTOPSIO, CTATYC OKOHYATEIBHBII
Kapabaxa nepezaBascst Ha Oyayluee BpeMsi, 1 BCe JOIDKHBI ObLTH JJOTOBOPUTBCS O TOM, UTO COXPAHSETCs CTaTyC-KBO KaK HENPH3HAHHOTO rocynapcTsa. UTto kacaercs ropoaa
Ilymra, To 3TOT BONPOC BO3HUK B XOI€ ITOT0 KOH(IIMKTA, B XOJIE 3TOr0 Kpu3uca. JleHCcTBUTENbHO, 3TO ObLI0, HO ObLI0 B KakoM KoHTekcTe? 19-20 okTs0ps y MeHs cocTosiach
cepus TeJae(OHHBIX MeperoBopoB Kak ¢ ITpe3unenToM AnuneBbiM, Tak u ¢ IIpembep-munncTpom IManmusaom. Y Torna BoopyxkEHHbIE CHilbl A3epbaii/pkaHa BepHyIH cebe KOHTPOIIb
HaJl HE3HAYMTEIIbHOM YacThIo, IKHOM yacThio Kapabaxa. B niennom Mue ynanocs yoeauts [Ipesuaenta Aniesa B TOM, 4TO MOKHO MPEKPATUTh OOeBbIe ACHCTBUS, HO 00S3aTEIbHBIM
YCIIOBHEM C €r0 CTOPOHBI ObII0 BO3BpalieHne OexeHleB, B ToM uncie B ropox llyma. Heoxunanno ai1s MeHst O3HIMS HAIIMX apMAHCKUX NapTHEPOB Oblia chopMynupoBaHa
TakuM 006pa3oMm, 4To 3To I HUX Herpremsemo. U Tpembep TTamiHsIH MHE IIPSIMO CKas3all, 4TO BUIHUT B 9TOM Yrpo3y Juis nHTepecoB Apmenun u Kapabaxa. MHe ceifiuac He 04eHb
HOHSATHO, B 4Y€M 3Ta yrpo3a Obiia Obl, UIMEIO B BHY, UTO NPEAIOJIAraaoch BO3BPALIEHHE MUPHBIX IPAXKIaH MIPH COXPAHEHHU KOHTPOJIS C APMSHCKOH CTOPOHBI HAJl 3TOI YaCThIO
teppuropun Kapabaxa, Bimouas Illynry, n uMes B BUIy Halu4ue HALIMX MUPOTBOPLEB, O YEM MBI yIKe TOT/a I0rOBAPUBAINCH U ¢ ApMeHueii, u ¢ Aszepbaiimkanom. 1 mue
Ipembep Toraa ckasain: «Her, Mbl He MOXKeM Ha 3TO 10iTH. MbI Oy1ieM 6opoThest. Bynem BoeBaTh». I103TOMY M OOBHHEHHMS B €r0 aJipec 0 KAKOMTO MPEAATeIbCTBE HE HMEIOT IO
c000ii HUKaKUX OCHOBaHMii. J[pyroe aeso — MpaBUiIbHO 3TO ObLIO WIIM HENPABHILHO, 3TO JPYroil BOIPOC, HO 3/1ECh M PeYH OBITh HE MOKET HU O KAaKOM IpeaTelbeTBe. Borpoc:
Bl ynomsinynn yxxe o Munckoii rpynne OBCE. U nakanyne ®panius u CILIA kak conpescenatent 3Toii rpymnisl npu3sain Poccuio nate paswesicHenus o ponu Typuun B

KapaGaXCKOM YperyiaMpoBaHuH. U BooGI11Ie MHOTO BO3HHKAET OYEHb BOIIPOCOB 110 IMOBO/Y LIEHTPA C TprII/ICﬁ 110 KOHTPOJIIO 3a MPEKpallCHUEM OrHs. ]_IPCSI/II[CHT apHOFaH M rjiaBa
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MU/] Typuuu 3asBisiid O TOM, YTO TYPKH OyJlyT HPMHMMATh Y4acTHE B MUPOTBOPYECKOH MUCCHU Ha COBMECTHOI ocHOBe ¢ Poccueil. JlelicTBuTenbHO M 310 Tak? U yem Oyner
3TOT LEHTP 3aHuMaThes? U camoe MHTEpecHoe, e OH Beé-Taku Oyer B utore auciouuposatbesi? B.Ilytun: Uro kacaercs Typuuu, ponu Typuuu, 06 3T0M XOpOIIO H3BECTHO, 00
OTOM IPSAMO IOBOPHUIIN HEOAHOKPATHO B A3Cp6&ﬁH)KaHC, Jla U Typelkas CTOpOHa 3TOr0 HUKOrJia HE CKpbIBajla, OHU IOANCPKUBAIIA B ONHOCTOPOHHEM ITOPSAIKE A3Cp6&l‘;IH)KaH. Ho

410 st Mory Bam cka3zats? D10 reononurudeckue nocienctsus passaia Coserckoro Coro3a. Mbl Bc€ BpeMs TOBOPUM 00 3TOM Kak-TO B 00IEM M LIeJIOM. 371ech He B 001eM 1
LIEJIOM, 3/I€Ch COBEPIIEHHO KOHKPETHbIE COOBITHS, KOTOPbIE MbI ceiiyac HabI01aeM, CBUACTEIIIMU KOTOPBIX MbI siBiIsieMcs. UTo s uMero B Buy? AzepbaiiikaH — 3TO HE3aBUCUMOE
CYBEPEHHOE IOCy1apCTBO. A3ep6a17m)i<al{ BIIpaBe BLIGI/IpaTB cebe COI03HUKOB TakK, KaK OH CYHUTACT HYKHBIM. Ko xe €MY B OTOM MOXET oTkazath? ITO TIEPBOE. u BTOpOE. s Yxe
CKasall, YTO HUKTO, Jaxe ApMCHI/Iﬂ HE IIpU3HaJIa HE3aBUCUMOCTh Kapa6axa. UTto 3TO 03HAYaeT C TOUKU 3pEHUS MEXKAYHAPOIAHOT'O HpaBa‘? Uro A3€p6&ﬁ£{)KaH BO3Bpama:
TEPPUTOPUH, KOTOpbIE OH cunTal (A3epOaiikaH), HO U BCE MUPOBOE COOOIIECTBO CUMTANIO a3epbaiimkaHckoit Tepputopueit. M B 3TOH CBA3M OH MMe IPaBo BLIOPATh J1H000r0
COIO3HMKA, KTO OKa3bIBAaeT €My B 9TOM U3BECTHYIO nomolnb. Kerati roBopst, Typuus nsHadansHo Obuta wieHoM Munckoit rpynmsl OBCE no kapabaxckoMy yperyanpoBanuio. Tak
YTO OHA HaXOAUJIaCh BHYTPU U MEXKIYHAPOAHOIO HHCTUTYTA, MEXKIYHAPOAHOIO MEXaHU3Ma ypEeryJIupOBaHUs. Omna He ObUTa B KA4eCTBE corpencenaTess. Bruto TpH
conpencenarens y Hac: @panius, Pocenst u CIIA. Typius B uuciio conpezaceaaTeneii He BXOIIIA, TEM HE MEHEe OHa BXOJWJIA B 3Ty IpyIIly, Bcero TaM 11 rocynapers. MoxHO

KaKHe YroJHO JaBaTh OLEHKHU AeicTBusaM Typiiun, HO TpyAHO 0OBUHUTH TypLHIO B HAPYLICHUH MEKIYyHAPOJHOIO IpaBa. TaM BKYCOBbIE OLIEHKH MOTYT ObITh KaKHE YTOIHO, HO

TEM He MEeHee eJI0 00CTOMT UMEHHO TaK, Kak s ceifdac 06 3ToM cka3ai. UTo kacaeTcst MUPOTBOPUYECKOI MUCCHH, TO a, ISHCTBUTENBHO, H A3epOaiimkan, n Typims Beerna
TOBOPHJIM O BO3MOXHOCTH y4acTust Typuuu B MUPOTBOPYECKHUX onepaiusix. MHe BCE-TakH, KakeTcs, yaanoch yOeauTh U HALMX TyPeLKHX MapTHEPOB, U HAIIUX KOJLIET B
Asep0aiinkaHe B TOM, YTO HE HAJI0 CO3/1aBaTh yCIOBUS WIIM IIPEANOCHIIKY UL Pa3pyLIEHUs HAIUX JOrOBOPEHHOCTEH, TAKUE YCIIOBHS, KOTOPbIE ObI IIPOBOLIMPOBAIM OHY U3

JOTOBapUBAKOIINXCS CTOPOH HA KaKHE-TO Kpal?mne MEpPBI U KpaﬁHPlC ﬂCﬁCTBHﬂ. Yro 5 UME0 B BHLly? Hwmero B BHIY OYCHB TSOKENOE HacJIeAUE MPOLUILIX JIET U TO, YTO CBA3aHO C

TParuyecKUMH, KpOBaBbIMU COOBITHAME BpeMEH [lepBoii MUpOBOIt BOIHBI, ¢ FeHOLUAOM. DTO (HaKTOp, KOTOPBIH MOXKHO MPH3HABATH, MOXKHO HE IPU3HABATh, KTO-TO NPU3HAET, a

KTO-TO B Mupe He npu3HaéT. [l Poccun 31eck npobiem Het, Mbl 1aBHO 3T0 BeE npu3Hanu. Ho 3aueM jxe NpoBOLMPOBATH APMSIHCKYIO CTOPOHY HaJIMYMEM TYPELKUX COJJAT Ha

JIMHUH COHPHKOCHOBCHI/ISI? Mue KaXXeTCs, 4TO U HpC3HL[SHT Bp;loraH OTO IPEKPACHO ITOHUMAJ U ITOHSIL. 3HCCL He OBLIO0 Y HaC HUKaKux HpOﬁJ’ICM‘ Mper JOTrOBOPHIIUCH O TOM, 4YTO

TprIl/lﬂ o l'lpOCL6C A3ep6a17u:[)l<aHa 6yIlCT IIpUHAMATh Yy4aCTHE B KOHTPOJIE 3a COGJ’IIOI(CHI/ICM NpEeKpalleHus OTHA. Mper CaeJIa€M 3TO COBMECTHO C Tpr{HCﬁ, HUMEI0 B BUAY, YTO Y

HAc €CTh OYeHb XOPOIIHI OIBIT B3auMoieicTBrs Ha bimkxem Boctoke, B Tom uncie B Cupun, rae Mol v B MimnGekoit 30ne, u Ha rpanune mexay Cupueit u Typuueii BMecte

OpraHu3yeM COBMECTHOE NaTpyJIMPOBAHUE, KOHBOWM. 3)16(21: TaKoro poaa BSaI/IMOZlCﬁCTBl/lC HE TpeGyeTcx, HO MBI IOTOBOPHIIACE O TOM, YTO MBI CO31aJIUM COBMECTHBIN LEHTp,
KOTOpB]ﬁ GyLlCT HCIIOJIB30BaTh OECIMIIOTHBIE JIETATEIbHBIE anraparbl, BMECTE 6y1:[€M KOHTPOJIMPOBATH CUTYAIUIO BIOJIb JINHUW PasTpaHUYCHHS C ITTOMOMIBIO 3THX JIETATEIIbHBIX
arraparoB, BMECTE 6yueM noJiy4aThb nH@)opmaumo U BMecTe e€ AQHAJIM3UPOBATH U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, [I€JIaTh BbIBO/IbI U3 TOTO, YTO IIPOMCXOAUT B ﬂeﬁCTBHTCHbHOCTH, B )XU3HHU B
pexuMe OHJIaitH, B peXuMe TeKylero BpeMeHu. ['1e on Oyaer pa3meiarbest — 310 Apyroi Bonpoc. OueBUIHO, 4TO OH Oy/IeT Ha CyBepEeHHOM TeppuTopun AsepbaiimkaHa
HaXOAUTHCS, U A3Cp68ﬁ[[)](aH BIIpaBE NMPUHATH PEHICHHE CAMOCTOSATEIIBHO, TJI€ OH IMMOCYHUTACT HCH€C006p83HHM €ro pasMecTHTh. BOHpOCI Tlo TIOBO/Y BKYCOBBIX OIIEHOK. Bcé-takn
O4eHb MHOTO, KOHEYHO, TOBOPAT U paccyxkaaior o pou Typuun B 9Tom pernone. Kax Bl B 1ienom onennBaere e€ poib BO BCEM NpousowiemeM B nocieaune mecssl? B.ITytun:
51 aymaro, 4TO 3TO HE BXOAUT B MOM 00SI3aHHOCTH — OLIEHUBATh poiib Typuuu. PasHsle 11011, pa3Hble CTPAaHbI OLEHUBAIOT M0-pa3HOMy. Ha 1aHHbBIH MOMEHT BpeMEHH MO-Pa3HOMY Y
PA3INYHBIX TOCY1ApCTB CKIIaABIBAIOTCS OTHOLICHHUS C TypHHCﬁ. Mpi1 3HaeM TIPEIBICTOPHIO, U IOAYAC ApaMaTHYCCKYIO ITPEABICTOPHIO OTHOUICHUH MEXKIY TprlHCﬁ u Poccueit Ha
npoTsHkeHUH BekoB. Ho 51 xouy 3HaeTe Ha yto 06paTuth BHMManue? Ha To, uTo, CkakeMm, He MeHee TskEnas U Tparudeckast HCTOpHst Oblla y MHOTHX €BPONEHCKUX HApOIOB B
OTHOLICHUSX APYT ¢ Apyrom. Hampumep, ta sxe ®panius u 'epmanus. CKoaIbKo pa3 oHM BoeBanu Mexay coboit? Ceituac onn B pamkax HATO BMecTe OCyLIECTBISIOT CBOU
(dyHKIMH 110 060pOHE M 6E301aCHOCTH, TaK, KaK OHU CUMTAIOT HYXKHBIM 3TO C/IeJIaTh, COTPYJHHYAIOT B paMKax EBporneiickoro skoHommuueckoro cooduiecra. OHH Mpeoioient Beé
3TO, NEePEIIarHyJii U B HHTepecax OyJylIero CBOMX HapojIoB JABHTaloTcs pajbiie. IToueMy MbI 371eCh, B perione UEpHOro Mopsi, He MOKEM cJieNaTh To xe camoe? Jla, y Hac Jajieko
HE BCET/Jla U HE BO BCEM COBIAAAIOT MTO3UIIUH U TOYKHU 3PEHUS, OHU HHOT1a U JUAMETPAJIBHO PACXOAATCS. Ho B Tom u 3akmtodaeTcs HCKYCCTBO JUIIJIOMATHH — B TOM, 9TOOBI HAUTH

KOMIIPOMHCC. A KOMITPOMHCC OCHOBAH Ha YBa)XKCHHUH K HapTHépy. BOHpOCI Co CTOPOHBI d)paHHH]/I u CIIIA ckBO3UT YK€ 4yTh JI1 HE 06"213, YTO MX-TO BOT HE IMO3BaJIN
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[I0y4acTBOBATH B 3TOM coryameHnu. Boobuie, y storo dopmara — Munckoit rpynmst OBCE — ectb 6ynymee? B.ITyrun: Hy, s He 3Hato 1o nooxy o6ua. Korja Bompocst
peuraTcs, 00CYKA0TCs HA TAKOM YPOBHE M B TAKOM KOHTEKCTE, KOT/Ia peub HIET O 370POBbE U 0 HKU3HH, O Cy b0 MUIUIMOHOB JIIOJCH Ha JUIUTEIIbHYIO HCTOPHUYECKYIO
TNIEPCIIEKTUBY, 3€Ch HE 10 06I/IH, HE 10 TOTrO, 9TOOBI l'y6I:I HajayBaTh. 3]160]) COBEPILICHHO APYTUE€ KaTETOPHUU YUUTBIBAKOTCS. Nsa AyMmaro, 4TO Ha caMOM [JI€JI€ 3TO rnnep6ona, TaKoe€
XYJL0’KECTBEHHOE IIPEYBEIMUYEHHUE, YTO KTO-TO Ha KOro-to oduzeincs. Uro kacaercst poin Opanuun 1 CoenunéHHbIX 11ITaToB, S 04eHb BHICOKO UX OLEHHUBAIO, poiib 1 Ppanimu, u
Coenunénnbix llITaToB, OTOMY 4TO OHM BCeria ObUIM B MaTepualle, BCEr/la UCKAIM IyTH pelleHus 3Toi npobiieMsl. S yxe ckasai, HauuHas ¢ 2013 roza, koraa Poccus
MpeUI0XKUIa OCHOBY (hopmaTa Oyayiiero yperynuposanus, 1 @panuus, u CILIA B 1enoM noajaepikanyu Haile NpeioKeHHe U BMECTe CoIuAapHo paboranu. Bompoc B ToM, Kak U
BO3MOJKHO JI OBIITO YYHUTBIBATH 10 I[CTaJ'ICfI MHEHHE KaXX10T'0 M3 HAIINX l'lapTHépOB TIpYU IIOATOTOBKE UTOTOBOr0 TOKYMEHTA, KOTOprﬁ Jér B OCHOBY HalIero TpéXCTOpOHHeFO
3asBJICHHS1, B OCHOBY [PEKPAILEHUS OTHsl, HO 3TO BOIIPOC YHCTO TEXHUYECKOI'0 XapaKTepa, Be/lb 3TO HE MOJpbIBaeT 0a3bl Hallei 001l O3UIMH 10 IPUHIUIIAM YPeryJIupOBaHUsL.
3&5{BJ’ISHHS, KOTOpPO€ MBI CACJIAIN, IIOJTHOCTHIO OCHOBAHO Ha TpéXCTOpOHHef/‘I TO3ULIHH. Yto Kacaercsi camoro MNOAINMUCaHUA, TIOANNCAaHTOB, BEIb, 06paTI/ITe BHHUMAaHMUE, 5 YK€ CKa3all,
uto 19— 20 yncna Y M€HA ObLTa cepus TCHCdJOHHLIX TIEPETOBOPOB U C HpC3I/II[CHTOM AJ'H/ICBLIM, uc HpCMbepOM HHI.HI/[HSIHOM, U1 B [IEJI0OM, KaK MHE Ka3aJIOCh, MBI YK€ ITOYTH
JIOCTHUIJIH JOTOBOPEHHOCTEH O IpeKpaleHnn 60eBbIX AeicTBHiA. Ho He ClIOXHUIOCh, HE CPOCIIOCh, K COKalIeHUIO. M cuTyarus Havyana CKIaJ(bIBaThCsi TAKUM 00pa3oM, 4To, B o0LIeM,
MPOU30LILIO TO, YTO MOXHO OBUIO NPEABUIETD, @ UMEHHO, BOOPYKEHHBIE Cuilbl PecriyOnmku AsepOaitpkan B3sim noa kontpous Hlynry. U, kak aGconoTHO cripaBeUInBoO U 1o~
YECTHOMY, 06pamaﬂCL K CBOEMY Hapoay, CKasaj HpeMBep—MHHl/lCTp l'[amvmsm, TI0-MOEMYy, BUEpa. On CKa3all, YTO CUTyalus CIIOKHIaCh KPUTHYCCKA I apMHHCKOﬁ CTOPOHBI.
Cuér mén Ha yacel. M Bo3MoxkHO Ob110 B3Th 1 CTenaHakepT, U AajbHelee aBiwkenne. I10dToMy B 9TUX yCIOBHUAX, €CIIH YK CKa3aTh IIPAMO, B HHTEPECAX apMSIHCKOH CTOPOHBI
ObLIO HEMEUICHHO MPeKPaTUTh O0eBbIe NeHcTBHsA. ['1e YK 3/1eCh IPOBOAUTH JONOIHUTEIbHbIE KOHCYIbTALUK B paMkax MuHckoii rpynmsl OBCE? D10 npocTo HepeaancTHYHO.
HaLlO HUCXOUTH U3 peam/lﬁ, KOTOpPBIC CIIOKWIACH Ha I10JI€ 6051 B }Z[aHHLIﬁ MOMCHT BPEMCHHU. MBI Tak 1 CAEJIaJIi B UHTEPECAX KaK a3ep6a17u:[>1cchr<or07 TaxKk U apMAHCKOI'O HapOJOB.
Bomnpoc: Bel ckazanu 06 3ToM, J1a ¥ IIHPOKO U3BECTHO, HUKTO HE CKpbIBall, 4TO A3epbaiimkan noaaepxkusaia Typuus. beuio goctaTtoyno MHOro nHpopmanuu o nepedbpocke B
30Hy KoH(}HKTa 60eBHKOB ¢ bikHero Bocroka. A ApMeHuIo nojiepKuBaiii, oHa uyBcTBoBaiia nomoms? Kak uzsecrno, Apmenns — unen OJIKB. B.Ilytun: 5 xouy BepHyTH
Bac k Toit 4acTH, O KOTOpOﬁ s TOBOpHJI B Ha4ajJie. ApMeHHH 7K€ HE NPHU3HAJIA HE3aBUCUMOCTD U CYBEPCHUTET Hal‘OpHOFO Kapa6axa‘ DTO 03HAYAJIO C TOYKH 3pE€HUA
MEXKIAYHapOIHOTO Mpasa, v Hal‘OprIﬁ Kapa6ax, ¥ BCC IIPUJICTAIOIINE K HEMY paﬁox—m SIBJISLIIUCH, ABJISIFOTCS HEOThEMJIEMOH YacThIO TEPPUTOPUN A3Cp68ﬁﬂ)}(aHCKOﬁ PCCl'lyGIH/lKH.
Jlorosop OJIKbB (0 komieKTHBHOM 6€30MacHOCTH) NpeycMaTpUBaeT B3aUMHYO IIOMOIIIb B CIIy4ae arpecCHu B OTHOILICHHN TEPPUTOPUH CTPAHBI — yYaCTHHIIBI 9TOTO norosopa. Ha
TEPPUTOPHUIO ApMS{HCKOﬁ PeCl’lyﬁJ’II/IKI/I HHUKTO HE MOKYIIAJICH. U 510 HE JaBaJio HaM HUKAKOro IpaBa NPUHATE MIPSIMOE y4aCTUE B 3THX 6OEBBIX ﬂCﬁCTBHﬂX. Yo kacaercs TOrO0, HE
YYBCTBOBaJa A ceost ApMCHl/lH B OIMHOYECTBE, — YBEPAIO Bac, 4TO Poccuiickast (be;lepaunﬂ B paMKaX ¥ MHOT'OCTOPOHHHUX, U IBYCTOPOHHHUX 065{33TCJ’IBCTB, B TOM YHCJIC B C(l)epe
BOCHHO-TEXHHUYECKOTO COTPYJHUYECTBA, HOJHOCTHIO BHIMOJIHSAIA BCE CBOM 0053aTeIbCTBA, 33 YTO PYKOBOJCTBO ApMeHUH, B TOM uucie B jimie [Ipembep-munuctpa [lammunsna,
HEO/HOKPATHO BBIPAXKAJIO CJIOBA O1aroAapHOCTH M MO4EPKKUBAIO, 4To Poccus B MOJHOM COOTBETCTBHH CO CBOMMH 0053aTeIbCTBAMH BBIIOIHAET BCe 00s13aTeNbCTBA (IPOIIY
HPOIIEHHS 32 TABTOJIOTHIO) B 3TOi cepe. MbI, KcTaTH roBOpsi, HCXOMMIN 1 U3 Toro (Bl ceituac ynomsHyiu o pornn Typuun, o HeopMaIbHBIX BOOPYKEHHBIX QOPMHUPOBAHHSIX),
MBI HCXOZIMIIH M3 TOTO, YTO [JaXKe€ B XOJI€ TAKMX CEPhE3HBIX COOBITHI 10mKeH ObITh cobumonén Ganane cuit. U yBepsiio Bac B TOM, 4TO ApMEHHS HE 4yBCTBOBAJIA ce0si OPOIICHHOII,
3a0bIToit. U Pocenst cnenana Be€, utoObl 3TOr0 He 6b110. Ho Tak cnoxkunach cutyaiys Ha ose 605, MMEHHO TaK, KaK OHA CIIOXKMIIACK, O YEM M CKa3aJ OTKPOBEHHO M YECTHO
TpembepmunucTp IlammHsIH B CBOEM 0OpallleHHH K HAIIWH, BO BUepalIHeM CBOEM 3asBiieHNH. Bonpoc: Bo3Bpamaschk K BHYTPHIIONIUTHYECKOH 00CTaHOBKE B ADMEHNH, OYeHb
OCTPO TaM CHTyauus ckinaabiBaercs, [IpesuneHT ApMeHnH yxe TpeOyeT Ha3HAuMTh MapIaMeHTCKHUe BbIOOPHI M Mepe/iaTh BIACTh NPABUTENIbCTBY HAllMOHAIBLHOTO cornacus. Hy,
6pr’II/IT, HCﬁCTBHTeHBHO, cuTyanus. Her nu onacHocTtH B TOM, 4YTO B UTOT€ K BJIACTHU B ApMCHl/lI/I NPUAYT JII0AU, KOTOPBIE MOIIPOCTY OTKAXKYTCS BBIIIOJIHATH BCE TO, YTO MOAMHUCAHO.
B.ITyrun: O1o 66110 661 camoyOuiictBoM. S emié pa3 nosropsito, ITpembep TTammHsIH — eMy, KOHEYHO, TSOKENO, HO OH CKa3al, 00pHCOBAJl HCTHHHYIO KapTUHY, HCTHHHOE
TIOJIOKEHHME JICJI, TaK, KaK OHO €CTh, TAK OHO OBLJIO HA MOMEHT NOJIMUCaHUA HAllIETO TpéXCTOpOHHCI‘O 3asBJICHUS, U TaK, KaK OHO €CTh CEroJHs. Meue }IOGaB"TB Heuero. OH cKasza
BCIO IIpaBy, MpaBAuBO, YECTHO ﬂ6COJ’IlOTHO, 31€Ch, s ITOBTOPAIO, HEUETO J]O6aBI/ITL. HOBTOMy 3TO, KOHEYHO, JEII0 Ka){(ﬂoﬁ CTOpPOHBI, COﬁJ’IIOZlaTL WIIA HE CO6J'IIO}_IaTI) JAOCTUTHYTHIC

JIOrOBOPEHHOCTH, HO, TIOBTOPSIIO eIIE pa3, 3T0 ObLIO OBl OrpoMHO# ommbKoii. Haserock, 4to 31010 He ciyuntcs. O1o nepsoe. Bropoe. UTo KacaeTcsi BHY TPHIIONMTHIECKON
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CHTYallHH, 3TO HE Hallle JIeJI0, 9TO JIeI0 ApMEHHH. APMEHHS — HE3aBHCHMOE, CYBEPEHHOE IoCy1apCTBO. DTO IOCY1apCTBO BIIPaBe PEIlaTh CBOM BHYTPEHHHUE JIe/Ia TaK, KaK CUMTAeT
HyxHbIM. Ho eciin Bbl XoTHTEe MO OLIEHKH, TO BOIOIOIIAS WM HAXO/IIAsACs B OIIACHOCTH BO30OHOB/IEHNS OOEBBIX JISHCTBHH, KaK 3TO Beeraa ObUIO HA MPOTSKEHUH MPEIbIIAYIIUX
JIeT, CTpaHa BCE-TaKM HE MOXKET MO3BOJIUTH ceOe BeCTH ceOst TakuM 0Opa3oM, B TOM YHCIIe B chepe OpraHU3aliy BIACTH, YTOOBI PacKalbIBaTh OOIIECTBO H3HYTPH. MHe KaKeTcs,
9TO abCOIIIOTHO HEIOMYCTUMO, KOHTPIIPOILYKTUBHO U B BbICIIEH cTenieHn onacHo. Ha Moit B3ruisia, Mbl sIBIsIEMCS KaK pa3 CBUJIETENSAMH, OTYACTH XOTs Obl, HO CBHIETEIISMHU TOTO,
4TO IPOUCXOIMIIO B rocieHee Bpemsi. Borpoc: Iociie corsamieHus CTpeMUTEIbHO B 30Hy KOH(IMKTA ObUIH I1epedpOLIeHbl POCCHIICKHE MUPOTBOPILIBL. TOro umcia, KOTOpoe Tam
€CTb, €r0 JOCTATOYHO JJIs BBIOJHEHHS OCTABICHHBIX 3a4a4? 1 BasKHBIH BOIPOC: MOJTydaT JIM HALIM BOGHHOCTY)KAIMe TaK Ha3bIBaeMble O0eBbIE 3a TaKylo cinyx0y? B.ITytun: ¥
HAc ecTb HOpMaTHBHAs 6a3a. OTPEryIMpOBaHO 3TO B COOTBETCTBYIONIMX yka3axX IIpe3uienTa, KoTopble ObUIN IPUHSATH paHblle. BoeHHOCTy KallHe, KOTOPBIE BBITONHSIOT
MHPOTBOPYECKHE (DYHKIIMH, BBIIOJIHSIIOT 3TY MUCCHIO, [IOJTy4aloT JOIOIHUTEIbHBIC BBIILIATHI, HO HE 60EBbIE, & MIMEHHO 3a BBIIIOJIIHEHUE CBOMX MUPOTBOPYECKUX (QYHKIHIT 38
py6exom. UTo KacaeTcst TOro, XBaTaeT HIIM HE XBaTaeT, TO 3TOT BONPOC JODKEH PEIIaThCs U3 PealbHbIX TPeOOBaHHI KU3HH, KOTOPbIE BO3HHKAIOT, KOHEUHO, KaXKIbIi 1eHb. B
TIPHHIMIIE MBI HCXOJHM H3 TOTO, YTO TOT0 JOCTaTO4YHO. HO ecin 4To-TO MOXKHO M HYKHO OYZeT MEHSATb, TO 9TO MOXKHO OYZIeT [eNnaTh TOIbKO MO COrITaCOBAaHHIO CTOPOH. Bompoc:
BbI ye HECKOJIBKO pa3 CKa3alM, YTO B XOJI€ BCEro 3TOro KOH(IMKTAa MHOTOKPATHO pa3roBapuBaiu kKak ¢ [Ipembepom Apmennn, Tak u ¢ Ilpesunentom AsepOaiiikana, U paHblie
Bbi 06 5TOM TOXE roBopuiid. Eciii BEpHYTHCS B Ty HOYb, B KAKOW MOMEHT BCE-TaKM, KOT/la U KaK JJOKYMEHT CTaJl TAKHM, KakuM Mbl Bce ero yBuzaenu? B.Ilytun: Bel 3Haete, 310
OBIII CIIOXKHBII, 51 ObI CKa3aJl, DHEPro3aTPaTHBIN MPOLECC, s LyMalo, 4TO CO BCEX CTOPOH. M MPOMCXOIHIIO 9TO B pe3y IbTaTe TPEXCTOPOHHNX KOHCYIbTalmil. ITo cyTH, MHE
MPHIIIOCH B3SITh HA ce0s PojIb MOCPEJHUKA, KOI/Ia sl pa3roBapuBall ¢ OJHUM H CO BTOPBIM JIMJEPOM, BBICIYLINBAI UX TPEOOBAHMUS, IPETEH3UH K TEKCTY, BHOCHII KAaKHE-TO
H3MEHEHHUS], CBA3BIBANICA C IPYTOii CTOPOHOI, BHICITYIIMBAJ MX MOJKENAHHs U TPEOOBAHUS, II0TOM KOHCYJIbTUPOBAJICA C IIEPBOIi 110 OBOY NPHEMIEMOCTH STUX HOJIOKEHUH 115
npyrux naptaépos. Ho (akTuyecku 31o Oblia paBHONIpaBHAs, PaBHOLICHHAs, TPEXCTOPOHHSIS paboTa. Bompoc: DTo BCE MPOU30ILIIO HIMEHHO B 9TOT JACHb HIIN PaHee yxke ObLIH
kakue-to HamETrku? B.ITyTun: MenHo B 310T feHsb. Jla, S BO3Bpaliack kK ToMy, 4To 0110 ckazaHo IIpembepom [Mamunsuom. IIpocto cioxunachk Takas cUTyalus B 30He 00€BbIX
JICHCTBHH, KOT/1a, IPAMO CKa)keM, APMEHHs MOJIONIA K TAKOW YepTe, KOraa Hy»HO ObUIO IPUHUMATh penieHne. Ho Hafo oTaath 10JDKHOE, U B 3THX YCIOBUSIX, KOHEYHO, BCE-TaKU
6opbba 118 ¢ 06eNX CTOPOH 3a KaXKIYI0 (pa3y, 3a KaXIbli MTYHKT, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, 3a KaX/IyI0 3amsirtyio. Borpoc: B Ty HOUb MbI Bce ObUTH CBHAETEIIMY, Y Bac cocrosiics
TeneMocT ¢ AnueBbiM. [TamuHsHa He ObLI0 B 3TOM TeneMocte. [Touemy? B.ITytun: D10 ero Hano crpocutb. OH IPOCTO HE MOCYMTAN BO3MOXKHBIM, HY)KHBIM. BaskHa ke OblIa He
KapTHHKA, a CyTh HAIIUX H0roBopéHHocTel. Borpoc: M3 ApMeHnu 1 0T pOCCHIICKUX apMsiH JJaxe ceifdac MOKHO 4acTo CIBIIATh yIPEK, YTO JOBOJIBHO CBOCOOpa3Hasi, MATKO
CKaXkeM, TTO3UIHSI PyKOBOJICTBA APMEHHH B OTHOLIICHHH B TOM 4yHclie H Poccun, B 001IEM-TO, U IpUBEIIa K TOMY, 4eM Bcé 3aBepuimiiocs. Kak Bbl Takue oneHku oueHnBaere?
B.ITyrun: 51 He moHMMalo, 4T0 MMeeTcs B BUIYy. HUKaknx 0coOEHHOCTE! B HAIIMX B3aMMOOTHOLICHHUSX ¢ APMEHHEHl 3a TociIeiHee BPeMsi, B TOM YHCIIE 3@ BPEMsl, KOT/ia y BIacTH
naxoznuiucs [pembep IMammnsn, 1 ne otMeualo. Jla, s y’ke roBopHII IPIMEHUTEIBHO K CETOHSIIHEMY JIHIO, HO 1 M K CUTYallMi HECKOJIBKMX JIET 10 9TOTO CUHTAN U CUMTAIO, YTO
CTpaHa, KOTOpasi HAXOIUTCS B JOCTATOYHO CJIOXKHOM IOJIOKEHNH, Ha TpaHn OOeBBIX JeHCTBHI, HE MOXKET cebe MO3BOINTh OPraHNU3ALMIO BHYTPEHHEH ITONTHTHIECKOH KU3HU 1
BJIACTH C TIOMOLIBIO YIIHIL. JI0 XOPOIIEro 5Toro He J0BOAUT. Packoi obiecTBa He BeAET HU K ueMy xopouemy. KoHconuanpoBaTs Hano o61iecTso, a He pa3aanBaTs. Ho Moo
MO3MIIMIO BCE 3HAIOT, 51 TOBOPIO 00 3TOM OTKPHITO, 3[€Ch 5, HE CTECHAACH, ceifuac ropopio 06 3tom mybiruno. Ho 370 HMKaK He MOBIHAIO HAa HAIIM OTHOLIeHUs. Jla, y MeHs Oblin
JIOOpBIE OTHOIIEHHS C PEXKHUM PYKOBOJICTBOM, 5 3TOTO HUKOT/Ia HE CKPbIBAJI M HE NPATA 3TH OTHOIIEHHs HUKOrAa. Ho 9T0 HHKaK He 0TPa3sHIoCh HA MEXKIOCYapCTBEHHbIX
HaIIKX CBs3sX. [TOTOMY 4TO, BONEPBBIX, Y HAC M JIMYHBIC OTHOLICHHS CIOXHIIUCH JOCTATOYHO JIOBEPHTENIBHBIC H KOHCTPYKTHBHBIC. I103TOMY MHE 3TH HAMEKH HE OUCHb IIOHSTHBI.
ITepBoe. A Bropoe u o4eHb BaxkHOe. Kpome iuiy, 001e4€HHBIX OnpeieIéHHBIM JOBEPUEM B CBOEHT COOCTBEHHO# cTpaHe, ecTh HapoJ 3Toi cTpaHsl. M ecin Bol roBopute 06
apMSHCKOM Hapoze, TO POccHIo 1 apMsiH CBA3BIBAIOT MHOTOBEKOBbIE OTHOLICHHUS, YXOAIIHE KOPHAMH JaJIeKO-AaNeKo B Ipoluioe. B 0cHOBe HAIIMX OTHOIIEHHUI — KyJIbTypHas,
penurnosHas 6JIM30CTh, MHOrOE HCTOPUYECKU HAc CBsi3bIBacT. M 3T0 BaXkHee jake, 4YeM OTHOIICHHUS MKy KOHKPETHBIMH JIFO{bMH. MBI IOMHUM 00 9TOM, HUKOT/Ia He 3a0bIBaeM,
M 3TO JIOKUT B OCHOBE HAIIETr0 B3aUMOJCHCTBUS ¢ ApMEHHEH.
Semi-official/war Newspaper article MHOruM MOMM MOJNHCYHKAM, KOHEYHO, HE MOHPABHTCS TO, YTO s CEHYaC HAMMUIILY, HO 3TO HAZ0 YeTKO MPOroBOpHTh. JlaBaiite roBopuTh yecTHO. ITyTuH, Kak HU KPYTH,

correspondent crac OCTaTKu Kapaéaxa. nOTOMy YTO BCJIC] 3a ]_UyLUM, KOTOPYIO B35UJIM 10/ KOHTPOJIb a3ep6aﬁn>l<aﬂcv<ue BOJ¥iCKa, HEMHUHYEMO Ttajl (9397 CTCHaHaKCpT. Jlo Hero ocraBajioch
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HECKOJIBKO KMIIOMETPOB! A 32 HUM - 32 CUMTAHHBIE JIHU - Obl1 Obl 3a4YMILEH U BeCh OCTaNIbHOI Apuax. Toiubko sxepTB Obu10 ObI elie 6oubiue. U emie Oonbliie — OexeHIEB.
IIpumeuarenbHo, 4To coriamenue ObuI0 3aKkiIoueHo 6e3 yuactus Typuuu. Mocksa B ouepeiHOM pa3 MOATBEPIIA CBOE BIUSHUE B 3aKaBKa3be, OCTAHOBUB KPOBOIIPOIUTHYIO
BOiiHy. Ho naBaiiTe 1 KOHCTaTHPOBATh HEMPENOXKHBIH (akT: A3epbaiikan oyt 30 €T rOTOBHIICS K PEBAHIIY IIOCIIE MPOUrpaHHOi B Hauane 90-x BoiiHbl 3a Kapabax. On
3aKyrmnajcs HoBelIlel BOGHHON TeXHUKOH, OCBauBaJl HOBBIE TEXHOJIOIMH, HA0III0/1a)1 32 HApabOTKaMH CHIIbHEHIIMX apMUid, B ToM uuciie — Poccun u Typruu, HeOOIbIIHMMHI
obocTpeHusiMu npourynsisai o6opoHy Kapabaxa... A ApMeHHs, K e¢ HbIHELTHEMY COXAJICHUIO, 0YMBAJIa Ha JIaBpax HPOIUIOH 1100e1bl, 3aurpbiBajia B «<MHOI'OBEKTOPHOCTBY, Uy Th
11 He TpeOys yKe BBIBECTH poccuiickyro 6a3y u3 I'tompu. Tak u xodeTcs cipocuthb cerojus y Hukona ITammnsina: «"0CoAWH Mpe3nIEHT, TIOMOTIIM BaM Bay SsHKH? Mnu Moxer
6bI1Th MaKpoH MOCHIBHO TI0y4acTBOBal B cyap0e Kapabaxa?» S cMOTpIO Ha HOBOCTHYIO XPOHHKY M, CKPHUIIS 3y0aMH, HE0yMEBalo — THICSYH 3JJOPOBBIX MY>XHKOB B EpeBaHe
TPOMST 3/1aHUE NIPABUTENLCTBA, H30MBAIOT IIOJMTHKOB, PBIJAIOT HA IUIOINA/SAX, MApIIMPYIOT 110 yauaM. M BCrioMHHal0 110-HACTOSIIEMY FepOMYECKHX 3allUTHUKOB Apliaxa - B
OKOIIaX Ha MEepPeaoBOii, Ha APTUILIEPHHCKUX MO3ULHAX, KOTOPBIE B 1000 MOMEHT MOTYT HAaKPBITh C BO3yXa OECITHIOTHHKH, B TOCHUTAJIAX CO CTPALIHEHIIMMU PAaHSHUSIMH H
370CTBIO B T11a3aX. OHM YECTHO CPaXKaIUCh 3a CBOIO 3€MIIIO, IOKA B TIIyOOKOM ThUTY IIUTH JHBAHHBIE OHTBBI «OQHCHBIX PaMO0». « MBI 3amucanich J0OPOBOIBLAMH, HO 9TO
nonutuka [lammuHsHa, OH CrienuansHo He OTIIpaBisil Hacy. Torma noueMy 100poBOIIbLbL, K IpUMepY, n3 AGxa3uu GiaronoiayyHo godupanucs 10 Gpponra B Kapabaxe, a Thicsun
MOJIOJIBIX U 3[I0POBBIX MY)KHKOB OCTaBaJIuCh B EpeBane? DTOT BONPOC, KCTATH, CErOJHs 3a1al0T 1 OoM1bl u3 Apuaxa: «IloyeMy Bbl TaM, Ha IUIOIIA/ISIX PU3bIBACTE IIPOJOIDKUTH
BOitHy? BcTaHbTe psiIoM ¢ HaMH, B OKOMax». Bripouem, Bpsijt i1 MaccoBoe JOOPOBOJIBUECTBO CMOIIIO ObI KAPANHAIBHO TIEPEIOMUTH CUTYaLHIo. II0TOMY 4TO OXHUM GOEBBIM JTyXOM
(KOTOpBIN y apMSIHCKUX OTPSZ0B Ha NEPEIOBOM A€HCTBUTENILHO 3alIKaINBa) OCCIIMIOTHUKY Ha BHICOTE 8 KMIOMETPOB He cOuBatotcs. IlammHsany Hy)HO ObUI0 00OecrednBaTh
IapUTeT B BO3/lyXe, IEPEKUIbIBATh B PerHOH coBpeMenHble cucteMbl [IBO, ncnonbsoBath aBuanuio. .. st 3Toro Hy»KHO MOJMTHYECKOE MY)KECTBO, KOTOPOTO IIpeMbepy ApMEHHI
He XBaTHJIO0. V] HBIHEIIHee COTIIAIICHHE, Pa3yMeeTcsl, BOCIPHMYT KaK ero JINYHOE MOpajKeHne, KOTOPOe MOXKET IOCTaBUTh KPECT Ha €ro Kapbepe.

Semi-official/war Newspaper Article Hamm pycckue BoeHHbIE — yAUBUTEbHbIC JIIOM: eIIE Buepa Thl ObLI 10Ma ¢ ceMbEil, a ceroans tebe 1aioT Npuka3 yobITh B 3araJOUHOE MECTO N0/ POMAHTUYECKUM
correspondent Ha3BaHueM Haropubiii Kapabax min Apuax, kak ero Ha3pIBaloT caMu apMsiHe. B nepeBoie ¢ TIOpKCKOro, KCTaTH, 3Ta 3eMJIs Ha3blBaeTcs «4EpHbIi cany. [lo npenanusm,
nepcucKue Boiicka maxa A66aca, B XVII Beke npHILeaInne 3aBOeBaTh 3Ty 3eMIII0, YBUACIN COXOKEHHBIC PABHUHBI: IPH OTCTYIUICHHH B TOPBI apMSHE COXKIUIN UX. Te xkKe camble
KapTHHBI 51 HA0JI01a10 M ceifuac: B paiioHaX, KOTOPbIE JOJDKHBI ObITH IEpeaHbl «TOi» CTOPOHE, X031€Ba CKUIAIOT CBOM JIOMA, BBIKAIBIBAIOT MOTMJIbI CBOUX HPE/IKOB,
PAcCTPENIMBAIOT JOMALIHUX KUBOTHBIX, CIIMIIMBAIOT s010HU. BbKokeHHas 3eMisl, KOTOpasi FOPUT 1oJ1 Horamu. Bce BoiiHbI pasHble, HO Bceraa ecTh 4to-To obmee. Hempemennsie
CITyTHHKH KOH(JIMKTa — BCeraa cobaku. 37eck, B OPOIICHHBIX CENaX, OHH JKIYT BO3BPAIICHHS CBOUX POJHBIX JABYHOTHX, KOTOPbIE OYEMY-TO HPOMAIN U OPOCHIH HX. DTHM
TOJIOJ[HBIM, HO BEPHBIM CO3/JIaHUSM elIé HEBJOMEK, YTO BEPHYTCS CI0Ja K HUM YiKe dyxkue Jiroan. OIUH U3 TaKHMX MCOB MPUOWICS K HaM 1o myTH. J{oOpasi, BOCIIMTaHHAs 1
YeJIOBEeYHas OBYapKa BOMPOCUTEILHO CMOTpEIa B IJ1a3a U 00IIanack ¢ HAMH Ha PyccKoM s3bike. «CHIETb, 1ail amy, a Ipyryio», — BbInonHsna nokopHo. [Tokopmunn dequsry. —
Criacn60 BaM, HalllM CIIACHTEIH, — POBOPSIT JIFOJM Ha YIIMIAX, BUAS PyCCKHE JULA. — J[a MBI-TO 4TO, — KaK-TO HEYZA0OHO BTOPHM. MeCTHBIC BHAAT, YTO MBI padOTaeM ¢ HAIIMMU
POJIHBIMH MHPOTBOPLIAMH M NIEPE/IBUTaeMCsI TIOKa 110 I0POraM TOJIBKO O] CTIeHAIbHOM ciHeil cuMBoimkoit « MC» u poccuiicknm duaroM. E3iM 110-BOGHHOMY B Ky30Be
apmeiickoro KamA3a, B KOTOPOM Ha KOHJJOBOH J€PEBSIHHOM CKaMbe OLIYyIIAeIIb KaX1ylo KOUKY WM BOPOHKY OT IonajaHus. Bnpouem, nocie HECKOIBKHUX YacOB TPSICKH U
TJIOTAHHS NbUIM HAUYMHACLIb IPUBBIKATh K MECKY Ha 3y6ax u oTOMTON HArimyXo «msAtoi Touke». CHs y «TpynoyJiaBiuBatess» — 60pTa rpy30BHKa, KaXble BE MUHYTBI OTA&NIb
JIFOISIM TIPUBETCTBUE, OTBEYAsi B OTBET HAa POMKHE KPHKH «CIacn00» MM CHIHAJ aBTOMOOMIIS. Pycckie «BexMBbIC» B IMPPOBOM KaMyIisike 3/1eCh, Ha TOPHBIX 0pOrax B
TYCTOM MOJIOYHOM TyMaHe, BBITJISIAT KaK PUMIISIHE — 9TaKuii apuaxckuii nernon Tperbero Puma na Mapiie: B 10cnexax «paTHUK» U ¢ HOBbIMHU aBToMaTamu AK-12 B
«KOoCcMHYECKHX» 00Becax. CoOpaHHbIE U MOIYAIHBBIE, PHHECIINE PYyCCKHII MUP Ha 9Ty ouapoBaHHYIO 3eminio. boneBoii Heps Ha asep6aiimkanckom O10KIoCTy y yxke
3HAMEHHTOrO KJIr04eBoro roposa Iy, He cKpbIBasCh, pa3BeBACTCs TyPELKHIA KPacHbIi (iar ¢ nonymecsiieM. 3a KakuMu-To (GaHepKaMH y HepeKpECcTKa CHYIOT COJIAThI O
3HameHeM baxy. CMOTpAT Ha Hac, pyCCKHX, ¢ yAHBIeHHeM. BuiHO HX Tpy30BHK ¢ HeoObIuHOI Haanuchio: «Na oldu Pasinyan». HenonsTHO nepBoe ci10BO, HO BTOPOE SIBHO HE
«monozer. .. IlepeBoJuuK roBOPUT, 4TO HAAMUCH O3HAYaeT: «Uto ciyunnocs, [Tammusau?». O1o kpbinatas ¢ppaza Annesa. B oqnoM u3 cBoux obpaiienuii on npousnéc eé

HPUMEPHO clieyonmm obpazom: «Uro ciryuniocs, ITammHsH, Tel Belb Jopory B Jbxabpann crpowt. Tannesan (IlamunsH nbsiabiM Tanuesan B [y mu). Yro crano co crarycom
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[Haropnoro Kapa6axa]? K uépty noneren cratyc! Het cratyca u He Oyner! IToka s npe3uzneHt, He OyaeT, — 00bsCHAST OH. A Mbl KaK pa3 HHCIIEKTHPYEM 3TH CaMble 1BaJLIATh
kusiomerpoB Jlucoropa no Hlyum — «opory cmeptu». He 3Hato... DTUYHO JIM TOBOPUTH, a YK TeM 0oJiee CHUMATh, HO BJIOJIb €€ 000UMH — KYPTKH, OKPOBABJICHHbIE OPOHEKUIICTHI,
YaCTH U KyCKH TeJl, SIIUKK U3 GOENpPHUIacoB. DTUM (apleM ycessHO BCE Ha NMPOTSIKEHNH HECKOIbKHX KMIIOMETPOB.

Official MFA interview OtHouenusa Mexay Poccueit 1 ApMeHuelt — MHOrorpaHHble ¥ B3aMMOJIOIIOJHAIOIIME U HE OIPAHMYUBAIOTCS TOJILKO B3aUMOIEHCTBUEM 110 HArOpHOKapabaxcKoi
npobiemaryke. B 3ToM KoHTeKCTe npuaaeM 00JbIioe 3HaueHHe NpulvKatomencs 1are 29-neTus yCTaHOBJICHUS JMIOTHOLEeHUH Mexy Poccueit u Apmenueit. 3 anpens 1992 r.
HAIIM CTPAHBI OTKPBUIN HOBYIO CTPAHHILy B HCTOPUH MHOTOBEKOBBIX JPY’KECTBEHHBIX B3aHMOBBITOAHBIX CBSI3€i. 3a 9TH TOZIbI POCCUHCKO-apMIHCKOE COTPYAHHYECTBO PHOOPENO

[OJUIMHHO COIO3HUYECKHUil XapaKTep, OTJINYAeTCs BHICOKONH HHTEHCHBHOCTBIO [OJUTHYECKOrO AUANOora, IHPOKHM HabopoM chep B3aMMHOMN KOOepalliH, pa3BeTBICHHON

JIOTOBOPHO-TIPaBOBOit 6a30i. BaxHyto poib urpaer noanucansbii 29 aprycra 1997 r. Jlorosop o apysx0e, coTpyIHHYECTBE M B3aUMHOH nomoruu mexay Poccuiickoit denepanueit

u PecriyOnukoit ApMeHusi, B COOTBETCTBUH C KOTOPBIM PoccHsi 1 ApMeHHst 00s3bIBAIOTCS OKa3bIBaTh APYT APYTy HEOOXOAMMOE CONSHCTBUE, B TOM YHCIIE BOGHHOE, B ClTydae
BOOPY’KEHHOTO HANaJeHUs Ha OJHY M3 HUX B HOPSAKE OCYIIECTBICHUS MPaBa Ha KOJUIEKTUBHYIO CaMOOOOPOHY B COOTBETCTBHH €O cTatheil 51 Yeraa OOH. biaronaps akTUBHBIM
nocpennuydeckuM yeunusam Poceuiickoit denepanun n nuuHomy yuactuio Ilpesuaenra B.B.Ilytuna ynanock octaHoBUTE44-1HEBHOE BOOPY)KEHHOE IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUE MEXKIY
Apmenueii 1 Asep6aiipxkanom B Haropaom Kapa6axe. 9 HostOpst 2020 1. GbUI0 MPUHATO 3asIBICHUE JIUICPOB TPEX TOCYAAPCTB, KOTOPOE MO3BOJIMIO OCTAHOBHTEH KPOBOIIPOJIUTHE U
Hayath JBHXKEeHHE K MUpY. Kak Bbl paBHIbHO OTMETHIIN, CETOHS JUCIOLMPOBAHHBIC B PETHOHE POCCHIICKUIT MUPOTBOPUECKUIT KOHTUHIEHT M LICHTP TYMaHHTApPHOTO
pearupoBaHusl SBJISIOTCS rapaHTaMu 6€30I1aCHOCTU U CTAOMIILHOCTH, BBIIOJIHSIOT )KM3HEHHO 3HAUMMBbIE U1 MECTHOTO HacelneHus 3ajaun. [Ipamas ¢punancopas nomorus

Poccuiickoit enepaiun Ha cozeiicTue nocrpanasium B Haropaom Kapabaxe cocrapiser Ha ceroaHsunui Jeub okoio 15 mun nomr. CIIA. B pesyibrate akTHBHOM paboThI 110

JIMHUM TPEXCTOpOHHel Pafoueii rpymisl Mo mpejice1aTeNIbCTBOM BHIE-TIpeMbepoB A3epbaiipkana, ApMeHnn n Poccuy, 3aHUMaroIIelcs: BOpocaMy pa30I0KHPOBaHHs
9KOHOMHYECKHUX U TPAHCIIOPTHBIX KOMMYHHKAIUH B PErHOHE (COCTOSIIOCH IATh 3aCelaHui ), CO3IAI0TCS yCIIOBHS U1 BOCCTAHOBJICHUSI HOpMalbHOMU sku3HH Ha lOxHOoM Kaskase,
NPEBPAILEHHs €ro B TEPPUTOPHIO B3AUMHOTO J0BEpHs, 6€3011aCHOCTH H NpolBeTaHus. Bee 3To yOenuTenbHo CBUIIETENBCTBYET, uTo Poccus Beceraa roroa mojAcTaBUTh IIIEHO
OGpaTCKOMYy apMSHCKOMY HapoJy, BMecTe paboTaTh Ha G1aro oOIIHX HHTEPECOB.

Semi-official Public speech Hapopa He nomken 6osee BEpUTh 1eMaroruueckKiuM pedam o sIKoObl IPUHECEHHOM B pernoH Mupe. OcTaBUB HEpELIEHHBIM BOIIPOC O cTatyce Apiaxa U, IpH 3TOM, YCTYIUB

figure HPOTHBHUKY OOJIBLIYIO YaCTh HCTOPHUECKHX APMAHCKHX 3eMelib, [TalMHsaH He TONbKO He MPHOIN3KI HAC K MEPY, HO, HA00OPOT, CO3/1aJ1 YCIIOBHS 17 HOBOW BOIHBI H arpeccHy co
cTopoHbl A3epbaiimkana. Ero ycrymanBocTs i 6€33y60CTh HE yTHXOMHPHIIH, 8 HA0O0POT, JINIIB emé 6oJIbIIIe Pa33ai0pHIIH arpecCHBHOE BOOOpaxeHne AJieBa, OKPUIEHHOTO
nojepxkkoii Typunn n 6JIMKHEBOCTOUHBIX TEPPOPUCTUUECKUX IPyNNUpoBoK. M akThl arpeccuu co croponsl baky OyayT mposomkarhes, MoKa 9TO MPABUTENLCTBO Y BIACTH B
Apwmennn. [Toromy uTo 0HO, crycTst oz nociae okoHyanus Bropoii kapabaxckoii BOWHbI, HE CAEIan0 HUYETro [l KPeIuIeHHst apMuu 1 00€BOro Jyxa conaat u ohuuepos, s
YKPEIUICHHS TPAHHULL U 00ecTieueH s 63011acHOCTH IpakJiaH ctpaHbl. To, uTo TTalMHIH Ha3bIBaCT «MHUPOMY, SIBISICTCS] YHHIKEHHEM JIJIS apMSHCKOTO HapoJia 1 apMsHCKOTO
connara. Cam IMTammHsAH, KaK I71aBa Tocy/1apcTBa, J1aBHO 00ECIEHEH B I71a3aX MUPOBOI'O COOOIIECTBA, Er0 CEPhE3HO HUTJIE HE BOCIIPHHUMAIOT, H OH JieJaeT BCE, UToObl Hanoobue
cebs1 00eCLIeHHTh BCEX OCTAILHBIX APMsH — HE TOJIBKO MPOXKUBAIOIINX B APMEHUH, HO U B APYrux cTpaHax mupa. Ceroans komana IlamuHsHa 3aHaTa HeneHanpaBIeHHbIM
BHEJIPEHHEM PycO()OOCKHX HACTPOCHHUIT B apMSIHCKOM OOIIECTBE, JIF0/Ieii BBOAAT B 3201y KI€HHE OTHOCHTEIIEHO HCTHHHOI post Poccuu B 0CTaHOBKE KPOBOIIPOJIUTHOMN 44-THEBHON
BOITHBI M COXPAHEHHH TOCJICBOCHHOTO MHpa. Ycramu cekperaps CoBOe3a M MPOBIACTHBIX ACMYTATOB MbITAIOTCS MIAHTAKMPOBATH POCCHIO TEM, YTO €CIIM OHA HE TIOMOXKET
ApMeHuH, To nocneHss 006paTuTcs K ApyruM napruépaM. Xorenock Obl CHPOCHTB: @ YTO MEIAJIO TOJl Ha3a)] MM MEIIAET CErO/IHs NPABUTEIbCTBY APMEHHN 00PATHTBCS K PA3HBIM
CTpaHaM U MEXIYHapOJHBIM OPraHU3ALMIM ¢ mpockboii 0 momomu? Poccusa? Her, koneuno xe. ColozHUYecKue OTHOIEHUS ¢ Poccuell HUKaK He IPeMATCTBYIOT ATOMY, M HUKOT1a
Poccust He GbUTa MPOTHB TOrO, YTOOBI APMEHHs COTPYAHHYAJA C IPYTMMHU CTpaHaMHU WM o0palianack K HUM 3a IIOMOIIbI0. ECii NpaBUTEIbCTBO APMEHHH 3HAET CTPAHBI U
MapTHEPOB, KOTOPBIE XOTAT H MOTYT IIOMOYb B 3TOT CYLOOHOCHBII MOMEHT Halllel CTpaHe u He 00palaeTcst K HUIM — TO 9TO, H3BUHHUTE, NPECTYILIEHHE Nepe]l CBOMM HApOIOM.
IMogo6HOro poaa 3asBIeHUs — BCETO JHUIIb MOAMEHA HOHATHI H IIMpPMA, TIPUKPBIBAIOLIAS HCTHHHBIE HAMEPEHHS U [IeSHHS UX aBTOPOB, BEAYIIUX K HCKYCCTBEHHOMY Pa3)KHI'aHUIO

AHTUPOCCHIICKHMX HACTpOeHHiH B obmecTBe. UTo emé nomken caenats [ammusH, 4To0bl Ham Hapo oco3Hait, YTO Mbl TepsieM B pe3yibTaTe ero MoJduTHKH? S OHUMalo, 4To
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MPOCTHIM JIIOJIAM, TyMAIOIIMM O Xj1e0e HaCYIIHOM, OIIAKMBAIOIMM CBOMX MOTHOMINX JAETEH, CJI0XKHO JyMaTh 0 YEM-TO JPYroM U IPaBUILHO OLlEHUBATh peanbHocTh. Ho Bee Te,
KTO OCO3HAET, YTO TBOPHTCS CErOZHs, U IIPU STOM MOJIYHT U JIeJaeT BUJI, YTO €ro 9TO HE KAacaeTcs - sIBJISETCS COyYaCTHHUKOM IIPOUCXOAANIEro. Y MeHs jyla G0IMT 3a Hauy
PoxuHy, 3a 95TUX MOJOJBIX CONAAT, KOTOPBIE H3-32 HEKOMIIETEHTHOCTH PYKOBOJCTBA, MONAJAIOT B IUIEH K a3zepOaiimkanuaM. Mbl Bce 3HaeM, B TOM YHCIIE H 110 KafpaM, KOTOpbIe
caMu azepOaiiKaHIbl BBIKJIA(BIBAIOT, KAKOE 3BEPCKOE, (DAIIMCTCKOE OTHOIICHUE K THM pedaTaM TaM. DTO ke IOHIbI, OHU eIE KU3HU HEe BUJEIIN, MHOTHE elIE BUepa CUJISIIHN 3a
IIKOJILHOM HApTOH, elé Jaxe AEBYIIKY 3a PyKy He JIepiKaly, - a UX CeroAHs BeAyT Ha 3aKiaHbe. [IpH 9TOM, IpeMbep-MUHHCTP (paKTHYECKH YIPOXKaeT IUICHEHHBIM COJIaTaM
paccnenoBanueM! Jleno BiacTeit - 0CBOOOKIATh IUICHHBIX, @ HE 3aIlyTHBATh PACCICAOBAHUAMHE H NIPECIISIOBAHHAME. A B PaCcCIICIOBAHUH JaBHO YKe HY)XAAeTCs AeATeIbHOCTD
npaBuTenscTBa [ammHsgHA: KaK BO BpeMs 44—IHEBHOI! BOMHBI, TaK U MOCIE HEeE.
Semi-official/ Telegram post 51 o6pamarochk kK apMSHCKOM BnacTu. IMEHHO K BJIACTH, a HE K HAPOAY, YaCTbIO KOTOPOTo s ABJSIOCK. _, OOpalaloch TONBKO OTOMY, YTO BalllH HHTEPHET-BOHCKa
media figure YHABO3HJIM MOHU COLICETU TPEOOBAHMSAMH (B XaMCKOH U arpecCHBHOI (hopMe) 'BBIPa3HTh CBOIO no3uimio'. IIpocunn — Beipaxalo. IlocMoTpute Ha cebs co cToponsl. IlocMoTpure,
uto BbI TBOpUTE. Kak BbI ceds Beaere. Kakue sxe Bbl apmMsiHe? ApMsiHe — 4eCTHbIH, OJ1aropoaHblii 1 GnarogapHslii Hapoa. Beerna TakuM ObUT. A BbI BeeTe cedst, Kak
(BAITPELLIEHO POCKOMHA/I30POM). B otBeT Ha MHOrojeTHee 100po U 3aluTy, KOTOpbIe BbI Noty4anu ot Poccuu, Bbl He npusHanu Kpeim. IToToMy 4T0 3TO BHyTpeHHEe
zieno ApMeHuH. VICKIIoUMTENbHO U3 MOIMTHYECKOit MecTH Bbl nocauiu Pobepra Kouapsina — HensmeHHOro coro3Huka Poccun. Ilocagunu creruanbHo, IEMOHCTPATHBHO,
TUTIOHYB TIPSMO B JIMLIO CBOUM 'POCCHHCKMM Jpy3baM'. IToTOMY 4TO 3TO BHyTpeHHee Jie110 ApMeHnu. Brl HapoummM ctpany anTupoccuiickumu HKO, xoTopsle Ha Baeit
TePPUTOPUM 00yHaIOT MOJIOJIEHKb, KAK CBEpraTh BiacTh B Poccuu. Bbl cTanu miaiyiapMom antupoccuiickux cuit Ha Kapkase. [Totomy 4to 910 BHyTpeHHee aeno Apmenuu. Bol
BBITHAJIM POCCHHCKMX OM3HECMEHOB-apMsiH. Bbl He XoTHTE y ces Hu4ero, uTo cazaHo ¢ Poccueit. IToromMy uTo 910 BHyTpeHHee aeno ApmeHuu. Baum Menua u cotcetn
eXedacHo IonuBaroT omosmu Poccuto, ITyTnna, Beex, kTo nopnepskusaet [TyTHHa, — 0COOEHHO PYCCKHMX apMsH (HampuMep, MeHs1). Bbl pa3enuim HecyacTHBIiH, 1 6e3 Toro
HCYE3AIOIINH apMAHCKUI HAPOJl Ha BParoB — PyCCKUX apMsiH — M 'HACTOSIIUX' — TeX, KTO MOAEP/KHBACT Ballly CHIOMUHYTHYIO Bi1acTb. [IoTOMy 4TO 3TO BHyTPEHHEE JIeN0
ApMeHHH. A Tenepb, KOTJa Ha Ballleil rpaHuIle BOiiHa, KOTa caMo CyIeCTBOBAHUE BAILlIEro PeKHMa IoJl yrpo30i, KOria apMsHe BCEro MUpa y)Ke BUAT OKHBILIME IIPU3PAKH
SIHBIYAp ¢ KPHBBIMH HOXaMH, KOTOPBIMHU PE3aJIi HAIIMX MPEAKOB, Bbl BCIIOMHHIIH, YTO POCCHs CHOBa JIOJDKHA Bac cracath. Pa3Be 9To He BHyTpeHHee jaeno Apmenun? Ilocie Bcero
371a U 3aXJIeOBIBAIOILETOCS PE3PEHHUs, KOTOPOE BbI MPOSBISUIH K POCCHH B TIOCIIEAHNE TOMBI, Bl HH(OPMALMOHHBIE BOICKA U BBl CAMH CUHTaeTe ceOs BIPABE JK/IaTh HOMOIH?
Ha camom gene, mocie Bcero, 4To Bbl clenany, Poccus mMeeT nosHoe MopasnbHOE NPaBo IUIIOHYTH Ha Bac U pactepeTs. Ho ona Tak He moctynut. S yBepeHa. Ilomosker u B 3T0T
pa3. IToromy 4to Poccust — Taxast. Benkoxyurnas u 6iaropoaHasi, Poxina Mosi, HeHarusiiHast. A Bbl — TIPOCTO FOPCTKA BOIISIIIMX MOJIMTHKAHOB, MPEIABIIMX HHTEPECHI BEIUKOTO
apMSHCKOTO HapoJia paJii MUHYThI BIACTH M MEJIKO#T JInuHOW MecTH. TlounTaiite Ha Houb Hapekaru. Moxer, IPOCHYTCS y BaC OCTATKH 3HAMEHHTON apMSHCKOI COBECTINBOCTU U
yMenus HeHuTh 100po. Eciu ner y Bac Hapekarm — Tax s nepegam. Y MeHs Ha TyMOOUKe JIGKHUT. A 110 MOBOJY BOIHBI 00€UM CTOPOHAM 5 CKaXYy TOJIBKO OJJHO: OCTAHOBUTECH!
Xyke BOMHBI HET HUUero. S 9To Ha cBoeill mKype 3Hat0. IIpocTo octaHoBUTECH, TOKA HE HO3IHO
Semi-official/ Public speech VBaxaeMble Jpy3bsl, )U3Hb U CMEPTh UAYT psjioM. W, neficTBuTenBbHO, B 3TOM roly JleHs namsty xepTs reHouuaa apmsaH Ocmanckoit Typuun cosnan co CeeTiibiM
political figure npaBociaBHbeM [TacxanbubiM Bockpecenuem. Bol 3Haerte, st nommken otaats qomkHoe Coro3y apmsiH. OH HUKOTAA He 3a0bIBaj COOMPATh HAC M HPUIJIAIIATh 24 anpesns Ha
MOMHHaJIbHBIE MeponpusaTHs. He Bcerna st Mor, 1o TeM MM UHBIM NPUYHHAM, MPHHATH yyactue. Ho ceronns cunran cBOMM A0JIroM ObITh 31€Ch H CKa3aTh TO, YTO JOJDKEH.
TTotomy, 4To apMmsiHe 1oj yrpo3oii Ha Kakase. CerojiHsi BBIBOJbI KOTOpBIE MbI feslaeM n3 coObiThii 100-n1eTHeil 1aBHOCTH, KaK HUKOT/[a 60Jiee aKTyas bHBI IS apMsiH, APMEHUH 1
Haropuoro Kapa6axa — Apuaxa. 5 nymaio, Bce Mbl IPEKpacHO MOHHMaeM KaKue Yrpo3bl HABUCIIH HaJl apMsHCKuM HacenenneM Haroproro KapabGaxa, KOTOpBIX CeroiHs 3aluiiaer
poccuiicknii MUPOTBOPYECKHH KOHTHHIEHT. S 3Ha10 IPeKpPacHO TPEBOTH, KOTOPBIE HCIIBITHIBAIOT MHOTHE — HE TOJIBKO Te, KTO )KHBYT TaM, Ha 3eMiIe Apliaxa, HO U BO BCEM MHUpE, —
0 Oyznyuiem, 06 apMsSHCKOM HaceJIeHHH 3TOi Henpu3HaHHO# Pecry6imkn. To, 4To OHa He MPH3HAHa, He yMasseT Toro (akTa, 4To Ha MPOTSHKEHUH BCEX ATHX yXKE IECATKOB JIeT
POXKIAINCH, BXOAMIIN B KU3Hb, YXOIHIIH U3 )KM3HHU JIIOJH, KOTOPBIC BEPHIIN B Oy/Iyliiee 3TOi 3eMIIH, BEPUIIM B TO, 4TO IIPaBa apMsSHCKOr0 Hapoja Ha HCTOPHYECKOH pojuHe Oy IyT

CO6J'IK)Z[CHBI. U BcnomuHas CeroaHs 0 reouunaa, CO6OJ’I63Hy5{, CKJIOHSIS TOJIOBY, KaK M BCE€ MBI, TIEPE] MTAMATBHIO XKEPTB 3TOI'0 reHOLUAA, I MEHBIIE BCETO XOTEI OBl KAKHX -THOO
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NOBTOpeHUH. B Goublnx Mim MajeHbKUX Maclitabax, He BaKHO. S cumTaro, 4To apMsHe, sxuByIie B Poccuu, BripaBe 6eCriOKOUTHCS M 100MBATHCS TOrO, YTOObI MbI BCE BMECTE B
Poccuu, B3sB Ha ce0st OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a Cy1b0Y apMsHCKoro Hacenenus B Haropuom Kapabaxe, u Jasnblie Npoo/nKaiid HECTH 3Ty OTBETC TBEHHOCTb. S He Xouy ceifuac
MOJIMTU3UPOBATH CBOE BHICTYIUICHHE, Pa34aBaTh OLEHKU. Y MEHs €CTh CBOE MHEHHE O TOM, YTO MPOMCXOJUT B APMEHHH, KaK CTaJI0 BO3MOXKHBIM B 3TOH CHTyallMH 00CYkKaaTh —
HyseH craryc Haropaomy Kapabaxy uian Het. Sl cuuralo, 4to Touka 3peHus Poccun o Heo6X01MMOCTH Takoro cTaTyca octaercst npexueit. CymectByer MuHckas rpynmna, B
KOTOPOW MBI BBIPa)KaJIM 3Ty TOYKY 3peHust. Eciu no npuunnam, nanekum ot KaBkasa v CoObITHI B 7TOM peruoHe, u3-3a YKpauHbl Mbl CETO/IHS HAXOMMCS B KECTKOH
KOH(POHTALUK CO CTPAHAMH, KOTOPBIE BXOAAT B 3Ty MuHCKyo rpynmy — ®panrmeii, CoennHeHHbiME [ITaTamMu, — 9T0 HE 3HAUHT, YTO CIOBO, KOTOPOE MBI AJIH, HE JJOJDKHO OBITh
cziepKaHo. S MPHBBIK YBaKaTh CBOE NMPaBUTEIBCTBO, CBOIO CTPAHy, TOPAUTHCS €10. M cunTalo, YTo CIpaBeUTHBOCTh — 3TO CAMOE BBICOKOE M CAMOE INIABHOE, YTO BO BCEX CIIyHasX
PYKOBOIMT ACHCTBUSIMH PYCCKUX JIHOJCH, Iie Obl OHU HE KMIM. Pajii cripaBeUIMBOCTH OHM JKEPTBYIOT CETO/IHS, B TOM YHCIIE B XOJI€ 3TOH CIeLUaIbHOM BOCHHOW onepanuy Ha
Vipaune. [10ToMy 4TO HCXOZAAT U3 TOTO, YTO CHPABEATHBOCT OKa3aaach MOJ yrpo3oid. M kTo Obl 4TO He rOBOPHMII, KTO Obl KAKMM 00pa3oM ce0sl He Bell, s CUHTAIO, YTO MbI JOJIKHBI,
TPeXkIe BCEro, TIOMHS O MPOIILIOM, IIOMHS O TpareJnu reHoLn I, CAeIaTh TaK, 4To0k! B OyAyIeM, elle pa3 MOBTOPIO, B KAKUX Obl TO HU OBUIO MaciTabax, BCe 9TO He
HOBTOPMIIOCK. S CuMTal0, YTO MBI IOJIKHBI OOPATUTh CEro/iHs INIABHOE BHUMAHUE HA MOICPKKY APMEHUH M, IIPEKJIe BCEro, s Obl CKa3all, apMsH, KOTOPbIE ) HBYT CETOIHs 0]
JIaMOKJIOBBIM MEYOM, HO I10Jl OXPAHOH POCCHICKOT0 MUPOTBOpUYECKOro KoHTHHreHTa B HaropHom Kapabaxe. [Totomy uT0 3T0 0CKOIIOK TOTO, 4TO mpou3souwio B 1915 roxny, eciu
BayMathcs. Emie pas xody BeIpa3suTh CBOM caMbleé HCKPEHHHE UYBCTBa 110 OBOY JAaThl, 24 anpens 1915 roxa.

Poccust nernaer Bce MOKHOE JUlsl KOMIUIEKCHOTO YpPeryJIMpOBaHUs OLICHUI Mex 1y ApMeHuel u AsepOaiimxanom, Bui npe3uaent PO Bnagumup [IyTuH, BeicTynas B HULLY
Ha BHeouepeqHol ceccun Cosera jekTuBHOI 6e3onacHocti OJIKb. o kacaercst apmsHO-a3epOail[UKaHCKOTO TYIMPOBAHUS, Mbl M CETOHS JA€JIaeM BCE MOKHOE JUIS IOCTHIKEHUS.
KOMIUIEKCHOMH 1 00beMITIONIeil HOpMaIH3aluy OTHOIICHUH Mexy y 1 EpeBaHoM", - OTMeTHII poccHiicKuii uzep, 3aB Ha To, 4to PM,A3epbaii/ykaH 1 ApMEHHUs B aBHEM ITIPOILLIOM
BXOJIMJIM B COCTAB OJJHOTO YJIapCTBa. CCHsl TPAAULHOHHO, ECIIH 3aIJITHYTh B OPHYECKYIO COCTABJISAIONLYIO, BCET1a y/e/s1a MaHUe CTA0MIbHOCTH HA HTOM HANPABICHUH H JepKUBaAIA
HAIIMX apMSIHCKHX JApy3eil B criedeHnH 0€30IacHOCTH apMSIHCKOro Hapoaa", -eHTupoBail BHUMaHue [TyTuH. moauepkHyi, 4to y MOCKBBI OrpOMHOE KOJIMYECTBO 3eii 1 ¢ EpeBanom,
u ¢ baky."He yuuThIBaTh 3T0 CTO HEBO3MOXKHO. MBI, 6€3yCIIOBHO, BCE MBI B TATOUHO CII0’KHOM I0JI0XkeHNH. HO MBI, KOHEYHO, MOXKEM OCTaBaThCS B CTOPOHE OT MPOOIIEM U
TUBOpeUHit Mex 1y Oau3kuMu 1 Poccun
baky cTpemuTcst «BbIIaBUTH» Beex apmsiH u3 Haroproro Kapa6axa, 31o nenenanpasnenusiii mian, ormetu B a3pupe HCH nenyrat Koncrautun 3atynaus. Oneparys
Asepbaiikana B Haropaom KapaGaxe siBIsieTcst 371eMEHTOM T€HOLH/IA 110 OTHOIICHUIO K apMSIHCKOMY HACEJICHHUIO, a TAaKKe MPOJIOrOM K JaJibHeilleMy BblIaBIMBaHUIO PD 13
Kagkasa, 3astBui nepBeiit 3ammnpes komuteta ['ocaymsr o genam CHI' Koncrantun 3atynun B untepbio HCH. Panee riaBa npecc-city:x0b1 Muno6oponst AsepOaiimxana AHap
DiiBa3oB coo0LMIL, YTO B X0€ onepanuu cBoliie 60 60eBbIx nmo3uiuii BoopykeHHbIX cuil ApMEHHH NEepeluTH MO KOHTPOIIb a3epbaiikaHCKUX BOCHHBIX. OH OTMETHII, YTO apMHs
HelTpani3osana 10 20 60eBbIX MalIKH, cBbIIE 40 apTHIIEPUICKNX YCTaHOBOK U 30 MHUHOMETOB. 3aTyJIMH CUMTAET, YTO NPEMbepP-MHUHUCTP ApMeHuH TTaInHIH X0UeT, 4TOOb!
apMsiHE He BMEILIMBAIKCH B IIPOUCXOAsIIee. «Mbl BUIHM, YTO NMPABUTENBCTBO APMEHHN OPOCHIIO CBOMX COOTEYECTBEHHHKOB U MOTOTOBHIIO MOYBY CO CBOCH CTOPOHBI JUIS TOTO,
4yTo0bI Onepanus azepbaiiukaHcKuX Boiick B Kapabaxe BhIrisiena kak BHyTpeHHee jieno. .. He Tpebyromniee BMelnaTenbcTBa co cToponsl Apmenuu. Jlnuxo [lammnsu neitaercs
3apa3uTh apMsiH B APMEHHH TPYCOCTBIO, YTOOBI OHHM, JyMasi O caMHX ceOe, HM B KOEM Cllydae He BMEIIMBAIIMCh B IIPOUCXOAAIINE COOBITHS. TO, 4TO IIPOUCXOMNT, SIBISETCS HE
TOJIEKO 3JIEMEHTOM I'€HOIH/IA TI0 OTHOLICHHIO K apMsAHCKOMY Hacenennto HaropHoro Kapa6axa, HO 1, COBEPIIEHHO O4YEBHIHO, ABJISETCS NPOJIOTOM K JalbHeHmeMy
BbiaBnuBanuio PO n3 Kakasay, - ckasan 3arynun. OH orMeTni, 4to Asepbaiimkan crpenser B Kapabaxe, onxako «mnonagaer B Mocky». [1o cinoam 3arynuna, y ApMeHun
Terneph NOSBHINCH OCHOBaHUs uist 00BuHeHUs Poccun B GesnelictBun. «Asepbaiipkan crtpenser B Kapabaxe, Ho nmonazaer B MockBy B HOIuTHYECKOM cMbicie. [loTomy uto
neiicTBust AsepOaiikana B ycioBusix npucyterus B Kapabaxe muporsopueB P@ He TOIBKO yrpoXkKaroT )KH3HU COJLIAT H OUIIEPOB 3TOr0 KOHTHHIEHTA... Ho 1 cTaHOBsITCS
OCHOBaHMEM 17151 oOBuHeHHs Poccun B Oe3neiicTBum», - ykasan codecenunk HCH. Kpome Toro, aemyrar 3asBui, 4To OT BO30OHOBICHHUs BOCHHBIX JeiicTBuii B Kapabaxe y Poccun
«HET ¥ He MOJXKET ObITh» BbIroAbl. OH MOMUEPKHYII, YTO JAaibHeiiee pasBuTue cutyanun B Kapabaxe Oyner 3aBuceTs OT naBieHHs, KOTopoe MockBa Jo/KHa OKa3aTh Ha baky.

«IIpesx/ie Bcero, He B HAILIMX HHTEPECaX BO30OHOBJICHHE BOCHHBIX JeiicTBHil. HUKakoil BHIrObI B TOM, 4TO A3epOaii/kaH repemies K BOSHHbIM JeiicTBusIM, y PD Het 1 ObITh He
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Mmoxert. Jltonu B Poccuu, KoTopbie yTBepkaatoT oopaTHoe, 1100 riynsle, MO0 IpeaTely 10 OTHOIIEHHUIO K cOOCTBEHHOH cTpane. UTo kacaercs ganpHeiimero... To Bce Oyner
3aBUCETh OT CTENIEHH HACTOMYMBOCTH POCCUHCKON CTOPOHBI M TOTO JABJIECHMS, KOTOPOE MBI JIOJDKHBI OKa3aTh Ha A3epOaiikaH, 4ToObl OH IIPEeKpaTHIl BoeHHbIe AeicTBus. K
COJKAJNICHHIO, BIIEUaTIIeHHEe, 4To A3epbaiipkaH B3opBaiics. M 9T0 HE MPOCTO BCIBINIKA B 30HE OBIBLINX BOCHHBIX JISHCTBUIA, a LieICHANIPABICHHBIH IUIaH MO BHIAABINBAHUIO APMSH
n3 Kapa6axa BooO1we», - pe3toMHUpoBail 3aTyjuH.

Official MFA briefing MBI CIBIIIMM 3TH 3asBJICHUS CO CTOPOHbI EpeBaHa, uTo Kakas-TO 3aBUCUMOCTb OT MoCKBbI Witk 0T Poccun He 1aéT BO3MOXKHOCTB oOectiednTs Ge3onacHocTh. Beé-raku
JIIOIU, KOTOPBIE MPEACTABIISAIOT CTPaHy, JOJDKHBI OTBETCTBEHHO OTHOCHUTBCS K TEM 3asBICHHSAM, KOTOpBIE Je1atoT. Heyxkenu oHM He 3HAIOT, Kakoe KOJTMYECTBO TPaXkaaH APMEHHI
yJaJIoCh CIACTH B TOM 4ucie Onaroaaps jeicteusM Mocksbl? Passe 31o He Tak? O0 31oM He 3HatoT B Apmennn? KoHeuHo 3Hatot. Tak nodyemy sxe 3To ceifyac npejgaercs
3abBeHur0? Be€ 910 ObUI0 HA MPOTSHKEHUH AecsTHiIeTri. Kakoe koau4ecTBO JeHCTBUTENBHO BCIBIXHYBIIMX 000CTPEHUH B PErHOHE ya10Ch HOTYLINTh UMEHHO U TOJIBKO
6maromaps neiicTBusiM MockBbl 1 HerocpeacTBeHHo IIpesnnenta Poccun B.B.ITytuna. Heyxenn sToro Hukto He 3Haet B EpeBane? 3Hatot. Tak mouemy ke OHH JOIMYCKAIOT U
MO3BOJIAIOT cebe mo00HbIe 3asBiaeHns? OHH XOTAT MepenucaTb ucropuio? He momydntes, IOTOMY 4TO HapOZ XOPOLIO 3HAET CBOIO APMEHHUIO HOBEHMIIYI0 H MHOTOBEKOBYIO
HCTOPUIO, M O POJIM Halllel CTPaHbI B Cy1b0e apMAHCKOro Hapoaa 1 ApMeHHn. BeipaxkaeM cokaiaeHue B CBS3H ¢ I'HOEIIbI0 apMSIHCKHMX BOeHHOCTyxalux B cene Cotk. [IpusbiBaem
CTOPOHBI BO3JIEP)KHBATBCS OT JCHCTBHIA, BICKYIINX CKAJIALHIO HATIPSHKCHHOCTH M TeM 00JIee 4eIoBeYeCKHe KepTBbl. JlaHHbIIl Tparn4ecKHii HHIMACHT JIMIIHAN pa3 HOATBEPANIT
HEBBICOKYIO ()eKTHBHOCTb PaCKBapTHPOBAHHON B ApMeHHH MUccuH EBpocoroza. CunTaeM BOCTPEOOBAHHBIM MIPOBEICHHUE PETYJISIPHONH U PUTMHYHOMH pabOoThI 110 IETUMHUTALUN U
JieMapKaluH apMsHO-a3epOail/ikaHCKON IPaHULIBI IPU POCCUHCKOM KOHCYJIbTATUBHOM COAEHCTBUM C OJJHOBPEMEHHOMN peanusalueil KOMILIeKca Mep M0 yKPEIUICHHIO J10BepHs.
Berictynaem taxke 3a pa3menienue B npurpannuse muccun OJIKB: 3nech «msa4 Ha cropoHe» EpeBana — Bce ocTaibHble CTpaHbl-4ieHbl OpraHu3aiui BbIpa3sHid FOTOBHOCTb K
9TOMY LIary.

puBeTCTBYI0. S cerojHs onsTh B gopore. Henens Obuia 10BOJIBHO HAChILEHHAS Ha cOObITUSA. OCHOBHOE COOBITHE 3TOI Henenu — 3akaBkaszbe. DTO MepBas Iporpamma,

Semi-official/ war Telegram post
KOTOPYIO Mbl HAUMHaeM He ¢ HoBocTeit u3 30Hpl CBO. CeroziHst Mbl IOrOBOPUM O TOM, 4TO npousouwnio B Haropnom Kapabaxe, yem 310 upeBaTo, B TOM umcne u it Poceniickoit

correspondent
Denepanun. Ha sroii Henene Baky opuumnansHo 00bIBHI O Hauasle JOKAJIbHOH KOHTPTEPPOPHCTHYECKOl onepannu Ha Tepputopun Haroproro Kapabaxa, Ha Tepputopun,
KOTOPYIO KOHTPOJIUPYET apMHsi 000pOHBI ApIiaxa, KaK 3[eCh Ha3bIBAIOT 3TOT periuoH. Korza Obi1a 00bsBIIeHA 3Ta ONepaLys, JIMYHO Y MEHs He ObLIO HUKAKUX WILTIO3HH 10 TIOBOIY
TPaHHIL 9TO} onepauuu. 51 modeMy-To cpasy HMOHsiI, 4TO 3T0 KoHer KapabGaxa kak HEIPH3HAHHOTO IOCYAApPCTBa, KOTOPOE BapuTCs caMo B cebe. Tpu rosa Hasax st ocBeIna
COOBITHS BTOpOﬁ kapa6axcxoi/‘l BOﬁHLI, Koraa aBCpGaﬁI{)KaHCKPIM CHJIaM yZ1aJlloCh 3aHATH 3HAYUTEIbHBIC TEPPUTOPHH, KOTOPBIC KOHTPOJIIMPOBAJIN apMsHE. A BHUJIETT apMSHCKYIO
apMuIo, KoTopas akTnuecku O6exaina, OTCTynasna, B 00 BCTyHmaan B OCHOBHOM CHJIBI ONOJTYCHHS M apMust 000poHsl Apiaxa. Ho B urore azepbaiikaHiiam yaanock JOHTH 10
ropoza Ilyru, 3to ropoa-ciytHik CTenaHakepTa — CTOIMIbI Apriaxa, KOTOPbIN Bo3BbIaeTcs Gaktnuecku Hag CrenanakepToM. Korga sToT ropos ObuI 3aHAT, MHE HOYEMY-TO
elle TpH rojia Ha3a/( 0Ka3ajock, UTO MaJeHHe IONHOCTHI0 Beero Kapabaxa — 3To Bompoc BpeMeHH. A3epbaiikan TpHALATh JIeT MOCIe10BaTeNbHO IIell K JOCTHKEHHIO CBOEH
LeJH U 1ocTur ee. M 3T0 cTao BO3MOKHO He TONBKO OJ1arojaps BOGHHOMY IIPEBOCX0JICTBY A3sepbaiimkana. Xots He 6e3 atoro, 6e3ycnosro. IToromy uro mocie 1992 rona, koraa
apMsiHe NoOeIUIN, OHH IIOYMBAJIM HA JIaBpaX, OHU 00CYKAAllM 3TOT FepPOMUYECKHH 3110C, KaK OHU HaJaBalM Jeuieil asepOaitukaniam. AsepOaiikaHIbl BCe 3TH TObl TOTOBHIINCH
OTBOEBBIBATH TEPPUTOPHH. COBCpLUCHCTBOBaIlMCB B INIaHE TAKTHKH, B IUIAHE CTPATETHH, 3aKyIaJIH BOOPYIKCHHUA. Tp]/l rojia Hasal, HallpuMmep, a3ep6aﬁ)1>l<aHuLI B KapaGaxe
TIOKa3aJIi IPUMEHEHHUE YTapHBIX OECIUIOTHUKOB. ITO OBIIM B OCHOBHOM H3paniIbCKHue Harop, TEM HE MCHEEC, OHU ITI0Ka3ajii CBOKO Bq)q)CKTHBHOCTL. TO]"Lla K€ IPUMEHSINCh
Typenkue Bayraktar, 1oBonbHO GbicTpo Oblia BeiOuTa cuctema [IBO Kapabaxa. U nanbiie yxe pacctpennBaiu Kak B Tupe. HoiHemHnit koHAUKT cyTo4HBIi npou3omnien noyemy?
HOBOZ{ JJ1A BOCHHBIX ﬂCﬁCTBHﬁ OBUT HOMHHAITBHBIH. Asep6al7[):[)|caH 0OBUHMIT ApMCHI/IIO B TOM, 4TO OHH YKPEIUIAIOT CBOU MO3ULINH, IOABO3AT 6oenpunacm, YBEINYHUBAIOT
KOJIMYECTBO TEXHUKH, MUHHUPYIOT TEPPUTOPHIO ITEPET C060ﬁ, B pE3YJIbTATE 4Y€T0 CTPAAIOT IPAXKTAHCKUE U BOCHHBIC. JT10 CcTano J0CTAaTOYHBIM ITOBOJIOM JJId TOI'O, YTOOBI OOBABUTH
oneparuio. [Ipuuem baky 3asBui, urto Poccus Obuta 3a6maroBpeMeHHO nporH(popMupoBana 06 3Toit oneparuu. Ho Ha camoM fesne nHGOPMUPOBaHHE MPOU3OLLIO 32 HECKOIBKO
MHHYT 10 ee Hadana. HUKoro npexynpeauTs Mbl yxe He yereBanu. U B TeueHne cyTok baky nmpocTo HaHOCHI TOYeUYHBIE yaaphl 0 00beKkTaM apmun 060poHsl HaropHoro

Kapa6axa. C 6e301macHOr0 pacCTosHIS METOJIMYHO BbIOMBas cuctemsl IIBO, POB, apruiuiepuio, ykperieHus. B urore k HCXo/ly BTOpHHKA a3epOaiikaHIbl yxke IBHO 0003HAYMIN
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nepexo/| K Ha3eMHOH (a3ze CBOMX JIOKaIbHBIX Meponpusituii. Ha aToM (one OblU1a oueHs rokasareinbHoi peakuus oduiuaibHoro EpeBana, KOTOpbIil 04eHb J0JIT0 MOIYA,
coGupacs ¢ MBICISIMH. A B HTOT€ CKa3aJll, YTO HUKAKOT'O JKeJaHHs y4acTBOBAaTh B 9TOM KoH(uuKTe y Apmerun Het. D1o [MaumusH 3asBisil. CoOGCTBEHHO, KOTIa HET COOOIUEHHS C
GO0 ApMEHHEH, a ero HET, MOTOMY YTO a3epOaiiKaHIIbl epeKpbUIN JIaYNHCKUH KOPUAOP, KOT/A y CTPAHBI HET JKEJIaHHs 3allMIIaTh 9TO MaJIeHbKOE HENIPH3HAHHOE
rocy/lapcTBO, HUKaKuX 1aHcoB y KapabGaxa He Obu10. MecTHbIE G0F1IbI, KOHEYHO, MOIJIM APAThCS [0 MOCIEIHEeH KAl KPOBH. DTO HACTOSIIME BOUHBI, 51 MIOJATBEPHK/IAL0, 3HAs UX.
Bupnen ux B nene. U nojgospesato, 4To HEKOTOPbIE MOAPA3/ICIICHN apMUK 000POHBI ApIiaxa He 3aXOTAT HOAYUHATHCS JOTOBOPEHHOCTSIM U Oyay T ee OuThes 10 KoHLa. Mbl enie
CTaHEeM CBUJCTEIISIMH TAKUX TPATHYECKHX HCTOPHIL. MHe KaXKeTcsl, 3TO BIOJIHE BO3MOXkHO. Ho 6e3 momory u3BHe 310 Oblia Obl 60itHs. 1 HIMEHHO I03TOMY NPH COACHCTBUI
pOCCHiiCKUX MUPOTBOPLEB, He bannkeHa u He MakpoHa, KOTOpOro Tak 60roTBopuT IamMHsAH, ObLIO JOCTUTHYTO COTIIAIICHHE O MPEKPALIeHHH OrHs. [Ipu 9TOM NOHATHO, YTO
CrenaHakepTy MPHILIOCH HOWTH HA YCIOBHSI, KOTOPbIE MOKHO Ha3BaTh KAIMTYJISIUEH. DTO M BBIBOJ TEXHHUKH, U IOJHOE pa3zopyxenue. 1o pakty Kapabax monHOCTbIO IIepeXOiuT
01 KOHTPOJTb M IOPUCAUKIMIO A3epOaiikaHa B KauecTBe OJJHOTO U3 Hero pernoHoB. ITouemy Tak npousomwio? TyT ceifuac 3Bydar rojgoca, KoTopble 00BHHSAIOT Poccuiickyio
denepanuio B CIyYHBIIEMCS, XOTS 3TO HE PEerHOH, rpaHnyaiuii ¢ Poccueil. DTo mpou30mi1o, HOTOMY YTO HBIHELIHUE BIACTH APMEHHH PELIIIN, CYAs O BCeMY, II0XKEPTBOBATh
ApI1axoM paau CBOEro HOBOT'O 3alajHoro mytH. [Ipuuem noxepTBoBaiy OHM ApLAXoM He ceifyac, a ele roja Hasaj, koraa npembep Apmenun Huxou [ammuss Bo Bpems cBoero
Busuta B [Ipary B npucyrctuu npeacrasureneit @paniun nu EBpocorosa noamucaics noa TeM, 4To IpU3HaeT rpaHuiibl AzepOaiinkana 1991 rona. Bee 86 Thicsy kBaapaTHBIX
KHJIOMETPOB. A 310 3HauuT, BMecTe ¢ Kapabaxom. To ects oH caM npu3Han Kapabax gacteio Asepbaiimkana. OH He cTan ToproBathesi. OH MOT TOTpeOOBaTh ISl perHOHa XOTSI ObI
ABTOHOMMH B npesenax AsepOaiipkana. Mnum xots Obl KybTypHOH aBTOHOMMU. IIpocTo B3sU1 M IIPoJ1ail, BO3JIOKUB OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a Oyyliiee 3TOr0 MHOTOCTPaIalIbHOTO
peruoHa, Ha Poccuto. [Totomy uTO Tam poccuiickue MUPOTBOPIIbI, 3HAUHT, ycTh Poccus Teneps u 3aHuMaeTcst npobiemoit kapabaxckux apMmsiH. M TyT oH BIPYT yAUBISIETCS, YTO C
HHM HE COTJIACOBBIBAIOT JANIBHENIIYIO Cy/[b0Y 3TOTO pernoHa. MHe KaXKeTcs, HeyMECTHBI ceifuac npeTeH3nn K MockBe, KOria BO3MYILECHHBIC apMHE IIPOBOAT aKIIHH OKOJIO
poccuiickoro 1ocoabeTBa. Bol y noconscrsa GpaHIuy MPOBOAUTE CBOU aKILHH, Y HPEACTaBUTENbCTBA EBPOCOI03a, KOTOpBIE ellle I'oj Ha3a l 110 ATONKHY M TlamuHsaHa K aToMy
peuieHuio. MoxeT ObIThb, JaXe U 000eIIAIM Y4ero-To, HO IOTOM B HTOI'€ KMHYJIH. S| HAIOMHIO, 4TO TPH rojia Ha3ajl, KOrja apMsiHe Ipourpaiu asepoaiimkanuam 44-1HeBHY O
BOIfHY, KaK pa3 MOCKBa M OCTaHOBHMJIa GOMHIO U yCaauiIa BCe MPOTHBOOOPCTBYIOIIHE CTOPOHBI 32 CTOJ NMEPEroBopoB. ITalIMHAH TOra HUIKAKOTO OTPEIICHUs OT Apliaxa He
MOJUTUCHIBAIL. A TIOTOM Ioexai nouyeMy-to B EBporry u Tam noanucain u orpexcst. Yto Tam emy noo6emiai, s He 3Hat0. Ho o dakTy nomyudaercs, 4rto Asepbaii/ukaH 3a 3TH CYTKH
MPOBEJ ONEPALMIO HAa CBOECH 3eMJIe, JaXKe HE C TOUKH 3PeHHs alMa-aTHHCKUX cornamenuit 1991 roaa, a ¢ Touku 3penus opuipansaoro Epesana, KoTopslit cam caan Apiax BMecte
C €ro XUTEIAMHU. A JKUTEIeH Cero/iHs HBaKyHpYIOT, Pa3MEIaloT, KOPMST poccuiickie MupoTBopibl. He ameprkaHckue, He (paHIly3cKHe, He MUPOTBOPLbI M3 EBpocorosa, a
poccuiickue. Ho 310, K coxalIeHHI0, 0YeHb HEMHOTOE, YTO MBI MOXKEM CJIeNIaTh B 3TOH cuTyamuy. S conmnapen abCcoOTHO ¢ STHM SMOIMOHANBHEIM BOIIPOCOM. MHE Toke XoueTcs
3a/1aTh TAaKOW K€ IMOLIMOHAJBHBINA BOMIPOC, TOJILKO 5 HE 3HAI0 — Ky/a. MoxeT ObITh, B mycToTy? [loTOMy uTO yOMiicTBO HalMX MHPOTBOpLEB He nepoe. B 2020 roxy, HaroMHio,
asepOaiiKaHCKUMH cHIaMu ObLT COMT poccuiickuil BeproneT. Torjaa Toxxe OHM N3BUHUIINCH, OHH TOXKE TOT/[a CKa3aJli, YTO OHH 3aILIATAT KaKyl0-TO TaM KOMIIEHCALHIO
poacTBeHHHKaM. M oCy AT TeX, KTO 3TO COBEpIIMIL. Bo-nepBBIX, s Okl ceifuac XOTesn yBHAESTh U Y3HATH, B KAKO! KOJIOHUM CHJIAT T€, KTO cOMII poccuiickuii Bepronet B 2020 romy?
Ckounbko set uM pau? U xak onn ceds uyBcTBY10T? BO-BTOPBIX, 1 ceroaus xoren Obl BUAETh TeX, KTO PACCTPEIS POCCHICKUX IPAKIaH — MUPOTBOPLIEB, B TOM YMCIIE 3aM.
KOMaHJIMpa HAIIero KOHTMHI€HTA TaM, KanuTaHa 1-ro paHra, 4enoBeKa, KOTOPBIi sIBISETCS HOABOAHUKOM, 3aM. KoManaupa IoaBoansix cuin CeBepHoro (uiota o BOEHHO-
MOJIUTHYECKOH paboTe. Y MeHs mopakaeT BOT 9Ta BOCTOUHAst G6a3apHasi IPHBBIYKA OTKYNaThesl. YTO 3TO TaKoe — OH KOMIICHCHPYET, KaKHe-TO ACHBI'M aCT POACTBEHHHKAM HAIINX
norubiux 60inos, odpuuepos? Tam oduueps! 6buTH. MOKHO YOUTh, H3BUHUTHCS, 3aIUIATHTH — U Bee 3a0butn? Het, He 3a0buti. Mbl He 3a0bUTH TOTMONINX JIETYHKOB TOTO
Beproinera. M 9To kakas-To cTpaHHAs TEHACHIHs, KOTIa MOXKHO HATBOPHTb O€l, a MOTOM CKa3aTh: M3BHHMTE, BOT BaM JeHer. Tak He JOKHO ObITh. MBI HE TOPryeM XKH3HIMH
HalKx 6oiIoB. MBI BIIOJIHE MOKEM CaMi 00€CIeUHTh POJACTBCHHHKOB MOruommx. Ho BOT 3Ta cuTyalus, KOHEYHO, HelpreMiieMa, Kora asep0Oaii/ukaHcKkast CTOPOHa BOT TaK
NPOCTO M GECIPUHIIMITHO yOUBaeT HaImX jtojel. Eme Hago pasobparses, modeMy nx yommd. Bbil He TonbKo paccTpen yasuka «I1aTpuor», B KOTOPOM eXalH IATh uesnosek. OHu
ellle U3 TAHKOB PACCTPEISIIH Halll HAOJIIOATE b HBIH ITYHKT, pa300paB ero MOJIHOCTHIO. M 4eM 3TO MyHKT ObLT — OHM HEe MOTJIM He 3HaTh. OHU HEe MOTJIH HE 3HATh, YTO TAM

JUCIOLUPYOTCA pOCCHﬁCKHC MHPOTBOPIIBI. U s He 3Haro, OBUIH JTH JKEPTBBI B XOJ1€ 3TOT0 OGCTpCHa. O(i)ML[]/IaJ]LHBIX JIAHHBIX 00 3TOM HET, €CTh Hqu)HL]HaJ'ILHBIC. Ho TIOCKOJIBKY
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OHU HE IIOJITBEPIK/ICHBI, 51 UX 03BYYHBATh HE Oyiy. DTO roBOpUT 00 OTHOLIEHUH a3epOaiKaHCKUX BOCHHBIX K POCCHICKON MUPOTBOPYECKOH MUCCHH, MAHIAT KOTOPOI B PETHOHE,
sl HALIOMHIO, McTeKaeT B HostOpe 2025 rona. Eue no Manaaty Ham ziBa roja ¢ HeOOJIbIIUM HA/I0 COCYIIeCTBOBaTh. UTO OyaeT fajblie, IPEAIIoIOKHUTh CII0KHO.

2024 Semyen Bagdasarov Semi-official/ Public comment Yo KacaeTcs CTpaHHOI HHOPMALUK, KOTOpast PACIIPOCTPAHSAETCS O KOOI IIPOBOJHMOM B aPMSHCKHX MIKOJIAX HCCIIEIOBAHHH, YTBEPKAAIOIIEM, YTO POCCHS «OKKYTTHpYyeT

media figure reposted on Telegram Bocrounyto ApMenuio». Sl HoHUMAI0, YTO 3TO MOJIHAS YellyXa, HO He B Takoi kpaitHoctu. HanomHio: 10 1828 roga — no Typkmanuaiickoro gorosopa mexay MpaHom u
Poccuiickoit nmnepueit — teppuropust coBpeMenHoi Bocrounoit Apmennu Bxojuia B coctas Mpana. Boiee toro, Bo Bpemena maxa A66aca I, mpumepno 3a 200 seT 10 cOObITHH,
0 KOTOPBIX 4acTO YIIOMHUHAIOT, OOJIBIIMHCTBO apMsH OBLIO EPECEIeHO o cBoeil HcToprueckoii poauHsl. Ha nx Mecto AG6ac nepeceni KypoB M TIOPKCKUE IIeMeHa. DTH
IUIEMEHA U KYpJIbl CO3/1aJIM Ha 9THX 3eMJIAX COOCTBEHHOE KBa3U-roCy1apcTBEHHOE 00pa3oBaHye B paMkax MpaHa — He IOJHOCTBIO HE3aBHCHMOE IOCY1apCTBO, HO HEKYIO
aIMUHHCTPATHBHYIO €JIMHUILY, Haro100ue Tak Ha3biBaeMoro ApMsHckoro xancrsa npu Mpaue. K coxaliennio, apMsHe NOTEpsUIM ToCy1apCTBEHHOCTD €IIE 32 HECKOJIBKO BEKOB JI0
storo. ITozxe, mocie npuxona Poccun, apMsiHe «BEPHYIIHCH» Ha CBOM HCTOPUYECKUE 3EMIIH, B OCHOBHOM Ha TeppHTOpuH MpaHa. DTOT NpoLece YaCTHYHO KYPHPOBaJ POCCUHACKNUI
nocon I'puboenos, 3a 4To OH  MocTpanai. B urore 66110 cO31aHO Tak Ha3bIBaeMoe ApMsHCKOe o0acTHOe oOpa3oBaHue U Tak nanee. [1o3Hee STH TepPPUTOPUHU BOILTH B COCTaB
Kagkasckoro HamecTHH4ecTBa. DaKTHYECKH, ADMIHCKUI HApOZ «BEPHYJICS» HAa CBOIO HCTOPUYECKYIO pOAUHY — BocTouHyio ApMenuio. 3anaaHas ApMeHHs, OJJHAaKO, ¢ TeX Hop
HAXOIHUTCS I0J] BIACTBIO TYPOK, BO MHOTOM OJ1arojapsi iCTopudeckoMy BiHsiHUIO Poccun. Uto o3HauaeT, KOTra JII0/H MIPOABUTalOT HEH, ONPAB/IbIBAIONINE TAKHE HAPPATUBBI?
D10 cponHH olpaBraHuIo Nponaranabl. CoceHss cTpaHa, A3epOaiiikaH, yTBEpPKIACT, YTO apMSIHE JODKHBI BOCCTAHOBHTH I'PAHHMIIbI, CYIIECTBOBABIIHNE 10 Poccuiickoil nMmepun
1 DpuBaHckoro xaHersa. OHU (DaKTHYECKH HPEJIaraloT CHOBA IIEPeCesIUTh apMsiH, Kak 3To caenai max A66ac croierus Hazaza. Passe 310 npaBuiibHO? DTO KpaitHe ONpOMETYH BOe
MblIIEHHE. ApPMsHE BCErzia OTBEYaIH Ha BI30OBBI C YMOM U CTOHKOCTbIO. HO TO, 4TO HEeKOTOpbIE [eNaloT ceiduac, BBIMIAAUT KaK IIPUMUTUBHAS TJIYIIOCTh — MHAUE HE HAa30BEILb.
JltomsiM CTOUT H3ydaTh COOCTBEHHYIO HCTOpHIO. Korja apMsiHe NOTepsuIH CBOIO He3aBUCHMOCTB? UTo ObIIO Ha 3THX 3eMJIsIX [0 puxoa Poccuiickoii nmnepun? I'ie Haxoauics
apmsiHCKuit Hapoa? K coxxanieHuio, B TO BpeMst He3aBUCHUMOI0 apMSHCKOI0 TOCY1apCTBa HE CyIIecTBOBaNO. 1 celiyac HeKOTOpbIe HAa3bIBAIOT 3TY 3EMIIIO «4yxoi». TaM sxunn qukue
IIeMEeHa, KOTOPbIE CO3/1aBajli COOCTBEHHbIE XaHCTBa. [1o kpaiiHeit Mepe, cTout 00 3ToM nogymaTh. Miu BbI yxke rOTOBUTE HaceJICHUE K TOMY, YTO 3TH 3€MJIM MOT'YT CTaTh
«3amnagHeiM AzepOaiimkanom»? Ecin f1a, To 310 MHOroe 06bsicHseT. CyIecTByeT pa3HULA MEK/IY MPENATeIbCTBOM H TEM, UTO sl MOTY Ha3BaTh CyNepanpeIaTebcTBOM —
HBIHEIIHSAS IJIYNOCTh sABIAETCA Kak pa3 ¢popMoii oToro. Te, KTO NUIIET U IPOJBUTACT ITH HIEH, Ceiiuac IeMOHCTPHPYIOT UMEHHO JTy HellenocTh. bosee Toro, Bo BpemeHa Imaxa
Abbaca, 3a 200 et 10 ONMHUCHIBAEMBIX COOBITHI, OOJIBIINHCTBO apMsH OBIIO H3THAHO C HCTOPHYECKOH POJMHBL, a BMECTO HUX AGDac mocenus KypAoB U TIOPKCKHE IIIeMeHa. DTH
HapO/ibl CO3/1aJIM COOCTBEHHBIC TOCYIapCTBa B paMKax VpaHa, HIIH, TOUHEe, HEKOe a]MHHUCTPATHBHOE KBa3H-TOCYAapCTBEHHOE 00pa3oBaHHUe, BKIIOYask TAK HA3bIBAEMOE
OpuBaHCcKoe XaHCTBO. K coxaeHuIo, apMsHCKHIT HapoJ| MOTEePsUT FOCYAapCTBEHHOCTh 32 HECKOJIBKO BEKOB 10 3Toro. ITocie npuxoma Poccun apMsiHe BEpHYIIHCH HAa CBOU
ucropuyeckue 3emi B Mpane, yactudno Gnarogaps qedcTBusM poccuiickoro nocna ['puboenosa, 3a uto o noctpanain. [loznxee 6bi1a 0OpazoBaHa Tak Ha3bIBaeMast ApMsHCKas
o06JiacTh ¥ Tak jajnee. Bce 3TH TeppHTOpPHH 3aTeM BONUIM B cocTaB KaBka3ckoro HamecTHH4ecTBa. PaKTUYECKH, apMsIHE BEPHYJIHCh HA CBOKO HCTOPUYECKYIO POJANHY —
Bocrounyto Apmennto. 3anajHasi ApMEHHs, O/THAKO, C TeX IOP HAXOAUTCS MOJ BIACTHIO TYPOK, BO MHOTOM Giarofapst Poccun. Korza Takue uien npoJjBUTaroTCsi, 4TO BbI
nenaere? dakTUYECKU BbI ONpaB/biBaeTe nponaranaucToB. Cocennss crpana, AsepOaiipkaH, yTBEPIKIAET, YTO ApMsHE JJOJDKHBI BOCCTAHOBUTB IPAHHILBI, CYILIECTBOBABLINE 10
Poccuiickoit nMnepuu 1 DpHBaHCKOTro XaHCTBA. Pa3Be apMsiH JOJDKHBI CHOBA IEpecesiTh, Kak 3To caernan max A66ac? Jto i naest? HyxHo TiiatensHo 06 sTom nogymars. Ho
apMsiHE BCer/a OTBEYAJIN ¢ BBICOKHM MHTEIUIEKTOM. TO, 4TO MPOMCXOJUT ceifuac, — 3TO HEYTO BPOJe KAMEHHOr0 BeKa rirynoctd. MHaue 31o He onucaTs. M3y4aiite ncroputo
cobceTBenHOro Hapoza. Koraa apMsiHe notepsiin rocyaapcTBeHHOCTh? UTo ObUIO Ha ATHX 3eMIIsIX 10 npuxona Poccuiickoit umnepun? I'ne Haxo qunnck apmsine? K coxanenuro,
apMSAHCKOTO TOCYapcTBa He OBLIO. DTH 3€MIIH CUUTAIOTCS «UyKUMH». TaM )HIN IUKUe IIeMeHa, KOTOpble CO3JaBaiy CBoM XaHcTBa. Io kpaiineii Mepe, nmogymaiite 06 stom. Mnn
BBI YK€ TOTOBUTE HACEJICHUE K TOMY, YTO 3TH TEPPUTOPUH OYyAyT Ha3bIBaThesl «3anmanHbiM Asepbaiipkanom»? Torma Bee craHoBUTCS sicHO. Ho 3HaiiTe: ecTh npenaTeabeTBo, a ecTh
— He 3Hal0, KaK Ha3BaTh — CyMepanpeaaTesIbcTBO. FIMEHHO 3TO IPOUCXOAUT celuac, MCXO/s U3 9TOH TIIynocTH. BoT 4To Te, KTO NHUIIET U IPOJBUraeT TaAKHE UJIEH,

JAEMOHCTPHUPYIOT B HaCTOﬂH_[P[ﬁ MOMCEHT.
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Semi-official/ Public Speech MO>XHO HOTEpPATh SKOHOMUYECKHE 6J1ara, HO 3TO BCe HAKUBHOE, a BOT IOTEPSTH ALy, BEPHOCTb K CBOECI HAILlMU, HCTOPHH, 3TO OYCHb CTpalIHO. Moii oTel (akaJjeMHuK

intellectual elite A.JL.Hapo4HHIIKHH, aKaJIeMUK, OJMH U3 KOpU(eeB COBETCKON HCTOPUYECKON HAYKH — PE/I.) BCera roBOPUII, JIFOOOBb K CBOEMY — 9TO HE HCHaBHCTh K HOBOMY. TOT, KTO JIIOOHUT 1
LEHUT CBOE H TIOYHTAET JOCTOSHUE, TOIBKO TOT CIIOCOOEH C TAKMM K€ UyBCTBOM IOYHTAHHUS M YBa)KSHHSI OTHECTUCH K APYTHM. K COXKaleHHIO, HCTOPHSI HUKOTO HE YYMT, HO OY€Hb
HAKa3bIBAET 3a STOM3M M e€ HesHaHue. BoT 910 MHe KaxeTcs ceifuac NpoMCcXOaUT. ApMEHHs OYeHb J10pora MOeMy Ceplly, 3TO O'POMHAs Tpare/us, JIIIEHHEe HallMOHAIbHOH
JKH3HU OTPOMHOM 4acTH Hapoja M (HaKTHYECKU e€ H3rHAHKEe, IPUYEM Jaxe HeoOA3aTeIbHO HACHIILCTBEHHOE, 4 M3THAHUE Yepe3 CO3aHNe HEBO3MOXKHBIX YCIOBHIA IS KU3HH. DTO
TOXE YHUUTOXeHHe Hapoja. OcTaeTcst IPU3HATh, YTO He OBLIO TeHOLHA, IUIINTh BCETO, HAYaTh MPEMOAaBaTh 3TO B IIKOJIAX, OCTAETCS ellle CKa3aTh, 4To Poccus Bpar, 310 mocie
300 niet, mocie pyccKO-MEepCHACKUX BOIH, PyCCKO-TYPELIKHX, CTOJIIBKO KPOBU OBLIO MPOIHTO H PYCCKUMH, M apMSHCKUMH MYYEHHKaMH, 5TO O4eHb Tspkes1o. Ho 9To He MeHseT
MOETro OTHOILEHHE, U 51 Beerza Oy1y BMECTe ¢ 3TUM MHOIOCTpajaibHbIM HapoaoM! BOT 3T0 yHHUTOXKEHHE — 3TO, KOHEYHO, HACTOAIIMH reHorua. M namsate 06 3ToM Beerna
JI0JDKHA OBITH B BAIIMX M HALIUX cepAuax!

Official Press Release OO6paruiii BHUIMaHUE Ha KpaifHe COMHHTENIBHOE COAepKaHNe YUeOHHKa 110 HCTOPHH JUIsl 8 KIacca apMSHCKHX LIKOJ, TEKCT KOTOPOTo OMyOINKOBaH Ha O(HINANBHOM caiite
N0/IBEIOMCTBEHHOM CTPYKTYpbl MUHHCTEpCTBA 00pa3oBaHus, HayKH, KyJIbTypbl U criopta PeciyOunku Apmenus. Liudposas Bepcust KHUrM pa3MelleHa JUis U3y4eHus 1
(opmupoBanus 3akaza Ha 2024/2025 y4e6HsbIit rox. B oHOIT U3 IIaB HOBOTO TOCOOHS MTOJ] IPOBOKALMOHHBIM Ha3BaHHEM «HacHibCTBEHHOE NpHcoenHeHHe BocTouHoit ApMeHnn
k Poccun» B HcKkakEHHOM BHIE M310XkeHb! coObIThs Ha FOxHOM KaBkase konmna X VIII — nayana XIX BekoB. B 4acTHOCTH, peBH3HH [OIBEPIIIMCH OLIEHKH HTOr0OB Pyccko-
nepcuickoii BoiHbI 1826-1828 ronos. TypkmaHdaiickuii Mup Ha3BaH He MHA4e KaK «aHHeKcuel» BocrouHoit Apmenun. Takas nogada criocoOHa BbI3BaTh OTOPOIIb Y JIF00Oro
ucropuka. Eciiu nounTaTh cepb&3Hble HCTOYHHKH, B T.4. apMAHCKHE, MOJKHO YBHJIETh COBEPIICHHO APYyrUe MOAXO0Abl K MUPHOMY JloroBopy 1828 roga. Jlo nocneanero BpeMeHH B
peciyOIMKaHCKHX YUeOHHKaX OH OLIEHHBAJICS KaK HMEIOIIHI «KOJIOCCANIBbHOE 3HAUCHHE IS OyTyIero BOCCTAHOBJICHHS apMSHC KOl Tocy1apcTBeHHOCTH». CTaBUTh 110 COMHEHHE
ocobyto ponb Poccuiickoit umnepuw, a snociencrsun CCCP u Poccun B fene cTaHOBICHHS HbIHEIIHEH APMEHHH 03HAYaeT UATH IIPOTHB 001Ien3BecTHBIX (akToB. Peub 00
ouepeiHOi 6e33acTeHUMBOM MONBITKE IEePENUcaTh Hally OO0 HCTOPHIO. B JIydIinx TpaJuiusx 3amna Hoi Nponaratibl U MOJUTHYECKOI0 HHKMHUPUHTA Geloe Ha3bIBACTCs
YEPHBIM C IETKOIl PYKH» OTACIBHBIX apMSHCKHX JeATeNeH, 0000 PhsIHO CTAPAIOIIMXCSI BBICIYKUTBCS Hepe]] CBOUMH CIIOHCOpaMH. BHepeHne mogoOHbIX (popMyIHPOBOK IPSIMO
MPOTUBOPEUHT 0053aTeIbCTBAM B Chepe COXpaHEHUS HCTOPHUYECKOH TaMATH, B3AThIM Ha ce0st apMsAHCKUM pykoBojcTBoM. Tak, B CoBmecTHOM 3asBineHuu [Ipesunenrta
Poccuniickoit denepan B.B.ITytuna n Ipembep-munuctpa Pecriybianku Apmennst H.B.Ilanmusna ot 19 anpenst 2022 rosa cka3aHo: «CTOPOHBI, COXPAHsS €ANHBIC MOAXOIbI K
o01eMy MpOLITIOMY, BEIPa3HIIH HAMEPEHHE MPOJIOJDKHTE G0pbOY ¢ MepecMoTpoM HTOroB Bropoii MUpOBOii BoiiHBI 1 (anbcupuKaniei uctopun». PaccunTbiBaeM, 4TO apMSIHCKHE
BJIACTH HE JIOMYCTAT Mepeiaun Mofg00HOro yueOHIKa B IKOJIBI, @ TAKXKE BIIPE/Ib HE OYyT «CMOTPETh CKBO3b MAJIbLbD) HA TAKOTO pojia 6eclie PEeMOHHBIC MTOBITKU HCKAa3UTh Hallle

ob1iee mporoe.
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