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Abstract  

This thesis investigates how Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is discursively 

constructed and maintained through political texts. Analyzing the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire 

agreements ending the first and second Karabakh war, alongside 18 official statements from 

the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2020–2025), the study argues that these texts 

function not only as records of geopolitical events, but as instruments of hegemony—

naturalizing asymmetric power relations and shaping Armenia’s perceived security needs. 

Drawing on Antonio Gramsci’s theory of hegemony, the analysis applies Critical Discourse 

Analysis (CDA) to key concepts such as common sense, war of position, coercion and 

conformism, ideology and historical bloc. A complementary geopolitical framework 

encompassing spatial, identity-based, and critical geopolitics—situates these discourses 

within the broader post-Soviet context.  

 

This research addresses a gap in the literature by examining the discursive strategies that 

legitimize Armenia’s dependency, strategies often overlooked in favor of material or 

institutional analyses. As Armenia seeks greater strategic autonomy, it remains constrained by 

entrenched narratives and inherited alliances. The chosen methodology highlights how 

ideological structures are embedded in language and how these discourses stabilize 

dependency over time. The findings reveal a shift in Russia’s coercion of Armenia—from the 

overt pressure evident in the 1994 ceasefire agreement to a more normalized and internalized 

dependence by the 2020 ceasefire agreement. By this point, Armenia’s reliance on Russia was 

no longer framed as a product of external force, but rather as a natural, self-evident 

necessity—what Gramsci terms “common sense”, a hegemonic narrative that renders power 

relations appear legitimate and unchangeable. Post-2020 developments reflect the early stages 

of a Gramscian “war of position”, in which emerging counternarratives begin to contest 

Russia’s dominant discourse yet remain largely shaped by its ideological boundaries. Russian 

rhetoric presents Armenia not merely as a strategic partner, but as an extension of Russia’s 

own national identity—reinforcing a historical bloc grounded in shared civilizational 

narratives. This framing delegitimizes Western alignment by portraying it as unnatural and 

destabilizing. Consequently, Armenia’s dependency on Russia emerges not only as a 

geopolitical reality, but as a hegemonically stabilized discourse, ideologically justified and 

symbolically sustained.  

 

Keywords: Hegemony, Critical discourse analysis, Gramsci, Russia, Armenia, Security dependence. 
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Introduction  

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Armenia has remained deeply entangled in a security 

relationship with the Russian Federation—one shaped not only by material dependency, but 

by narratives that cast Russia as the ultimate guarantor of Armenia’s survival. This study 

explores how Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is discursively constructed and 

reinforced in key political documents, including the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements, as 

well as official statements from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs between 2020 and 

2025. It is assumed that these texts do more than document geopolitical events; they shape 

perceptions, normalize power structures, and reproduce the logic of dependency.  

 

To interrogate this dynamic, the study is guided by two central research questions: 

1. How can Gramsci’s key concepts be applied to explain the discourse surrounding 

Armenia’s security dependence on Russia in the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements? 

2. How has the discourse of Armenia’s security dependence been reproduced over time, 

particularly after the 2020 ceasefire agreement? 

This study uses discourse analysis to examine how Russia frames Armenia’s security needs 

through patterns of justification, exclusion, and adaptation. By analyzing key political texts, it 

explores how hegemonic power is maintained or contested over time. Gramsci’s theory of 

hegemony, defined as a blend of coercion and consent rooted in ideological dominance, 

provides the main theoretical lens. Through Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), central 

Gramscian concepts such as common sense, historical bloc, coercion and conformism, 

ideology, and war of position are used to uncover how Russian dominance is embedded in 

political language.  

This analysis is complemented by a geopolitical framework that highlights how power, space, 

and identity interact in the post-Soviet South Caucasus. Together, these perspectives offer a 

deeper understanding of how Armenia’s security dependence is discursively constructed. The 

study is further grounded in existing literature on Russian Armenian relations, post-Soviet 

security dynamics, and the geopolitics of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Rather than 

focusing on military or policy developments alone, this research addresses a gap in the 

literature by examining the discursive strategies that legitimize Armenia’s dependency. As 

Armenia seeks greater strategic autonomy, it remains constrained by inherited alliances and 

entrenched discourses (Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). By 
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treating political texts as vehicles of ideological construction, the study uncovers how 

hegemonic power is symbolically reproduced—and how these narratives limit Armenia’s 

room for maneuver. 

Background 

Understanding Armenia’s security dependence on Russia requires situating it within the 

broader context of post-Soviet hegemonic power and symbolic leadership. Since the early 

2000s, Vladimir Putin has personified Russian statehood not only within Russia but across 

much of the former Soviet space. His leadership projects an image of stability, traditional 

values, and geopolitical decisiveness—a portrayal that resonates particularly in states like 

Armenia, which perceive themselves as existentially vulnerable and geopolitically isolated 

(O’Loughlin et al., 2024). 

 

This vulnerability is rooted in Armenia’s Soviet past. During the USSR, Armenia—like other 

republics—was not only economically and politically integrated into Moscow’s centralized 

system but also subordinated to its strategic military priorities. The collapse of the Soviet 

Union did not sever these ties; rather, it ushered in a new phase of asymmetric 

interdependence. Through formal military alliances, arms transfers, and peacekeeping 

deployments, Russia has preserved significant influence over Armenia’s security architecture. 

This reflects a broader post-Soviet pattern, where Russia maintains leverage through a mix of 

economic dependency, soft power and coercive diplomacy—consolidating what may be 

termed a post-Soviet sphere of influence (Voskanyan, 2022). Putin’s image as a guarantor of 

order has not only been instrumental abroad but also vital domestically, particularly as a 

response to waning popular support. After 2010, Putin’s approval ratings declined, primarily 

due to stagnating economic conditions and growing dissatisfaction with governance. While 

the share of Russians reporting poor economic performance remained relatively stable, those 

who did became significantly more likely to attribute blame to the Kremlin. In this context, 

the regime increasingly turned to external threats—both real and constructed—to re-

legitimize itself (Treisman, 2014). 

 

This discursive strategy was sharply illustrated during the 2014 Ukraine crisis, when the 

Kremlin framed the Euromaidan protests and the ousting of President Yanukovych as a 

Western-backed coup. The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued statements 

exaggerating the actions of Ukraine’s new government while accusing the West of 
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orchestrating the unrest to weaken Russia geopolitically. These narratives tapped into a 

longstanding theme in Russian political discourse: the notion that democratic movements 

abroad are often Trojan horses for Western domination. By advancing conspiracy theories and 

cultivating a sense of encirclement, the Kremlin mobilized domestic and regional support for 

its interventionism, while simultaneously portraying Russia as a bulwark against chaos 

(Radnitz, 2021). 

 

Radnitz (2021) emphasizes that these narratives resonate beyond Russia’s borders. The 

former Soviet republics share media ecosystems, institutional legacies, and political cultures 

shaped by decades of ideological conditioning. Armenia, as part of Russia’s so-called near 

abroad, remains embedded in this symbolic and discursive network. Russian media continues 

to influence Armenian public discourse, and Kremlin narratives—especially those depicting 

the West as destabilizing and morally suspect, retain considerable traction. In this context, 

Armenia’s security dependence on Russia cannot be understood solely through material or 

military calculations. It is also constructed through narratives that frame Russia as Armenia’s 

indispensable protector in a hostile geopolitical environment. Russian political texts and 

foreign policy statements frequently invoke themes of brotherhood, historical continuity and 

cultural affinity, while contrasting the West as erratic, interventionist, or culturally alien 

(Radnitz, 2021; O’Loughlin et al., 2024). This binary logic mirrors what Gramsci called 

common sense—a historically produced worldview that naturalizes ideological dominance 

and obscures its constructed nature (Filippini & Barr, 2017).  

 

One of the most significant mechanisms through which this hegemonic discourse is 

institutionalized is through ceasefire agreements—particularly those following the Nagorno-

Karabakh wars. The 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements represent critical junctures in 

Armenia’s security trajectory. Critical junctures refer to moments of crisis or uncertainty in 

which decisions become path-defining and difficult to reverse. For Armenia, both agreements 

served to formalize and deepen Russian influence under the guise of conflict resolution and 

peacekeeping. In both cases, Russia not only acted as a mediator but claimed the role of 

guarantor—embedding its presence in Armenia’s national security strategy. These 

agreements, reinforced by official rhetoric from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

helped cement a narrative of indispensability. They positioned Moscow not merely as a 

neutral arbiter, but as Armenia’s last line of defense. Such texts do more than describe 

political events—they produce political meaning. They shape how threat, alliance, and loyalty 
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are understood. As this study will show, ceasefire agreements and official Russian statements 

function as vehicles for the reproduction of hegemonic logic. Through symbolic authority, 

ideological consent, and the repetition of protective narratives, Russia has not only preserved 

but normalized its dominant role in Armenia’s security discourse (Atanesyan, Reynolds & 

Mkrtichyan, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024).   
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Literature review 
This section provides an overview of the scholarly research on Armenia’s long-standing 

security dependence on Russia, situating it within a broader historical and geopolitical 

context. By examining existing literature on Russian influence in the South Caucasus, post-

Soviet security dynamics and Armenia’s geopolitical positioning, this review establishes the 

foundation for understanding how Armenia’s reliance on Russia has been discursively 

constructed and maintained. A key focus is placed on historical perspectives of Russian 

dominance in the region, highlighting how security dependencies have evolved over time and 

been reinforced through political agreements, military cooperation and strategic alliances. By 

synthesizing these scholarly contributions, the different perspectives provide essential 

conceptual insights that help frame Armenia’s security discourse as a reproduced and 

contested narrative rather than a fixed geopolitical reality.  

 

“Moscow as primary strategic ally” 

The first body of literature addresses the foundational role of Russia as Armenia’s primary 

security guarantor. These works are essential to understanding how Armenia’s dependence on 

Moscow has been constructed not only through historical and military ties, but also through a 

dominant narrative of inevitability. These narrative frames the alliance as a structural 

necessity—an interpretation that plays a central role in the discursive reproduction of 

Armenia’s perceived lack of alternatives. Existing research underscores the complex and 

evolving relationship between Armenia and the Russian Federation, emphasizing Armenia’s 

foreign policy model, which is characterized by a dual approach: maintaining strategic allied 

relations with Russia while simultaneously fostering interactions with Western countries 

(Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024).  

 

This approach reflects Armenia’s broader geopolitical balancing act, shaped by historical 

alliances, security concerns and shifting regional dynamics. Over the past decade, however, 

Armenian society has grown increasingly critical of Russia, with public dissatisfaction fueled 

by perceptions of Moscow’s unreliability in times of crisis—particularly regarding its 

handling of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Despite these growing tensions, the literature 

suggests that Russia remains largely indifferent to how its policies are perceived within 

Armenian society, as it continues to hold significant leverage over Armenia’s political and 

economic stability. Scholars argue that Moscow is prepared to employ a range of coercive 
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measures, including economic restrictions, political interference and military pressure, to 

ensure that Armenia remains within its sphere of influence. At the same time, Armenian 

Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan, despite his attempts to diversify Armenia’s foreign policy 

options, is widely regarded as one of Moscow’s most compliant regional allies. Should he 

deviate too far from Russia’s expectations, the literature suggests that he could face 

significant repercussions, including potential political destabilization or removal from power 

(Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). 

 

Despite the steady decline in trust toward Russia among the Armenian public, opinion polls 

consistently rank Moscow as Armenia’s primary strategic ally, highlighting the deeply 

entrenched nature of Armenia’s security dependence. This paradoxical situation has led 

scholars to describe Armenia’s predicament as “a security trap”, wherein the country’s 

geopolitical realities leave it with limited viable alternatives (Atanesyan et al., 2024, p. 262). 

Since gaining independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Armenia has sought to navigate a 

delicate balance—prioritizing its alliance with Russia while also pursuing diplomatic and 

security partnerships with Western actors. However, this balancing act has proven 

increasingly difficult, particularly in the wake of the 2020 Nagorno-Karabakh war and 

Azerbaijan’s subsequent military actions. The leaders of Armenia’s 2018 Velvet Revolution 

were openly critical of Russia’s role in Armenian foreign policy, expressing concerns about 

Moscow’s commitment to Armenian security. However, despite these critiques, they 

ultimately refrained from directly challenging Russia’s dominance in regional security affairs. 

This cautious stance extended to Armenia’s policies on the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and its 

broader geopolitical positioning. The literature suggests that neither the European Union nor 

the United States have been able to meaningfully alter the regional balance of power, leaving 

Armenia with little choice but to contend with Russia’s influence over the Karabakh 

settlement process (Atanesyan et al., 2024).  

 

From a geopolitical perspective, scholars argue that Moscow has sought to reinforce 

Armenia’s dependence by conveying the message that “Yerevan has no other option” but to 

rely on Russia for security. This assertion is backed by Moscow’s ability to exert economic 

pressure, such as freezing trade relations or cutting off energy supplies, as well as by its 

indirect leverage through Azerbaijan’s military actions. The literature further highlights that 

Russia’s security commitments toward Armenia remain ambiguous, allowing Moscow to 

selectively interpret its obligations depending on its strategic interests. As a result, Armenia 
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has attempted to mitigate tensions with Russia while simultaneously exploring deeper 

engagement with Western partners. Nevertheless, a clear alternative security framework has 

yet to emerge. The new Armenian leadership made repeated efforts to dispel Moscow’s 

suspicions, with Prime Minister Pashinyan explicitly stating that “there will be no change in 

the geopolitical vector” (Vardazaryan, 2024, p. 26). Despite these reassurances, Moscow has 

continued to view Armenia’s outreach to the West with skepticism, interpreting any moves 

toward closer cooperation with NATO or the European Union as potential threats to its 

regional dominance. 

 

Scholars therefore suggest that Armenia remains hesitant to fully commit to a Western-

oriented foreign policy, fearing that if Western security assistance fails to materialize, the 

consequences could be severe. The uncertainty surrounding Western commitments has led to 

concerns about how Armenia would navigate a potential realignment with Russia if attempts 

to shift toward the West prove unsuccessful. At the same time, there is a growing recognition 

within Yerevan that Moscow’s regional interests are increasingly aligned with those of 

Azerbaijan and Turkey, further complicating Armenia’s security outlook. Scholars note that 

Armenia’s diplomatic statements, whether directed at Moscow or Western actors, have 

limited influence over the broader geopolitical landscape, as its strategic position remains 

constrained by external actors (Vardazaryan, 2024; Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 

2024; Voskanyan, 2024). 

 

The literature presents divergent views on Armenia’s geopolitical predicament. Some scholars 

argue that Armenia is fundamentally trapped in a structure of dependence on Russia, with 

security concerns preventing a decisive break from Moscow’s influence. Others highlight 

Armenia’s efforts to pursue a nuanced strategy of strategic balancing—attempting to engage 

with multiple actors while avoiding direct confrontation with Russia. However, existing 

research converges on the conclusion that the perception of Armenia’s security dependence 

on Russia remains deeply ingrained in both political discourse and public sentiment. Even 

after the military defeat in Nagorno-Karabakh and the significant deterioration of Armenian 

Russian relations, the idea that Armenia cannot ensure its national security without Russian 

backing persists as a dominant narrative (Detchev, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024; Atanesyan, 

Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). 
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Nevertheless, Russia’s position as Armenia’s primary security guarantor has not gone 

unchallenged. The geopolitical landscape of the South Caucasus has undergone significant 

transformations since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, creating both opportunities and 

risks for Russian influence. While Moscow has sought to maintain its dominance over the 

region, shifting power dynamics and the increasing assertiveness of regional actors such as 

Turkey and Azerbaijan have gradually altered its role in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. 

Scholars argue that Russia’s approach to the conflict has been guided by pragmatic 

considerations, balancing its interests between Armenia and Azerbaijan rather than offering 

unconditional support to its traditional ally. As a result, Moscow’s reluctance to intervene 

decisively in Armenia’s defense has not only weakened its image as a reliable security partner 

but has also fueled Armenia’s search for alternative strategies (Yemelianova, 2023). 

 

The ongoing crisis in Armenian Russian relations underscores the broader uncertainties facing 

Armenia’s foreign policy trajectory. While the country remains deeply enmeshed in Russian-

led security structures, its leadership is increasingly aware of the limitations of this 

dependence. At the same time, the lack of concrete security guarantees from Western actors 

raises questions about the feasibility of a full-fledged geopolitical shift. The literature suggests 

that Armenia’s future security posture will likely be shaped by its ability to navigate this 

precarious position—balancing its historical reliance on Russia with its aspirations for greater 

strategic autonomy. Whether Armenia can successfully recalibrate its foreign policy without 

further jeopardizing its security remains an open question, with significant implications for 

the broader geopolitical stability of the South Caucasus (Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 

2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

Post-Soviet Security Dynamics  

This second group of studies situates Armenia’s security dependence within the broader post-

Soviet geopolitical order. These sources are crucial in tracing how historical path 

dependencies, institutional arrangements, and inherited power asymmetries have shaped the 

Armenian state’s security outlook. Importantly, they illuminate how Soviet legacies continue 

to structure both material alliances and the discursive framing of Russia as Armenia’s only 

viable protector.  
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The First Nagorno-Karabakh War (1988–1994) emerged from deep-rooted ethno-nationalist 

tensions that intensified in the wake of the Soviet Union’s fragmentation. Ethnic Armenians 

in Nagorno-Karabakh, fearing assimilation within Azerbaijan, initially sought unification with 

Armenia. Moscow, however, resisted this demand, instead advocating for the territorial 

integrity of the Azerbaijani SSR. As tensions escalated, Nagorno-Karabakh shifted its focus to 

political self-determination, declaring the independent Nagorno-Karabakh Republic (NKR) in 

1991. In response, the Soviet leadership attempted to suppress separatist aspirations by 

implementing economic incentives and supporting Azerbaijani counter-insurgency efforts. 

However, these measures proved ineffective, and as the Soviet Union collapsed, the conflict 

spiraled into a full-scale war between Armenia and Azerbaijan. The war, which resulted in 

over 25,000 casualties and the displacement of hundreds of thousands, ultimately led to a 

Russian-brokered ceasefire in 1994. While the ceasefire froze active hostilities, it did not 

resolve the underlying territorial and political disputes, leaving Nagorno-Karabakh as the 

longest-lasting de facto state in the post-Soviet space. The war’s outcome was framed by 

competing narratives: Azerbaijan’s emphasis on territorial integrity versus Armenia’s 

assertion of self-determination (Yemelianova, 2023). 

 

The dissolution of the Soviet Union fundamentally reshaped the geopolitical order in the 

South Caucasus, altering Russia’s capacity to manage the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. No 

longer the unchallenged hegemon, Moscow found itself navigating a region where newly 

independent states pursued divergent foreign policy trajectories. Armenia, Azerbaijan, and 

Georgia, now sovereign entities, sought to redefine their strategic alignments, engaging with 

external factors such as Turkey, Iran, the United States, and the European Union. This shift 

undermined Russia’s previously uncontested role as the primary mediator in regional disputes 

(Yemelianova, 2023). As external actors became increasingly involved, the Kremlin struggled 

to maintain its monopoly over conflict resolution, facing competition from both Western 

diplomatic initiatives and regional power plays by Ankara and Tehran (Vardazaryan, 2024; 

Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). The erosion of Moscow’s 

absolute control over the South Caucasus marked the beginning of a more multipolar regional 

order, in which Russia was no longer the sole arbiter of security matters. 

 

At the same time, the post-Soviet period exposed vulnerabilities in Russia’s influence. The 

early 1990s saw Moscow grappling with domestic political and economic instability, limiting 

its ability to project power in the region. As a result, Russia’s engagement in the Nagorno-
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Karabakh conflict was not solely driven by strategic calculations but was also constrained by 

internal challenges. While the Kremlin remained invested in maintaining influence, it 

increasingly relied on diplomatic maneuvers rather than direct military intervention. The 

Russian-brokered 1994 ceasefire, for example, was as much a product of necessity as it was of 

strategic ambition, allowing Moscow to preserve its role as a power broker despite its 

weakening grip on the region. However, the ceasefire did not guarantee Russia’s uncontested 

dominance, as competing actors continued to challenge its authority. The South Caucasus, 

once firmly within Moscow’s sphere of influence, was becoming a geopolitical battleground 

where Russia’s role as the ultimate security guarantor was no longer assured (Yemelianova, 

2023). 

 

Russian Armenian Relations in the Contemporary Geopolitical 

Landscape 

The third body of literature focuses on the current geopolitical landscape, highlighting shifts 

in Russian Armenian relations in the aftermath of the 2020 Karabakh war and the 2022 

invasion of Ukraine. These studies are central to understanding how the discursive 

construction of Armenia’s dependence is being contested, recalibrated, or reinforced amid 

changing regional power dynamics. They explore how emerging contradictions—between 

Armenia’s growing dissatisfaction with Moscow and its continued structural reliance—are 

navigated within elite narratives and policy discourse. 

 

The current state of Armenian Russian relations reflects a profound transformation, shaped by 

both regional developments and shifting geopolitical realities. The depopulation of Nagorno-

Karabakh (Artsakh) and Moscow’s perceived inaction in preventing Azerbaijan’s military 

advances have deepened mistrust toward Russia, marking a decisive rupture in Armenia’s 

security orientation (Vardazaryan, 2024; Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Detchev, 

2024). While Armenia has begun exploring alternative foreign policy directions, scholars 

argue that Russia still retains significant leverage through economic dependencies, energy 

ties, and coercive measures. These include the potential expulsion of ethnic Armenians from 

Russia or the use of Azerbaijan as an instrument of pressure against Yerevan (Vardazaryan, 

2024; Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024). From a strategic standpoint, Armenia has 

adopted a cautious approach—seeking to reduce reliance on Moscow without provoking 

direct confrontation—while simultaneously deepening engagements with Western actors. 
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However, the literature suggests that the West has yet to fully assume Russia’s former role as 

Armenia’s security guarantor, leaving the country in a precarious position. Meanwhile, 

Moscow, weakened by international sanctions and the ongoing war in Ukraine, has also 

refrained from escalating tensions with Yerevan, uncertain whether punitive actions would 

reinforce Armenia’s dependency or accelerate its pivot toward the West (Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

In response to the deterioration of relations, Russia has employed a combination of rhetorical 

strategies and diplomatic maneuvers to justify its inaction. Scholars highlight Moscow’s 

argument that its obligations toward Armenia did not necessitate direct military intervention 

but were instead limited to arms provisions—supplies that never materialized. Additionally, 

Russian officials framed Armenian Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan’s formal recognition of 

Nagorno-Karabakh as Azerbaijani territory as a pretext for non-intervention, despite Russian 

President Vladimir Putin having acknowledged this stance first in 2020 (Vardazaryan, 2024). 

Further evidence of strained relations emerged through Russia’s reaction to Armenia’s 

deepening engagement with the European Union (Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024). 

From Moscow’s perspective, Yerevan’s steps toward Western cooperation constituted a direct 

challenge to Russian influence, particularly following Azerbaijan’s military offensives in 

2021 and 2022, during which Russia remained largely passive. The CSTO’s dismissive 

response to Armenia’s security appeals reinforced the perception that Russia no longer 

viewed Armenia’s territorial integrity as a strategic priority. Scholars argue that Moscow’s 

reluctance to restrain Azerbaijan was not rooted in neutrality but rather in its deepening 

geopolitical alignment with Baku and Ankara (Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

The arrival of European civilian observers in Armenia marked a critical turning point in 

Yerevan’s geopolitical repositioning. Scholarly analysis suggests that while the EU’s presence 

was a direct response to Armenian appeals, it also served as a symbolic challenge to Russia’s 

long-standing monopoly over security arrangements in the South Caucasus (Vardazaryan, 

2024; Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). Moscow reacted with 

hostility, accusing Western actors of exploiting regional instability for their own geopolitical 

ambitions. Armenia, in contrast, justified its outreach to the EU as a necessity driven by 

Russia’s inaction rather than an outright realignment. The 2023 CSTO summit further 

underscored these tensions, as Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov dismissed Armenian 

demands for a condemnation of Azerbaijani aggression. Scholars interpret this yet another 

indication of Russia’s declining commitment to Armenia’s security, reinforcing Yerevan’s 
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growing urgency in seeking alternative partnerships. By 2024, Armenian Russian relations 

had reached new depths of deterioration, exacerbated by statements from Maria Zakharova, 

the Russian Foreign Ministry’s spokesperson, denying any evidence of ethnic cleansing in 

Nagorno-Karabakh. This position directly contradicted international reports and further 

alienated the Armenian leadership, which continues to advocate for global recognition of 

Azerbaijan’s actions as ethnic cleansing (Vardazaryan, 2024). The literature suggests that 

Russia’s unwillingness to acknowledge Armenian grievances reflects a broader strategic pivot 

toward Azerbaijan and Turkey, prioritizing regional stability on Moscow’s terms rather than 

safeguarding Armenian interests (Vardazaryan, 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). 

 

The ongoing crisis in Armenian Russian relations has left Yerevan at a critical crossroads. 

Academic discussions emphasize that while Armenia has made attempts to diversify its 

foreign policy, it has not yet established concrete alternative security arrangements. The 

absence of clear defense commitments from Brussels or Washington has reinforced 

Armenia’s vulnerability, leaving it uncertain whether a decisive shift toward the West would 

yield tangible security guarantees (Voskanyan, 2022; Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 

2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). Meanwhile, scholars argue that Russia’s geopolitical influence in 

the South Caucasus has weakened due to the war in Ukraine, increasing its dependence on 

Turkey as a regional partner. This shift has had direct consequences for Armenia, as Moscow 

has prioritized maintaining stability through Ankara and Baku, further reducing its 

willingness to challenge Azerbaijani actions. Ultimately, the literature underscores Armenia’s 

difficult balancing act: while it recognizes the unsustainability of its traditional reliance on 

Russia, it remains cautious about fully embracing the West. The key question remains 

whether Armenia can navigate this complex geopolitical landscape without further 

compromising its security and sovereignty (Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; 

Vardazaryan, 2024). 
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Theory 
This study examines how Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is historically reproduced 

in the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements, as well as in official statements from the Russian 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs between 2020 and 2025. The analysis focuses on discursive 

practices, employing a Gramscian theoretical lens alongside Critical Discourse Analysis. 

Given the geopolitical dimensions of Russian Armenian relations, the study also incorporates 

geopolitics to contextualize the discourse within broader power structures. 

 

A Gramscian perspective is crucial for understanding how hegemony is maintained through 

discursive and ideological means. It highlights how dominant actors sustain power not only 

through coercion but also through consent, shaping perceptions of security, dependence, and 

state relations (Filippini & Barr, 2017). However, while Gramsci’s concepts are essential for 

analyzing ideological and discursive formations, they do not fully account for the material and 

spatial dimensions of power relations—especially in the context of international security 

dependencies. This is where geopolitics becomes necessary. Geopolitical analysis 

complements Gramscian concepts by situating discourse within concrete spatial and strategic 

realities, such as military presence, resource dependencies, and territorial control (Dodds, 

2007). In the case of Armenia’s security dependence on Russia, geopolitical factors—such as 

Armenia’s landlocked position, its historical reliance on Russian military bases, and 

Moscow’s strategic interests in the South Caucasus—shape the conditions under which 

hegemonic discourses are produced and reproduced. 

 

By integrating geopolitics with a Gramscian framework, this study not only examine how 

Armenia’s security dependence is discursively constructed but also why these discourses 

persist within the broader geopolitical landscape. This combined approach enables a more 

comprehensive analysis of the interplay between discourse, power, and material constraints in 

shaping Armenia Russia security relations.  

 

Gramscian Concepts 

For Gramsci, “language is both an element in the exercise of power and a metaphor for how 

power operates” (Donoghue, 2017, p. 3). Power manifests in language through the facilitation 

or suppression of debates within different discourses, shaping social and political realities. 

Within Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), this aligns with the idea that discourse constructs 
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and maintains power relations by establishing norms and legitimizing dominant ideologies. 

Gramsci’s concept of hegemony highlights how power is maintained not only through 

coercion but also through consent, cultivated within civil society. Hegemony is shaped 

through a dialectical interplay between material conditions and socio-cultural factors, 

generating a collective will that upholds dominant ideologies. This process gives rise to what 

Gramsci terms a historical bloc—a coalition that asserts moral, intellectual, and political 

leadership by uniting various social groups under a shared worldview (Donoghue, 2017; 

Filippini & Barr, 2017). Gramsci emphasizes that organic intellectuals, such as politicians, 

play a crucial role in producing and reinforcing ideology to extend hegemony throughout 

society. Ideology, in this sense, operates within a broader hegemonic structure, where a 

constant tension between ‘truth’ and ‘power’ must be (ideologically) managed and suppressed 

to maintain dominance (Maesse & Nicoletta, 2021).  

 

A key mechanism in this process is common sense, which serves both as a tool of hegemony 

and a site of contestation. Common sense, according to Gramsci, is not static but shaped 

through discourse, continuously negotiated in struggles over ideological dominance. As 

Donoghue (2017) argues, “common sense cannot be eliminated but is ‘what is at stake in the 

struggle for hegemony’” (p. 4). The ability of a hegemonic bloc to solidify its worldview 

depends on its capacity to align diverse social elements under a coherent ideological 

framework. In the context of this study, common sense plays a crucial role in shaping 

Armenia’s security dependence on Russia, reinforcing the notion that Russia is Armenia’s 

only viable security guarantor. Gramsci’s distinction between coercion and conformism 

further explains how hegemonic narratives are sustained. Coercion is enacted through state 

mechanisms, such as military alliances, economic dependencies, and political agreements that 

reinforce Russia’s dominant role. Conformism, on the other hand, is cultivated within civil 

society, where narratives of security dependence become internalized through media, political 

rhetoric, and institutional discourse. The historical bloc—composed of political elites, state-

affiliated media, and strategic alliances—functions to stabilize hegemony by balancing 

coercion and conformism, ensuring that Armenia’s geopolitical dependence is not only 

enforced but also perceived as natural and inevitable (Donoghue, 2017; Filippini & Barr, 

2017). 

 

Gramsci’s notion of ideology is central to this process, as it operates as the battleground for 

hegemonic struggles. Ideology is embedded in political statements, agreements, and 
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diplomatic discourse, framing security relations in ways that reinforce or challenge 

hegemonic control. This study explores how Russian security guarantees are legitimized 

through ideological narratives, shaping Armenia’s geopolitical orientation. Gramsci’s War of 

Position also offers a valuable lens for understanding Armenia’s shifting geopolitical 

orientation. Unlike direct military or political confrontation, this war is discursive, fought 

through the gradual construction of alternative narratives that challenge Russian dominance. 

By examining ceasefire agreements, official statements, and political discourse, this study 

explores how Armenia’s geopolitical dependence is contested or reinforced within the 

historical bloc of Russian-led security structures (Filippini & Barr, 2017). 

 

Geopolitical Framework 

Geopolitics, as Dodds (2007) notes, is concerned with “borders, resources, flows, territories, 

and identities,” offering a crucial yet contested analytical lens (p. 7). It serves both as a tool 

for mapping global complexities—informing foreign and security policies—and as an 

academic practice that examines how geopolitical discourse shapes perceptions of place, 

identity, and power. This study aligns with the latter, emphasizing geopolitics as a discursive 

practice that constructs spatial realities rather than merely describing them. This framework 

consists of two key components: Geopolitics and Identity and Critical Geopolitics. The first 

examines how states construct national identity through territorial narratives, historical 

claims, and spatial representations. National identity is not fixed but socially produced 

through discourse, where states define themselves in contrast to external ‘others’ and use 

geopolitical imaginaries to justify territorial claims and strategic actions. However, while 

Geopolitics and Identity explores how states construct these narratives to sustain a coherent 

self-image, Critical Geopolitics interrogates the very assumptions underlying them, revealing 

how geopolitical reasoning reinforces power hierarchies and legitimizes exclusionary 

practices. 

 

Tuathail (1996), drawing on Foucauldian theory, argues that “geography as a discourse is a 

form of power/knowledge” (p. 59). From this perspective, geopolitics is not merely about 

describing international relations but about the ways dominant powers spatialize global 

politics, constructing narratives that define places, identities, and threats. Critical Geopolitics 

challenges the presumed naturalness of these categories, exposing how geopolitical discourse 

not only reflects but actively produces political realities. While Geopolitics and Identity 
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focuses on how states mobilize identity through territorial narratives, Critical Geopolitics 

questions the underlying structures of knowledge that make such narratives possible and 

politically effective. By incorporating both perspectives, this framework provides a 

comprehensive analytical approach. It not only examines how identity is produced through 

geopolitical discourse but also critically assesses the power structures that sustain these 

narratives. This dual approach enables a deeper understanding of how geopolitical narratives 

shape global perceptions of space, sovereignty, and political influence, particularly in conflict 

regions where territorial claims and identity politics are highly contested. 

 

Geopolitics and Identity 

The relationship between geopolitics and identity is rooted in how national self-conceptions 

are shaped through territorial claims and spatial imaginaries. As Dodds (2007) asserts, 

“Political leaders and journalists routinely draw upon geopolitical traditions, visual cultures, 

and national histories to articulate and consolidate a sense of national identity and/or purpose” 

(p. 85). National identity is not fixed but socially constructed through historical narratives and 

political discourse, inherently tied to land, borders, and territorial representations. States 

actively mobilize time and space to secure these identities—mapping national territories, 

commemorating key historical events, and institutionalizing narratives to reinforce a 

collective sense of belonging. However, claims to national identity must be critically 

examined by questioning who defines them, what criteria are used, and which spaces are 

included or excluded. The notion of a shared history and geography is often far more 

contested than political elites acknowledge (Dodds, 2007). 

 

As globalization and transnational forces challenge state control over economic, cultural, and 

political spaces, the assertion of exclusive national identities has often become more urgent—

and, at times, more volatile. National media plays a crucial role in shaping these narratives, 

reinforcing a sense of ‘imagined community’ while simultaneously defining insiders and 

outsiders. Political theorist William Connolly highlights how “identity requires difference in 

order to be, and it converts difference into otherness in order to secure its own self-certainty” 

(Dodds, 2007, p. 92). In highly territorialized cultures, national identity is often framed in 

opposition to external forces, whether through historical grievances, perceived territorial 

violations, or geopolitical rivalries. Territory and identity are deeply intertwined in the nation-

state system, where national territories serve as platforms for constructing and reproducing 
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identity. Institutions such as education systems and the media generate representations of 

national communities as territorially incomplete, violated, or aspiring, shaping national 

consciousness and geopolitical ambitions (Dodds, 2007, p. 94-95). While the international 

system remains centered on nation-states and territorial boundaries, identities are not always 

confined within these borders—they can transcend them or be deliberately constructed to 

challenge existing geopolitical divisions (Dodds, 2007, p. 96). 

 

The securitization of identity is a key mechanism through which states reinforce their 

geopolitical narratives. As Barry Buzan and other scholars of geopolitics and international 

relations have noted, designating an issue as a security threat justifies coercive measures, 

positioning the state as imperiled and in need of protection (Dodds, 2007, p. 106). This 

process is evident in Russia’s strategic use of the global counter-terrorism discourse to 

reframe local separatist and self-determination movements. Putin has positioned Russia’s 

military interventions—predating 9/11—as necessary to safeguard national territorial 

integrity. However, the high levels of civilian casualties resulting from these interventions 

have, in turn, been leveraged by Islamic militants to justify acts of terrorism within Russia and 

beyond (Dodds, 2007, p. 106-107). This demonstrates how territory is not inherently strategic 

but must be imbued with significance through geopolitical reasoning. By assigning value to 

certain communities and spaces—often at the expense of others—geopolitical discourse 

shapes not only territorial boundaries but also the narratives that define a nation’s role in the 

world. 

 

Critical Geopolitics 

A critical geopolitical perspective is essential for examining how geopolitical categories and 

narratives both reflect and shape global power structures. Rather than accepting territorial 

claims and national identities as fixed realities, critical geopolitics interrogates the discursive 

construction of space, power, and legitimacy (Tuathail, 1996, p. 62). This approach 

challenges the assumption that states and national identities are natural starting points for 

policy or scholarly analysis, instead revealing how dominant geopolitical discourses sustain 

hegemony. By exposing the political interests embedded in these narratives, critical 

geopolitics highlights how states justify territorial control, intervention, and exclusionary 

policies (Tuathail, 1996). 
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Geopolitical reasoning often simplifies complex interconnections through cartographic 

practices that categorize states and regions as distinct entities. Terms like ‘rogue states’ or 

‘failed states’ define certain places as threats, justifying containment or military intervention 

while absolving external actors of responsibility. Such framings not only shape foreign policy 

but also construct specific political identities, influencing how populations perceive 

themselves and others (Dalby, 2010). These representations sustain power hierarchies by 

determining which spaces and actors are deemed legitimate or illegitimate in global politics. 

Risk management has emerged as a dominant logic in governance, extending beyond security 

policy to economic and social domains. Fear—whether of terrorism, migration, or economic 

instability—becomes a politically useful tool, reinforcing geographical distinctions between 

‘safe’ and ‘threatening’ spaces. The discourse of security operates at multiple scales, from 

global counterterrorism to localized policing strategies, such as gated communities. Critical 

geopolitics reveals how such narratives uphold territorial integrity while paradoxically 

legitimizing violations of sovereignty—whether through humanitarian intervention, 

counterterrorism efforts, or preemptive military actions (Dalby, 2020). 

 

In the context of this study, critical geopolitics is used to analyze how Armenia’s security 

dependence on Russia is constructed and reinforced through geopolitical discourse. This 

approach enables an examination of how Armenia’s geopolitical positioning—both its 

physical geography and its discursive representation—has shaped the narratives surrounding 

its security arrangements. By focusing on how Russia frames its role as Armenia’s security 

guarantor, this study investigates how spatial and territorial imaginaries are deployed to 

justify Russian influence in the region. The niche contribution of this study lies in its 

intersection of Gramscian hegemony with critical geopolitics. While Gramsci’s concept of 

hegemony explains the ideological mechanisms through which Armenia’s dependence is 

normalized, critical geopolitics uncovers how space, security, and geopolitical reasoning are 

instrumental in sustaining this dependency. Specifically, this study explores how Russian 

official statements construct Armenia as part of its legitimate sphere of influence and how 

ceasefire agreements embed geopolitical power asymmetries. By integrating these 

perspectives, the study moves beyond a purely materialist or institutional analysis, instead 

highlighting the role of discourse in shaping geopolitical realities. 

 

By applying critical geopolitics to Armenia’s security dependence on Russia, this study 

contributes to a broader understanding of how geopolitical narratives operate as mechanisms 
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of power. It demonstrates how security dependencies are not merely strategic or military 

decisions but also products of geopolitical discourse that reinforce existing hierarchies in 

international relations.  
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Methodology   
This chapter outlines the methodological framework used to analyze how discourse constructs 

and sustains power relations. The study applies Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) with a 

Gramscian perspective, focusing on the thematic structures that shape dominant narratives. 

Rather than conducting a linguistic examination of syntax or grammar, the analysis identifies 

patterns of meaning, intertextual connections, and framing strategies that contribute to 

hegemonic stability. By integrating CDA with Gramsci’s theory of hegemony, the study 

uncovers how discourse legitimizes power, reinforces dependencies, and constrains 

alternative perspectives. The following sections detail the specific analytical approach, 

explaining how thematic discourse analysis is employed to reveal the mechanisms through 

which dominance is maintained and contested. 

 

Methodological Approach - Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), rooted in Norman Fairclough’s work, examines how 

discourse both influences and reflects social change. Fairclough views discourse as 

dialectically related to social structures—while discourse is shaped by existing power 

relations, it also has the capacity to transform them. His method involves analyzing how 

different discourses interact with interdiscursivity and how they influence broader socio-

political transformations. Fairclough’s approach is transdisciplinary, meaning it incorporates 

insights from other disciplines to analyze power relations, ideologies, and hegemonic 

struggles within discourse (Fairclough et al., 2011). 

 

In this study, CDA is applied thematically rather than linguistically. Instead of conducting a 

detailed linguistic analysis of syntax or grammar, the focus is on identifying overarching 

themes, patterns, and framings that shape dominant narratives. The analysis examines how 

certain ideas are discursively constructed, reinforced, or challenged, paying particular 

attention to recurring arguments, legitimization strategies, and the ways in which 

interpretations become naturalized over time. Using Fairclough’s three-dimensional model—

text, discourse practice, and social practice—the study explores how discourse operates at 

different levels. The textual level is approached through thematic coding, identifying key 

recurring themes rather than focusing on specific linguistic features. The discourse practice 

level investigates how these themes interact with broader political and historical narratives, 

emphasizing intertextual connections and interdiscursive shifts. Finally, the social practice 
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dimension situates these discourses within larger structures of power, examining how they 

contribute to the reproduction or contestation of dominant geopolitical understandings. By 

prioritizing a thematic approach, this study highlights the broader structures of meaning that 

shape discourse, allowing for an analysis that moves beyond linguistic details to focus on the 

power relations embedded within dominant narratives (Fairclough et al., 2011). 

 

Gramscian Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) 

A central idea in Gramsci’s work is that hegemony is formed through a dialectical process 

involving both material conditions and socio-cultural factors. It is not just about physical 

domination; instead, hegemony entails the creation of a ‘collective will’. This goes beyond 

mere self-awareness of an economic class—it involves the formation of a wider socio-cultural 

unity (Donoghue, 2017, p. 3-5). Thus, by applying Gramsci’s theoretical concepts to Critical 

Discourse Analysis it allows a more comprehensive examination of recurring themes and 

hegemonic structures that reinforce Armenia’s security dependency on Russia. This process 

contributes to the formation of an historical bloc that leads through moral, intellectual, and 

political authority. According to Gramsci, common sense operates through a balance of 

coercion and conformism—two foundational aspects of hegemony. Coercion is enforced 

through state mechanisms of control, while conformism is cultivated within civil society by 

the ‘collective man’. The state must maintain control over its citizens while encouraging 

voluntary compliance, ensuring that individuals support the existing order without feeling 

excessively coerced (Filippini & Barr, 2017, p. 73-76). Discourse plays a crucial role in this 

process for two key reasons. First, a social class cannot convince others of the legitimacy of 

its worldview unless it is first fully convinced of itself. This highlights the importance of 

common sense within and beyond a hegemonic bloc, as it serves to unify diverse groups. 

Secondly, according to Gramsci, “common sense cannot be eliminated but is the very 

battleground in the struggle for hegemony” (Donoghue, 2017, p. 4).  

 

A deeper understanding of hegemony and common sense, along with a more nuanced 

appreciation of the mechanisms of coercion and consent, can only be achieved through a more 

thorough engagement with Gramsci’s work. Gramsci’s theoretical concepts offer a unique and 

distinctive contribution by enriching Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) with a deeper 

engagement in hegemonic structures—an approach that remains largely underexplored in 

existing research. Furthermore, integrating Gramsci’s concepts into the discourse—such as 
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the war of position, which differentiates between organic and traditional intellectuals, and the 

dynamic between normative (the law) and spontaneous grammars (common sense)—offers a 

deeper understanding of the forces that both sustain and challenge hegemony. This approach 

also enhances the explanatory power of common sense, not only as a foundational element of 

hegemony but also as a contested space where competing groups strive for dominance. 

Additionally, the discourse analysis will explore further key Gramscian concepts, including 

ideology, understood as the battlefield for hegemonic struggle; the historical bloc, which 

exercises moral, intellectual, political leadership and the ongoing, fluid nature of hegemony, 

which is never fully consolidated and does not always succeed—whether through coercion or 

conformism—in incorporating all social forces within a society (Gramsci, 1995; Donoghue, 

2017; Filippini & Barr, 2017). In the context of this research, this methodology contributes by 

exploring how the interaction of these concepts helps us understand how Armenia’s security 

dependence on Russia is discursively reproduced in key political documents and statements. It 

sheds light on the processes through which Armenia's security relationship with Russia is 

constructed and offers a more detailed account of the discursive mechanisms that underpin the 

state’s reliance on Russian security guarantees historically.  

 

Data Collection 

This research analyzes two key ceasefire agreements—the Bishkek Protocol (1994) and the 

Trilateral Ceasefire Agreement (2020)—alongside 18 official statements from the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation between 2020 and 2025. These texts are central to 

understanding how security narratives construct and sustain Armenia’s dependency on Russia. 

The ceasefire agreements serve as foundational texts of Russian hegemony, while official 

statements reveal how Russia continues to justify, reinforce, or adapt its role as Armenia’s 

security guarantor amid shifting geopolitical dynamics. Eighteen statements from the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation were selected by setting the time frame to  

2020–2025 on the official website and using the search term “Armenia”. All retrieved 

statements were reviewed and only those that discussed Armenia in depth, beyond a brief 

mention or passing reference, were included in the final selection. All statements were 

originally obtained in English, and no translations were necessary. The selected timeframe 

2020–2025 is crucial for examining how the 2020 ceasefire shaped contemporary security 

discourse and how Russia’s position evolved in response to Armenia’s strategic realignment. 

Following the Ukraine war and renewed tensions in Nagorno-Karabakh, Armenia actively 
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sought alternative security partnerships, raising critical questions about whether Russian 

discourse continues to legitimize its hegemonic role or if competing narratives are emerging. 

This study fills a research gap by analyzing how past security agreements are invoked, 

reinterpreted, or contested in contemporary Russian political discourse. 

 

Guided by Gramscian discourse analysis, this study employs a thematic approach to trace how 

hegemonic security narratives are constructed, maintained, and challenged. Rather than 

focusing solely on linguistic structures, the analysis identifies recurring themes—such as 

security dependence, hegemony, coercion, conformism and commonsense narratives—that 

emerge from the ceasefire agreements and political statements. Discourse analysis drives this 

approach, allowing the study to uncover patterns of justification, exclusion, and adaptation in 

Russia’s framing of Armenia’s security needs. By systematically analyzing these themes, the 

research critically examines the mechanisms through which hegemonic power is sustained or 

contested in the region. 

 

Data Analysis 

This study employs an abductive coding approach, which combines deductive and inductive 

coding to navigate between theory-driven and data-driven insights. Deductive coding applies 

predefined categories based on existing theories or frameworks, ensuring the analysis remains 

anchored in established theoretical concepts (Williams & Moser, 2019). Inductive coding, on 

the other hand, allows new themes to emerge organically from the material, providing 

flexibility to identify patterns not explicitly covered by the theoretical framework. Given that 

this study applies Gramscian Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) to examine how security 

narratives sustain Russian hegemony in Armenia, deductive coding serves as the primary 

method. However, to accommodate emerging discursive patterns, parental codes are 

established, which allow for new themes to be incorporated into the analysis. The key parental 

codes identified in the material include: 

 

• Russia as an ally = Armenian security 

• Condemning Armenian actions 

• Historicization of Russian dependence 

• Diminishing other security partnerships 

• Armenian strategic uncertainty 
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• Indirect or overt pressures 

 

These broad parental codes serve as the foundation for categorizing the discourse, after which 

child codes, derived from key Gramscian concepts, are applied to refine the analysis. The 

child codes include: 

 

• Hegemony 

• Common sense 

• War of position 

• Coercion & conformism 

• Ideology 

• Historical bloc 

 

Each parental code is systematically examined through the lens of these Gramscian concepts, 

ensuring that the analysis remains both flexible and theoretically grounded (see Visual 1). 

This approach enables a nuanced interpretation of ceasefire agreements and political 

statements, revealing how hegemonic power is discursively reproduced while also capturing 

potential contestations of that hegemony. 

 

 

Visual 1: A tree map that displays the hierarchy of the parental and child codes, showing the amount of material 

coded under each category with the size of each box representing how much material has been coded under that 

code. 
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Coding Process 

The abductive coding process begins with the creation of a codebook in NVivo, structured 

around the parental codes identified from the material. The content included in each code is 

determined by its relevance to the research questions, ensuring that the coding process 

remains focused and systematic. As Mortelmans (2025) suggests, three key questions guide 

the selection of content for coding: 

1. Which research question does this reference answer? 

2. What concept (or part of a theory) does this reference refer to? 

3. What is happening in this reference? What underlying process is at play? 

 

Once the codebook is established, the next step involves first-cycle coding, where predefined 

codes are applied to relevant text fragments within the ceasefire agreements and political 

statements. For instance: Statements emphasizing Russia as a stabilizing force in the region 

are coded under Russia as an ally = Armenian security. Expressions of Armenian hesitation 

or uncertainty regarding its strategic direction are categorized under Armenian strategic 

uncertainty. Following this broad segmentation, the second-cycle coding refines the analysis 

by applying child codes to each parental category, ensuring that the data is interpreted through 

Gramscian concepts. At this stage, the focus shifts to examining how these discursive 

elements reinforce or challenge Armenia’s security dependency on Russia. For example: If 

official statements consistently present Russia’s presence as a ‘natural’ security necessity, this 

aligns with Gramsci’s concept of common sense as a tool of ideological dominance. If 

emerging narratives advocate for alternative security partnerships, this may indicate a shifting 

war of position, where competing discourses challenge Russian hegemony. To ensure a 

hierarchical and structured analysis, the coding process integrates parental codes (broad 

themes) and child codes (specific theoretical concepts), allowing for a multi-layered 

interpretation of the discourse. This abductive approach balances theoretical rigor with 

empirical sensitivity, ensuring that the analysis is guided by established concepts while 

remaining open to new insights emerging from the data (Mortelmans, 2025). 

 

Ethical considerations & Limitations 

This study prioritizes transparency, maintains the integrity of the analyzed data, and ensures 

that no harm is caused to individuals or groups. The materials used, including public 

documents such as ceasefire agreements and official statements, do not require participant 
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consent. However, great care is taken to interpret these texts with sensitivity to their historical 

and political contexts, ensuring that the findings are accurate and do not perpetuate harmful 

stereotypes. Given the sensitive nature of the geopolitical issues at hand, the study employs an 

objective approach to avoid reinforcing biased ideologies. While the selected texts are central 

to understanding the discursive framing of Armenia’s security relationship with Russia, they 

may not fully capture the entire complexity of the geopolitical dynamics involved. As such, 

informal, non-public discussions or other relevant documents might be overlooked, 

potentially limiting the scope of the analysis. A key ethical consideration is the need to 

respect Armenia’s sovereignty and historical struggles, ensuring that the research does not 

diminish or misrepresent the country’s autonomy, identity, or political context. This study 

critically examines Armenia’s historical security dependence on Russia, but its goal is not to 

undermine Armenia’s national narrative. Rather, it seeks to provide a nuanced, truthful 

exploration of how discourse shapes and challenges these security dependencies. 
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Findings and Analysis 
This section explores how Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is discursively 

constructed and reinforced in key political documents, such as the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire 

agreements, along with official statements from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

between 2020 and 2025. The research will address this by the following questions: 

1. How can Gramsci's key concepts be applied to explain the discourse surrounding 

Armenia’s security dependence on Russia in the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements? 

2. How has the discourse of Armenia’s security dependence reproduced over time, 

particularly after the 2020 ceasefire agreement?  

 

This section presents the study’s findings alongside the application of relevant literature. The 

six parental codes identified during the analysis of the material guide the section on Russian 

Foreign Policy and Security Narratives (2020–2025), while the first section on The Ceasefire 

Agreements (1994 & 2020) is more flexibly structured to provide insight into the content of 

the agreements. This approach allows the analysis to examine the discursive practices within 

the broader geopolitical context.  

 

The Ceasefire Agreements (1994 & 2020) 

The ceasefire agreements of 1994 and 2020 mark two critical junctures in the Nagorno-

Karabakh conflict, each reflecting the shifting geopolitical landscape and Armenia’s evolving 

security dependence on Russia. The 1994 Bishkek Protocol, negotiated in the early post-

Soviet period, was primarily a diplomatic effort aimed at halting hostilities. It called for a 

ceasefire, the withdrawal of troops from occupied territories, and the return of refugees, while 

also emphasizing the role of the CIS Inter-Parliamentary Assembly and the OSCE Minsk 

Group in overseeing the peace process. However, the agreement lacked a concrete 

enforcement mechanism, relying instead on the political will of the conflicting parties and the 

broader international community. While it proposed the formation of a CIS peacekeeping 

force, this never materialized, leaving the ceasefire fragile and largely dependent on a 

precarious military balance (NKR Foreign Ministry, 1994). 

 

In contrast, the 2020 ceasefire agreement fundamentally altered the dynamics of the conflict 

by formalizing Azerbaijan’s territorial gains and entrenching Russia as the primary security 

guarantor in the region. Unlike the 1994 agreement, which relied on diplomatic frameworks, 
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the 2020 agreement was dictated almost entirely by Russian mediation and enforced through a 

direct Russian military presence. With the deployment of nearly 2,000 Russian peacekeepers 

along the Nagorno-Karabakh line of contact and the Lachin corridor, Moscow positioned 

itself not just as a mediator, but as the sole enforcer of the new status quo. The agreement also 

mandated the return of strategically significant regions, including Aghdam, Kelbajar, and 

Lachin, to Azerbaijani control, further consolidating Azerbaijan’s gains from the war while 

significantly diminishing Armenia’s leverage (EU, 2020). 

 

This shift in security arrangements profoundly reshaped Armenia’s geopolitical position. 

Whereas the 1994 ceasefire left room for multilateral engagement through international 

organizations, the 2020 agreement placed Armenia’s security almost entirely in Russia’s 

hands. By securing exclusive military oversight, Moscow reinforced Armenia’s reliance on 

Russian peacekeeping forces while simultaneously limiting Yerevan’s strategic options. This 

reinforced a long-standing perception within Armenia that its security architecture remains 

deeply tied to Russian interests, despite growing discontent with Moscow’s handling of the 

conflict. Scholars have interpreted these agreements as clear indicators of Armenia’s 

entrenched security dependency on Russia. The 1994 agreement, though flawed, at least 

allowed for some degree of Armenian agency within the broader framework of post-Soviet 

diplomacy (Yemelianova, 2023).  

 

The 2020 agreement, however, left Armenia in a far more vulnerable position, cementing 

Russia’s role as both an arbiter and an enforcer, while at the same time signaling Moscow’s 

increasing alignment with Azerbaijani interests. Multiple analysts argue that by allowing 

Azerbaijan to reclaim lost territories and refraining from direct military intervention on 

Armenia’s behalf, Russia demonstrated its strategic pragmatism—prioritizing its own regional 

influence over any historical alliance with Armenia (Detchev, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024; 

Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). This has led to a growing 

sense of disillusionment in Yerevan, where political actors and civil society figures have 

questioned the sustainability of Armenia’s reliance on Russian security guarantees 

(Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). At the same time, the agreements highlight a broader 

geopolitical reality: while Armenia continues to express interest in diversifying its security 

partnerships, neither the EU nor the United States has been willing or able to provide concrete 

alternatives to Russian military protection. This leaves Armenia in a precarious position—

trapped between its historical dependency on Moscow and its aspirations for greater strategic 
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autonomy, but with limited means to redefine its security framework (Atanesyan, Reynolds & 

Mkrtichyan, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

Russian Foreign Policy and Security Narratives (2020–2025) 

To fully grasp the dominant themes in the 18 selected statements from the Russian Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, the parental codes applied to the material serve as a clear guide. These 

include Russia as an ally = Armenian security, Condemning Armenian Actions, 

Historicization of Russian Dependence, Diminishing other security partnerships, Armenian 

strategic uncertainty and Indirect or overt pressures. However, the prominence of these 

themes shifts over time, reflecting evolving geopolitical dynamics.  

 

Russia as an ally = Armenian security  

The earliest statement in the dataset, dated November 21, 2020—just eleven days after the 

second ceasefire agreement came into effect—illustrates Russia’s immediate effort to frame 

itself as Armenia’s primary security guarantor. As seen in Visual 2, the code  

Russia as an ally = Armenian Security appears six times in this statement, accompanied by 

Diminishing other Security Partnerships and Indirect or overt pressures, each found three 

times, while Historicization of Russian Dependence appears once. The repetition of these 

themes underscores Russia’s continued assertion of its dominant security role in Armenia, 

reinforcing its geopolitical influence in the wake of the 2020 ceasefire agreement. A key focus 

of this statement is the role of Russian peacekeepers, who are explicitly framed as an essential 

security guarantor for Armenia (see Visual 3). The statement also alludes to “attempts to alter 

the nature of the peacekeeping operation”, describing these efforts as occurring “behind the 

scenes” and in a “subtle” manner. This language suggests Russian concern over potential 

external influences or pressures that could undermine its control over the peacekeeping 

mission. By positioning these developments as covert and potentially destabilizing, Russia 

appears to be preemptively challenging any perceived efforts by other actors to reshape the 

peacekeeping framework or diminish its role.  

 

This rhetoric indicates that Russia is not only leveraging its peacekeeping forces as a tool for 

maintaining stability but also as a strategic instrument to uphold its influence in Armenia and 

the broader region. The portrayal of Russian security assistance as indispensable reinforces 

Armenia’s dependence on Moscow, while simultaneously sending a clear signal to external 
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actors that any challenge to Russia’s role will be met with resistance. This dynamic is 

reflected in the literature, where scholars characterize Armenia’s situation as a “security trap”. 

The prevailing geopolitical reality, they argue, is that no alternative security partnerships are 

viable, as only Russia has demonstrated the capacity to shape the regional balance of power—

leaving Armenia with little choice but to accept Russian influence over the Karabakh 

ceasefire arrangements (Atanesyan et al., 2024).  

 

Visual 2: The code Russia as an ally = Armenian security is found six times in the statement from 21/11-2020. 

 

 

 

Visual 3: Text coded as Russia as an ally = Armenian security, emphasizing the role of the Russian peacekeepers. 
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The statements containing the highest frequency of the code Russia as an ally = Armenian 

security is dated from December 7, 2020, May 6, 2021, March 20, 2023, and January 21, 

2025. This recurring pattern suggests that Russia’s portrayal of itself as Armenia’s primary or 

exclusive security guarantor is a historically reinforced narrative. Significantly, all 18 

analyzed statements include at least one sentence coded under the parental code Russia as an 

ally = Armenian security, highlighting the persistent nature of this framing across different 

time periods. Since its independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Armenia has attempted 

to balance its alliance with Russia while exploring alternative diplomatic and security 

partnerships. In response, Moscow has consistently sought to reinforce Armenia’s reliance by 

projecting the narrative that “Yerevan has no other option” but to depend on Russia 

(Vardazaryan, 2024, p. 26). 

 

Condemning Armenian Actions 

The statement with the most content coded under the parental category Condemning 

Armenian Actions is from September 25, 2023 (see Visual 4), where this code appears nine 

times—more than double that of any other statement, with the second highest containing only 

four instances. This sharp contrast suggests that the September 25 statement represents a 

significant escalation in Russia’s rhetoric, signaling heightened frustration or discontent 

toward Armenia. Furthermore, all three statements with the highest number of sentences 

aligning with this code are from 2023, with the second most critical statement appearing 

earlier in the year. This pattern indicates a gradual buildup of tensions between Russia and 

Armenia, culminating in the particularly harsh tone of the September 25 statement. 
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Visual 4: All three statements that contain the highest frequency of codes condemning Armenian actions are from 2023. 
 

The first reference taken from September 25, 2023, of the code Condemning Armenian 

Actions serves two primary rhetorical functions (see Visual 5). First, it dismisses Pashinyan’s 

criticism of Russia as unfounded and offensive, reinforcing the idea that Armenia's leadership 

is unjustly scapegoating Russia. By labeling the accusations as “unacceptable insinuations”, 

Russia frames itself as a victim of unfair political rhetoric rather than an active participant in 

Armenia’s deteriorating security situation. Secondly, the statement redirects blame onto 

Pashinyan, framing Armenia’s political and security shortcomings as self-inflicted. This 

rhetorical move serves to delegitimize Armenia’s grievances while reinforcing the narrative 

that Moscow has remained a steadfast ally, in contrast to Armenia’s alleged deviation from its 

obligations. Scholars note that Russia is willing to employ a variety of coercive strategies to 

maintain Armenia within its sphere of influence (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). 

 

This rhetoric aligns with a broader Russian strategy of portraying itself as a consistent and 

reliable partner, while simultaneously portraying any Armenian efforts to distance itself from 

Moscow as reckless or irrational. By framing Pashinyan’s criticism as a deflection of 

responsibility, the statement diminishes Armenia’s agency in shaping its foreign policy and 

implies that the country’s current challenges stem from internal mismanagement rather than 

broader geopolitical transformations. Once again, Russia reinforces a clear message: 

“Yerevan has no other option” (Vardazaryan, 2024, p. 26).  

 

 

Visual 5: Three out of the nine references of Russia Condemning Armenian Actions on September 25, 2023. 
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Russia reinforces its self-image as Armenia’s indispensable security provider (see Visual 5). 

The assertion that Russia prevented Armenia’s total defeat in 2020 is particularly significant, 

as it constructs a narrative in which Russian intervention is portrayed not merely as helpful, 

but as essential to Armenia’s survival. This stands in contrast to earlier scholarly accounts that 

highlight how the dissolution of the Soviet Union reshaped the regional geopolitical 

landscape, diminishing Russia’s ability to manage conflicts such as the first Nagorno-

Karabakh war and challenging its status as an unopposed regional hegemon (Yemelianova, 

2023).  

 

This statement also implies that Armenia owes its continued existence to Russian efforts, 

reinforcing a dependency dynamic. Moreover, the phrase “has never forced the republic to 

choose between being with us or against us” serves a dual purpose. On the surface, it presents 

Russia as a benevolent actor that respects Armenia’s sovereignty. However, this statement 

contradicts Russia’s broader geopolitical strategy, which has consistently discouraged 

Armenia from deepening ties with Western institutions such as NATO or the EU. The 

statement subtly suggests that any notion of Armenia seeking alternative security 

arrangements is unfounded or unnecessary—because Russia has supposedly provided 

unwavering support. Moreover, by attributing the intervention directly to Vladimir Putin, the 

statement introduces an element of leadership legitimacy, framing Russia’s support as the 

result of deliberate and authoritative action rather than mere institutional policy. This 

personalization reinforces the perception that Russian assistance is not solely transactional but 

grounded in enduring historical and cultural ties. Despite Armenia’s post-Soviet independence 

and the fact that Russia’s hegemonic role has faced increasing challenges, the legacy of 

Russia as a regional power continues to exert significant influence (Yemelianova, 2023). 

 

The second reference presented in Visual 5 strategically rewrites the events of the Second 

Karabakh War by implying that the scale of Armenia’s loss was directly tied to Pashinyan’s 

poor judgment rather than Azerbaijan’s military advantage or Russia’s strategic choices. By 

framing the defeat as something that could have been mitigated had Pashinyan made different 

decisions, the statement erases Russia’s own role in shaping the ceasefire negotiations and 

instead places the full burden of responsibility on Armenia’s leadership. This claim also 

implicitly suggests that Russia had been pushing for an earlier resolution and that Pashinyan’s 

reluctance to accept Moscow’s guidance resulted in unnecessary suffering. In doing so, 
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Russia presents itself as the rational actor that was advocating for Armenia’s best interests, 

while Pashinyan is portrayed as an obstinate leader whose miscalculations directly harmed his 

own country. Furthermore, this statement suggests the idea that Armenia should trust Russian 

diplomatic strategies in future conflicts. By asserting that Pashinyan’s defiance led to greater 

losses, Russia issues an implicit warning against Armenia pursuing independent strategic 

decisions without Moscow’s approval. This aligns with scholarly observations that suggest if 

Pashinyan is perceived as straying too far from Russian expectations, he may face serious 

consequences—including efforts to politically undermine him by discrediting his role as the 

protector of the Armenian people (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). 

 

The third and last statement highlights the selflessness of Russian peacekeepers in Nagorno-

Karabakh, emphasizing that their efforts have come at great personal cost, sometimes even at 

the expense of their own lives. By framing their role in such terms, Russia portrays itself as 

the primary stabilizing force in the region, not only fulfilling its peacekeeping obligations but 

also making significant sacrifices to maintain order. This reinforces the narrative that Russia’s 

presence is both essential and morally justified, setting it apart from other international actors 

who, by implication, have not demonstrated the same level of commitment. At the same time, 

the statement takes a direct aim at Armenian Prime Minister Nikol Pashinyan, accusing him 

of deliberately omitting Russia’s contributions. The phrase “conveniently omitted” suggests 

that Pashinyan is intentionally distorting or downplaying Russia’s role, thereby shifting 

responsibility away from his own government. This framing serves once again to delegitimize 

Pashinyan’s leadership and reinforce the idea that Armenia’s security remains fundamentally 

tied to Russian support (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). 

 

Ultimately, this statement indicates both a justification for Russia’s continued influence in the 

region and a critique of Armenia’s shifting geopolitical orientation. By presenting Russian 

peacekeepers as the guarantors of stability and suggesting that Pashinyan is ungrateful or 

misleading, Moscow reinforces its position as Armenia’s indispensable security partner while 

subtly undermining Armenia’s recent moves toward the West. 

 

Historicization of Russian Dependence 

The parental code Historicization of Russian Dependence is most prominent in the statements 

from January 21, 2025, and May 6, 2021, where it appears seven times each—making them 
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the most historically focused statements in the dataset. The next closest instance contains only 

four references, highlighting a clear disparity in how frequently this theme is invoked. Of the 

36 times this code appears, nearly half—14 references—explicitly emphasize the duration of 

Russia-Armenia diplomatic ties, often citing key anniversaries or foundational treaties. A 

notable example is the statement: 

“The bilateral Inter-Parliamentary Commission on Cooperation plans to hold its 34th 

meeting before the end of this month”  

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, 2022).  

 

These historical references serve to reinforce Russia’s portrayal as an indispensable and 

enduring partner for Armenia. By continuously invoking shared history, Russia embeds its 

influence within a broader geopolitical narrative, framing the alliance as both natural and 

inevitable. This strategy appears to serve two primary functions. First, it legitimizes Russia’s 

continued dominance over Armenia’s security and foreign policy by framing the relationship 

as historically rooted and mutually beneficial. Second, it discourages Armenia from pursuing 

alternative security arrangements by portraying such moves as disruptions to stability and 

tradition. This reflects the broader scholarly characterization of Armenia’s situation as a 

paradoxical “security trap”, in which the country’s geopolitical context severely constrains its 

range of viable options (Atanesyan et al., 2024). 

 

 

Visual 6: Word cloud of the parental code Historicization of Russian Dependence. 
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The word cloud of Historicization of Russian Dependence (see Visual 6) further reinforces 

this narrative, with key terms like relations, years, cooperation, treaty, federation, and 

anniversary underscoring Russia’s depiction of itself as Armenia’s historical anchor. Frequent 

mentions of bilateral agreements, commissions, and strategic partnerships strengthen this 

institutionalized image, portraying Russian influence as both deep-rooted and enduring. 

Additionally, the presence of words such as military, geopolitical, and allied suggests that this 

historical framing extends beyond diplomacy into security, reinforcing Armenia’s dependence 

on Russia for protection. Simultaneously, references to economic, cultural, humanitarian, and 

trade indicate an effort to justify Russian dominance beyond military ties. Occasional 

mentions of NATO and Atlantic subtly contrast Russia’s narrative with Western engagement, 

implying that alternative alliances would be unnatural or destabilizing. 

 

The heightened emphasis on historical continuity in the January 2025 statement likely reflects 

a strategic response to Armenia’s growing diplomatic engagement with Western actors. By 

invoking shared history and past agreements, Russia seeks to reaffirm its indispensability 

while implicitly warning of the risks of geopolitical realignment. This pattern illustrates that, 

as the literature suggests, historical narratives function not only as retrospective accounts but 

also as strategic instruments for sustaining Russian influence in the region—ultimately 

reinforcing Russia’s ambition to be regarded as the “unchallenged hegemon of the South 

Caucasus” (Yemelianova, 2023). 

 

Diminishing other security partnerships 

While the Historicization of Russian Dependence word cloud emphasized long-term ties 

through words like relations, years, cooperation, treaty, and anniversary the word cloud for 

the code Diminishing other security partnerships (see Visual 7) focuses on the present and 

future implications of security partnerships. Instead of reinforcing historical narratives, this 

discourse is centered on active competition and the delegitimization of Western alternatives to 

Russian security guarantees. This word cloud highlights terms related to geopolitical security, 

alliances, and competing influences in the region. Prominent words such as NATO, United 

States, European, West and Western indicate that this discourse centers around alternative 

security partnerships to Russia, particularly Western alliances. The frequent references to 

Russia, Russian interests, and related terms indicate that these discussions often position 

Russia in opposition to alternative security partnerships. Previous literature suggests that 
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Moscow responds with hostility when Western actors become involved in Armenia, such as 

during the arrival of European civilian observers. This can be interpreted as a symbolic 

challenge to Russia’s dominance over security arrangements, prompting Moscow to accuse 

Western actors of exploiting regional instability for their own geopolitical gains 

(Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

Other significant words such as undermine, geopolitical, attempts, agenda, and sanctions 

imply a negative framing of these security alternatives, portraying them as threats or 

disruptions to regional stability. The inclusion of terms such as Caucasus, Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, and Karabakh suggests that these security considerations are closely tied to 

territorial and geopolitical disputes, reinforcing the idea that security partnerships influence 

regional power dynamics.  

 

 
Visual 7: Word cloud of the parental code Diminishing other security partnerships. 

 

The statement with the highest volume of text coded under Diminishing other security 

partnerships is from June 6, 2023, and can be interpreted as closely linked to the recurrent 

coding of Condemning Armenian Actions, which appears the same year but on September 

25th. This correlation suggests that the escalation of Russia's rhetoric and its increasing 

frustration with Armenia in 2023 coincided with Armenia’s growing efforts to strengthen ties 

with alternative security partners, particularly the West. Scholarly discussions highlight that 

while Armenia has attempted to diversify its foreign policy, it has yet to secure concrete 

alternative security arrangements. The lack of clear defense commitments from Brussels or 
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Washington has exacerbated Armenia’s vulnerability, leaving the country uncertain whether a 

definitive shift toward the West would provide substantial security guarantees (Voskanyan, 

2022; Atanesyan, et al., 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). 

 

A quote from June 6, 2023, states that:  

“We see in what is being done by the United States and the European Union their 

desire to sneak into the region, push back the Russian Federation’s legitimate 

interests, and assert themselves as forces that will play a well-nigh decisive role. It 

reflects the West’s striving to expand to regions located far from NATO and EU 

borders. This has little in common with a sincere desire to assist in stabilizing the 

situation”  

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, 2023).  

 

The Russian federation questions Western actors’ genuine interests and is certain that this has 

‘little in common with a sincere desire’. By diminishing the legitimacy and nature of the 

United States and the EU, Russia’s role is framed as natural and as the one and only guarantee 

for Armenia’s security.  

 

Armenian strategic uncertainty & Indirect or overt pressures 

By analyzing the two parental codes Armenian strategic uncertainty & Indirect or overt 

pressures together, it creates a more nuanced understanding of how Armenia's strategic 

uncertainty is shaped by both the external pressures it faces and how these pressures influence 

its actions. The interaction between these two codes illustrates how Armenia's policy 

decisions are often responses to external attempts to sway its position, resulting in a state of 

flux where Armenia must navigate competing interests while managing its uncertain security 

situation.  

 

By examining the most frequently coded material for both the Armenian strategic uncertainty 

and Indirect or overt pressures codes, one of the top two statements for each code is from 

January 21, 2025, while the other top two statement is from 2023 (see Visuals 8 & 9). The 

fact that these specific statements are among the most frequently coded for each category 

indicates that they reflect pivotal moments or turning points in Armenia's strategic decision-

making and the external pressures it faces. All top five most coded material for Armenian 
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strategic uncertainty are relevantly tight together when it comes to the period, with a span 

from March 20, 2023, until January 21, 2025. The top five statements under Indirect or overt 

pressures, however, are more widespread for the period, with a span from August 31, 2021, 

until January 21, 2025.  

 

 

Visual 8: The statements that contain the highest frequency for the parental code Armenian strategic uncertainty.  
 

 

 

Visual 9: The statements that contain the highest frequency for the parental code Indirect or overt pressures.  
 

This pattern suggests that Armenian strategic uncertainty is more concentrated during a 

specific period, reflecting a critical phase in Armenia's foreign policy or security decision-

making. The time frame indicates a period of heightened geopolitical tensions, shifting 

alliances, or significant domestic and international events that led to greater uncertainty in 
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Armenia's strategic choices. On the other hand, the broader spread of Indirect or overt 

pressures over a longer period suggests that external influences and pressures on Armenia 

have been continuous and evolving. This may reflect ongoing external efforts to shape 

Armenia's policies, driven by geopolitical, economic, and security factors that have influenced 

the country over a prolonged period, ultimately contributing to Armenia's strategic uncertainty 

in 2023. Scholars note that Armenian society has become increasingly critical of Russia, with 

public dissatisfaction stemming from perceptions of Moscow's unreliability in times of crisis. 

However, despite these rising tensions, the literature suggests that Russia remains largely 

indifferent to its image within Armenian society, continuing to exercise significant leverage 

over Armenia's stability. As a result, Pashinyan is still seen as one of Moscow’s closest allies, 

despite the prevailing strategic uncertainty (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). 

 

The pressure can be seen in this quote: 

“We see undisguised attempts by Western countries to pit Russia against Armenia 

(let's call things by their name) and to undermine regional security architecture not in 

order to promote the interests of the countries of the region, but their own geopolitical 

and selfish interests. I’m sure these attempts are doomed” 

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, March 3, 2023). 

 

This external pressure reflects an attempt to shift Armenia’s alignment away from Russia and 

toward the West, heightening the strategic uncertainty within Armenia. The quote underscores 

a clear narrative from Russia: that the West's involvement in Armenia’s affairs is intended to 

weaken Russia’s regional position, creating tension and instability. This pressure from the 

West, as perceived by Russia, contributes to the uncertainty within Armenia’s policy choices. 

Armenia is caught in a dilemma, trying to balance the indirect pressure on maintaining 

relations with Russia, a traditional ally, with growing pressures from the West, which 

increasingly positions itself as a competing partner in Armenia's security and economic 

future. The first quote, therefore, not only underscores external pressures from the West but 

also highlights Russia’s own efforts to compel Armenia to maintain its traditional alliance. 

The phrase “I’m sure these attempts are doomed” can be understood considering existing 

literature, which suggests that while Armenia is aware of the limitations of its dependence on 

Russian-led security structures, the absence of concrete security guarantees from Western 

actors raises doubts about the practicality of a complete geopolitical shift (Atanesyan et al., 

2024; Vardazaryan, 2024). 
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The uncertainty can be seen in this quote: 

“The inconsistent stance of the Armenian leadership, which flip-flopped on policy and 

sought Western support over working closely with Russia and Azerbaijan, halted the 

implementation of the array of 2020-2022 high-level trilateral agreements” 

 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, September 25, 2023). 

 

The second quote critiques the Armenian leadership for an inconsistent and shifting foreign 

policy stance, which has oscillated between seeking Western support and maintaining close 

ties with Russia and Azerbaijan. This “flip-flopping” of policy is indicative of the uncertainty 

within Armenia's decision-making process. The reference to halted implementation of high-

level trilateral agreements between Armenia, Russia, and Azerbaijan further underscores this 

uncertainty, as the leadership's inability to commit to a clear course of action stalls diplomatic 

efforts and undermines regional stability. The mention of the stalled trilateral agreements 

(2020-2022) is significant because it points to the impact of Armenian strategic uncertainty on 

Armenia’s ability to navigate its foreign policy effectively. Armenia’s shifting priorities and 

lack of a consistent stance have hindered its engagement with key regional actors, thus 

exacerbating the uncertainty surrounding its strategic direction. This highlights scholars' 

emphasis on Armenia’s challenging balancing act—navigating the tension between 

recognizing the unsustainability of its traditional reliance on Russia and exercising caution in 

fully embracing the West. The central question remains whether Armenia can successfully 

navigate this complex geopolitical landscape without compromising its security (Atanesyan et 

al., 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024).  

 

Together, these two quotes illustrate how external pressures from both the West and Russia 

contribute to Armenian strategic uncertainty. The indirect or overt pressures from the West 

are pushing Armenia to reconsider its alignment, while the strategic uncertainty within 

Armenia is reflected in its inconsistent responses to these pressures. Armenia's internal policy 

shifts—between strengthening ties with Russia and pursuing closer relations with the West—

further complicate its position, resulting in a foreign policy that lacks clear direction. This 

interplay between external pressures and internal uncertainty highlights the difficult position 

Armenia finds itself in, trying to balance competing geopolitical influences while grappling 

with domestic challenges and shifting alliances. External pressures heighten the uncertainty, 

compelling Armenia to navigate a complex geopolitical landscape where its decisions could 

have profound implications for its security, sovereignty, and regional stability. Scholars 
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emphasize that Russia’s security commitments to Armenia remain ambiguous, allowing 

Moscow to selectively interpret its obligations based on strategic interests. As a result, 

Armenia has sought to ease tensions with Russia while simultaneously pursuing deeper 

engagement with Western partners. However, a definitive alternative security framework has 

yet to materialize. The situation is further complicated by the new Armenian leadership’s 

repeated efforts to alleviate Moscow’s concerns, with Prime Minister Pashinyan explicitly 

stating that “there will be no change in the geopolitical vector” (Vardazaryan, 2024, p. 26). 

 

  



 47 

Applying Gramscian CDA, Theory, and Literature 
This section outlines the theoretical foundation of the analysis by integrating Gramsci’s 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) with critical geopolitics and identity in geopolitics. This 

combined approach provides a nuanced understanding of how identity, power, and territory 

intersect, enabling the study to connect the material aspects of geopolitics—such as borders, 

territories, and security—with the discursive construction of identity. It highlights how 

Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is discursively produced, reinforced, and 

potentially challenged. This framework provides the foundation for a deeper analysis of the 

political statements and the two ceasefire agreements in the subsequent sections. By 

integrating existing literature, the analysis also offers insights into how Armenia’s discourse 

continues to shape its international alignments. This section will be organized around the 

child codes derived from Gramscian concepts: Common Sense, War of Position, Coercion 

and Conformism, Hegemony, Ideology, and Historical Bloc. 

 

The Core Pillars of Hegemony  

Gramsci’s theory of hegemony serves as the central analytical lens for this study. At its core, 

hegemony describes a form of power that transcends mere coercion, relying instead on the 

production of consent through ideological and cultural leadership. It is through this 

framework that Gramsci reconceptualizes power as the ability of a dominant group—not only 

to impose its will—but to construct a worldview so pervasive and “natural” that it is 

internalized by subordinate groups as common sense (Donoghue, 2017; Filippini & Barr, 

2017). All of Gramsci’s key concepts—coercion and conformism, common sense, ideology, 

war of position, and the historical bloc—function as integral components within the broader 

architecture of hegemony. These are not standalone ideas but interlocking mechanisms that 

together explain how hegemony is built, maintained, and reproduced (Gramsci, 1995). 

 

Coercion and conformism operate as dual forces: coercion refers to the explicit use of 

pressure or force (e.g., military presence, political leverage), while conformism refers to the 

subtle, often voluntary alignment with dominant norms and expectations. These forces are 

tightly bound to common sense, a central pillar in Gramsci’s theory, which denotes the 

uncritical and taken-for-granted beliefs that underpin consent. Ideology plays a crucial role in 

shaping this common sense, embedding the dominant group’s values and worldview into 

institutions, discourse, and everyday life. This ideological shaping is not immediate or direct; 
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rather, it unfolds through a prolonged war of position—a strategic, discursive struggle carried 

out in civil society to win hearts and minds before any confrontation at the level of political 

power. The consolidation of these elements occurs within a historical bloc: an alignment of 

material interests, institutional power, and ideological coherence that secures and stabilizes 

hegemonic dominance (Gramsci, 1995; Filippini & Barr, 2017). 

 

In the case of Armenia’s security discourse, Russian hegemony operates not only through 

material means—such as arms sales or peacekeeping mandates—but also through the 

discursive construction of Russia as Armenia’s indispensable protector. This narrative has 

become embedded in the ideological fabric of Armenia’s political life, presenting Russian 

alignment as both inevitable and desirable. Thus, hegemony here is not enforced solely from 

above but produced through the interplay of coercive mechanisms and ideological consent, as 

Russia’s dominant security role is continuously reinforced through a Gramscian logic of 

common sense, ideological saturation, and discursive repetition. 

 

Hegemony in Transition: The Shifting Security Discourse in 

Armenia’s Ceasefires 

Coercion and conformism can be observed in both ceasefire agreements, with the 1994 

ceasefire containing two coded references and the 2020 ceasefire containing three (see 

Visuals 10 & 11). These diagrams highlight the need to further clarify the distinction between 

common sense and hegemony, as each emplace second in one of the ceasefire charts. To 

clarify, hegemony creates and reinforces common sense by embedding dominant ideologies 

into everyday thinking. In turn, common sense legitimizes and perpetuates hegemony by 

making power structures appear normal and unquestioned. Common sense, in Gramsci’s 

view, consists of the taken-for-granted beliefs, assumptions, and values that people perceive 

as ‘natural’ or ‘just the way things are’. In contrast, hegemony is the process through which a 

ruling class or dominant power secures consent from subordinate groups, making its 

worldview appear universally accepted (Gramsci, 1995; Filippini & Barr, 2017).  
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Visual 10: The codes that are frequently used in the ceasefire from 1994. 

 

The high frequency of indirect or overt pressures indicates that external coercion played a 

significant role in shaping the ceasefire (see Visual 10). This suggests that Armenia may have 

been pressured—politically, diplomatically, or militarily—into accepting the terms. 

Hegemony in second place indicates that Russia’s influence was under process to retain full 

influence in the region but was not fully perceived as a natural security guarantee of Armenia, 

therefore the code of common sense was not one of the codes found in the material. Coercion 

and conformism imply that while force and persuasion were present, they were less central 

compared to indirect pressures (Donoghue, 2017). This outcome can be understood in the 

context of the Soviet Union’s dissolution in 1991, which fundamentally reshaped the 

geopolitical landscape of the South Caucasus. As a result, Russia could no longer assert itself 

as the region’s uncontested hegemon and struggled to maintain its monopoly over conflict 

resolution (Yemelianova, 2023). The Russian-brokered ceasefire can be seen as both a 

strategic necessity and an expression of Moscow’s ambition—an opportunity to reassert its 

dominance and reclaim its role as the leading power in the South Caucasus (Vardazaryan, 

2024; Yemelianova, 2023). The interplay between geopolitics and identity underscores that 

national identity is not fixed but socially constructed through historical narratives and political 

discourse (Dodds, 2007). This is reflected in Russia’s attempts to shape the South Caucasus—

Armenia, in particular—by leveraging its historical political influence over the region. In this 

context, territory and identity become deeply intertwined within Russia’s hegemonic 

framework. From Russia’s geopolitical perspective, Armenia has “no other option” but to 

depend on Russia for security (Vardazaryan, 2024, p. 26). This highlights how Armenia holds 
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strategic value for Russia—often at Armenia’s expense. Such a geopolitical discourse not 

only reinforces territorial boundaries but also shapes the narratives that define Russia’s role in 

the world (Dodds, 2007, pp. 106–107).  

 

The hegemonic nature of the ceasefire of 1994 can be seen through this quote: 

“And work intensively to confirm this as soon as possible by signing a 

reliable, legally binding agreement envisaging a mechanism, ensuring the non- 

resumption of military and hostile activities, withdrawal of troops from occupied 

territories and restoration of communication, return of refugees;”  

(The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, 1994). 

 

This statement embodies hegemony by legitimizing a specific power structure, framing 

compliance as the only rational option, and embedding both coercion and consent into the 

political process (Maesse & Nicoletta, 2021; Filippini & Barr, 2017). The agreement is not 

just about military withdrawal or communication restoration—it is about securing dominance 

through legal, political, and ideological means, ensuring that power remains consolidated 

within the hegemonic order and within Russian identity (Dodds, 2007). The language of the 

quote suggests that the involved parties must “confirm this as soon as possible” by signing a 

“reliable, legally binding agreement”. This implies that the resolution is framed as both urgent 

and inevitable, reinforcing the idea that compliance is the only rational and legitimate course 

of action. In Gramscian terms, this is an example of hegemony functioning through consent—

shaping discourse in a way that makes alternatives seem unthinkable or unreasonable 

(Donoghue, 2017). The mention of the “withdrawal of troops from occupied territories” and 

“restoration of communication” positions one side as the rightful enforcer of order while 

implicitly framing the opposing side as the disruptor. This discursive framing aligns with both 

hegemonic practices and the geopolitical term national identity, as it constructs a dominant 

narrative in which compliance with the agreement is presented as the only path to stability and 

legitimacy (Donoghue, 2017; Dodds, 2007). By framing the resolution in terms of legal and 

diplomatic formalities rather than addressing deeper power imbalances, the statement 

reinforces existing structures rather than challenging them. This aligns with Gramsci’s idea 

that hegemony sustains itself by absorbing resistance and presenting structural inequalities as 

natural or inevitable (Gramsci, 1995; Maesse & Nicoletta, 2021). 
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Visual 11: The codes that are frequently used in the ceasefire from 2020. 

 

According to Visual 11, the most frequently used codes in the 2020 ceasefire are Russia as an 

ally = Armenian security, Common Sense, and Coercion & Conformism. This indicates that 

by 2020, Russian hegemony over Armenia’s security discourse had strengthened, shifting 

from external pressure to an internalized and widely accepted belief. Russia’s role was no 

longer merely a political arrangement but had become embedded in the ‘common sense’ of 

Armenia’s security framework (Donoghue, 2017). The prominent coding of Russia as an ally 

= Armenian security and the increased frequency of common sense compared to 1994 suggest 

that Russian security guarantees had evolved into a taken-for-granted belief, rather than 

something externally imposed. While coercion and conformism still appear in 2020, as in 

1994, it no longer dominates the discourse, signifying that Armenia, while still facing some 

pressure, had largely conformed to the idea of dependency on Russian security. The data 

reveals a shift from a time when Russian influence was exerted through coercion and pressure 

(1994) to a period where it was deeply normalized and widely accepted as common sense 

(2020). This demonstrates the success of Russian hegemony in shaping Armenia’s security 

discourse over time. According to previous literature, no other security partnership has been 

able to shift the regional balance of power as effectively as Russia, leaving Armenia with little 

option but to accept Russia’s influence over the Karabakh process in 2020 (Atanesyan et al., 

2024). 

 

Some of the extracts from the ceasefire of 2020 that promote the commonsense notion that 

Russia is the natural authority and security provider in the region are:  
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“A peacekeeping contingent of the Russian Federation is deployed in the amount of 

1,960 servicemen with small arms, 90 armored personnel carriers, 380 units of 

automobile and special equipment”  

“The peacekeeping contingent of the Russian Federation” 

“A peacekeeping center is being deployed to control the ceasefire” 

“Remains under the control of the peacekeeping contingent of the Russian Federation” 

(EU, 2020). 

 

These references demonstrate that Russia’s role in the Nagorno-Karabakh ceasefire in 2020 is 

normalized and presented as an inherent, almost uncontroversial aspect of the agreement. The 

repeated mention of Russian peacekeepers being a central part of the ceasefire process 

portrays Russia as the primary guarantor of peace. This frames Russian involvement as an 

accepted—and even expected—aspect of conflict resolution in the region, aligning with 

literature that emphasizes Russia’s foundational role as Armenia’s primary security guarantor. 

Scholars highlight that Armenia’s dependence on Moscow has been shaped not only by 

historical and military ties but also by a dominant narrative of inevitability. This narrative 

arguably presents the alliance as a structural necessity, playing a central role in the discursive 

reproduction of Armenia’s perceived lack of viable security alternatives (Atanesyan, 

Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024).  

 

The specific deployment of a Russian peacekeeping contingent, along with details on their 

equipment and role, reinforces the idea that Russia is indispensable to the security and 

stability of the region. Stating that control over transport communication is carried out by the 

Russian Border Guard Service further solidifies the normalization of Russian authority in the 

region. By attributing control of such critical infrastructure to Russia, this reinforces the idea 

that Russia has a legitimate and natural role in overseeing security in the area, making its 

involvement seem inevitable. Dalby (2020) highlights that the discourse of security operates 

at multiple scales, from global counterterrorism to localized policing strategies. Critical 

geopolitics reveals how such narratives uphold territorial integrity while paradoxically 

legitimizing violations of sovereignty. This is evident in how Russia’s involvement, presented 

as a stabilizing force, simultaneously consolidates its dominance over Armenia’s security, 

subtly reinforcing a geopolitical order that reinforces Russia’s hegemonic control, despite the 

seeming contradictions of sovereignty and intervention. Shaped by historical alliances, 

security concerns and shifting regional dynamics — Russia resumed its role as primary 
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strategic ally to Armenia in the ceasefire of 2020 (Atanesyan, Reynolds & Mkrtichyan, 2024; 

Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024).  

 

Historical Legitimacy and Ideological Framing  

In analyzing the Russian Foreign Ministry’s statements from 2020 to 2025 through a 

Gramscian lens, the concepts of historical bloc and ideology reveal how power is maintained 

through discourse. The notion of the historical bloc is reflected in the repeated invocation of 

shared Soviet history, past alliances, and long-standing regional ties to justify Russia’s 

continued role in the South Caucasus and its security arrangements with Armenia. These 

references construct a sense of historical continuity that naturalizes Russia’s presence and 

authority as historically grounded and strategically necessary. Meanwhile, ideology functions 

in how these historical references are framed—whether as a narrative of protection, stability, 

or mutual obligation—and how alternative alignments such as Armenia’s engagement with 

Western factors are ideologically positioned as threats, betrayals, or destabilizing moves. 

Thus, while the historical bloc underpins the structural legitimacy of Russia’s geopolitical 

stance, ideology shapes the emotional and political interpretation of that history to reinforce 

its hegemonic influence (Gramsci, 1995; Filippini & Barr, 2017).   

 

 

Visual 12: Three references coded under ideology on 21, January 2025.  
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Visual 13: Two references coded under historical bloc on 21, January 2025. 

An analysis of Russian Foreign Ministry statements from 2020 to 2025 illustrates how Russia 

employs both ideological framing and references to a historical bloc to maintain its 

hegemonic position in relation to Armenia. These two mechanisms, while complementary, 

operate on distinct levels. Ideology functions through the interpretive and normative framing 

of the Russia-Armenia relationship. For instance, the first reference coded under ideology, see 

Visual 12, emphasis on the popularity of “the cultural and humanitarian dimension of our 

relations” and the need to “preserve historical truth and memory of glorious pages of our 

common history” reflects an attempt to shape collective memory and public sentiment. 

Similarly, the second reference under ideology highlights the promotion of Russian education 

and language through institutions such as the Russian Armenian University and Gazprom 

Armenia’s academic facilities, reinforcing Russia’s cultural and epistemic influence. These 

statements do not describe structural realities but instead work ideologically by constructing a 

narrative of emotional, cultural, and historical closeness that legitimizes continued alignment 

with Russia. In contrast, the concept of the historical bloc is evident in statements that refer to 

concrete institutional arrangements and material ties. 

 

In the first reference coded under historical bloc, see Visual 13, the Eurasian Economic Union 

(EAEU) is framed as “a pillar of socioeconomic development” and a source of “sustainable 

growth”, portraying Armenia’s economic stability as structurally dependent on integration 

with Russian-led regional frameworks. Similarly, the commemoration of the Great Patriotic 

War reinforces a shared military-historical narrative that serves as a symbolic anchor for the 

alliance. While ideology emotionally and culturally legitimizes hegemonic ties, the historical 

bloc provides the structural and institutional grounding for them (Maesse & Nicoletta, 2021). 

From a critical geopolitical perspective, these statements are not neutral reflections of 

geopolitical reality but active constructions of it—discursively rendering Armenia as part of 

Russia’s legitimate sphere of influence. Such geopolitical narratives simplify complex spatial 
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relations and reinforce territorialized notions of identity, often in opposition to external forces. 

By embedding Armenia within a spatial and historical imaginary tied to Russian power, these 

statements demonstrate how geopolitical reasoning, memory politics, and hegemonic 

discourse converge to reproduce dependency (Dodds, 2007; Tuathail, 1996). Thus, this 

reveals that Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is not merely a matter of strategic 

necessity, but a discursive project shaped by ideological narratives and institutionalized 

geopolitical arrangements.  

 

This discursive production of hegemony resonates with existing literature on Armenia’s 

constrained geopolitical agency. Scholars have noted that despite growing public 

dissatisfaction with Moscow—particularly following Russia’s perceived inaction during the 

2020 Nagorno-Karabakh war up until the ceasefire, Armenia remains deeply embedded in a 

“security trap” (Atanesyan et al., 2024, p. 262). While Prime Minister Pashinyan has sought to 

diversify Armenia’s foreign policy, the Kremlin continues to wield coercive leverage through 

economic, political, and military means (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). This paradox—

declining trust paired with continued dependence—is discursively reinforced through the 

ideological and institutional narratives outlined above. Even as Armenian civil society 

becomes more critical of Russian influence, Moscow’s geopolitical discourse frames Armenia 

not as a fully autonomous actor but as a natural extension of Russia’s sphere of influence 

(Vardazaryan, 2024). By synthesizing Gramsci’s concept of hegemony with critical 

geopolitical analysis, this study demonstrates how Armenia’s security dependency is not 

merely a material reality but also a discursive construction—legitimated through ideological 

appeals to shared history and institutionalized through geopolitical imaginaries that render 

alternatives virtually unthinkable.  

 

The Contested Ideological Battleground in Russian Strategic 

Discourse 

While common sense and war of position are conceptually distinct in Gramsci’s theory of 

hegemony, analyzing them in tandem is essential to understanding how ideological dominance 

both is maintained and challenged over time. In previous sections, common sense was shown 

to operate as a stabilizing force—where Russian discourse naturalizes Armenia’s dependency 

by presenting the alliance as historically grounded, culturally inherent, and geopolitically non-

negotiable (Filippini & Barr, 2017). However, such consensus is never absolute. It is 
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important to remember Donoghue’s (2017) argument “common sense cannot be eliminated 

but is ‘what is at stake in the struggle for hegemony’” (p. 4). The notion of war of position—a 

slow, strategic struggle over meaning and legitimacy—reveals that hegemony is always 

subject to contestation (Gramsci, 1995; Filippini & Barr, 2017).  

 

While common sense represents the sedimented, everyday assumptions that make Russian 

influence appear self-evident, the war of position highlights the emergence of 

counternarratives that attempt to rearticulate Armenia’s place in the international order. For 

instance, Armenia’s shifts in public disillusionment with Russia’s role in the Nagorno-

Karabakh conflict mark the beginning of an ideological reorientation—albeit one met with 

resistance from dominant discourses (Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). These two 

concepts must be viewed relationally: common sense obscures alternatives by making the 

current order appear inevitable, whereas war of position disrupts this illusion by strategically 

injecting competing visions into public discourse. Together, they reveal the dynamic interplay 

between hegemonic consolidation and ideological resistance, enabling a more nuanced 

understanding of how Russia’s hegemonic project is both secured and contested within the 

Armenian geopolitical imagination.  

 

 

Visual 14: Word cloud of the child code common sense under the parental code Diminishing other security 

partnerships. 
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Visual 15: Word cloud of the child code war of position under the parental code Diminishing other security 

partnerships.  

 

While the two word clouds—common sense and war of position, see Visual 14 & 15, share 

recurring geopolitical vocabulary such as “Armenia”, “Russia”, “security” and “cooperation” 

their underlying discursive functions diverge in ways that are central to a Gramscian analysis 

of hegemony and resistance. The commonsense word cloud, see Visual 14, reflects what 

Gramsci describes as hegemonic “spontaneous philosophy”—a set of normalized beliefs and 

assumptions that appear self-evident and depoliticized (Filippini & Barr, 2017). The frequent 

use of terms like “implementation”, “development” and “support” in mainstream discourse 

highlights a geopolitical narrative of managed stability, positioning Russia as Armenia’s 

essential guarantor of order and continuity. This aligns with scholar’s notation that Moscow 

frames Armenia’s dependence not just as a dominant narrative or inevitability, but as a 

structural necessity (Atanesyan et al., 2024; Vardazaryan, 2024; Detchev, 2024). Through this 

lense, Armenia’s security dependence is portrayed not as a contested political arrangement, 

but as a natural and inevitable alignment, grounded in shared history and regional imperatives. 

This perspective aligns with Dodds’ (2007) concept of geopolitics as a discourse that actively 

constructs, rather than simply describing, spatial and political realities. In this case, Russia’s 

geopolitical imaginary frames alternative alliances as risky or unviable, thereby foreclosing 

dissent and reinforcing conformity—what Gramsci would describe as a hegemonic common 

sense (Gramsci; 1995, Donoghue, 2017). From the perspective of geopolitics and identity, this 

discourse reinforces Armenia’s national self-conception as territorially vulnerable and 

existentially tied to Russian protection. It mobilizes identity through spatial narratives that 
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position Armenia as a natural extension of Russia’s security perimeter, defining Armenian 

sovereignty in relation to an external ‘other’ often the West or Turkey (Dodds, 2007).   

 

Yet, as critical geopolitics reminds us, such narratives are never neutral. They reflect deeper 

structures of power and serve to legitimize asymmetrical relationships under the guise of 

stability. Drawing on Tuathail’s (1996) argument that geography operates as a form of 

power/knowledge, these dominant narratives obscure the contingent and constructed nature of 

security alignments. They produce political realities in which Russian influence appears as 

both rational and benevolent, thus concealing the coercive mechanisms that sustain 

dependence. By connecting these discursive patterns to Gramsci’s notion of hegemony, we 

can better understand how Armenia’s geopolitical options are discursively limited—not solely 

by material constraints, but by the ideological reproduction of security dependency as 

common sense (Donoghue, 2017). This intersection of critical geopolitics and Gramscian 

theory allows for a more nuanced analysis of how spatial imaginaries and hegemonic 

narratives converge to normalize unequal power relations in the South Caucasus. 

 

By contrast, the war of position word cloud (see Visual 15) reveals a more contentious and 

strategic discursive terrain—one that signals a shift from passive acceptance toward active 

ideological contestation. Gramsci’s concept of a war of position refers to the protracted 

struggle to displace dominant ideological structures by gradually reshaping public consensus 

through civil society (Filippini & Barr, 2017). The prominence of terms such as “political”, 

“issues”, “interests” and “matters” indicates the emergence of a discursive space where 

Armenia’s alignment with Russia is no longer taken for granted but instead framed as subject 

to negotiation and competing visions. Previous research supports this view, highlighting how 

Armenia has pursued alternative security partnerships with Western actors, reflecting a 

decline in trust (Atanesyan et al., 2024). This discursive reframing resonates strongly with the 

lens of critical geopolitics, which challenges the naturalized spatial assumptions embedded in 

foreign policy and interrogates how geopolitical imaginaries are produced, contested, and 

instrumentalized (Tuathail, 1996; Dodds, 2007). Within this framework, the war of position is 

not merely ideological—it is also spatial, as it redefines the geopolitical boundaries of 

identity, influence, and legitimacy in the South Caucasus.  

 

Crucially, the partial overlap between the common sense and war of position word clouds 

underscores the non-binary nature of hegemony: as Gramsci suggests, even oppositional 
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discourses often draw upon and rearticulate dominant language to gain legitimacy (Gramsci, 

1995; Filippini & Barr, 2017). The endurance of key terms across both registers demonstrates 

how hegemonic narratives are not overthrown in a singular rupture but eroded through a 

gradual accumulation of alternative meanings. This interplay is analytically significant for 

understanding Armenia’s evolving security discourse. It reveals how Russian hegemony 

adapts to regional pressures not only through coercion or institutional control, but also by 

shaping and responding to ideological shifts within Armenian civil society. An example of 

this adaption can be found in the previous research, showcasing that following the collapse of 

the Soviet Union, Russia’s previously uncontested dominance was significantly weakened. In 

response, Russia seized the opportunity to broker the 1994 ceasefire—an act driven both by 

necessity and strategic ambition—to reassert itself as a regional power broker (Yemelianova, 

2023; Vardazaryan, 2024; Atanesyan et al., 2024; Voskanyan, 2022). In geopolitical terms, 

this means that Russia’s discursive dominance is not simply replaced but reconfigured, as new 

articulations of Armenia’s strategic interests begin to surface within the same semantic field 

(Dodds, 2007). Integrating Gramsci with critical geopolitics thus enables this study to capture 

both the ideological durability of hegemonic structures and the subtle but meaningful ways in 

which they are contested—rendering Armenia’s security dependency not a static fact, but a 

dynamic and discursively negotiated geopolitical formation.  
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Conclusion 
This thesis has demonstrated that Armenia’s security dependence on Russia is not solely a 

product of historical alliances or geopolitical constraints, but a hegemonically constructed 

reality, shaped and sustained through discourse. Through a detailed analysis of the 1994 and 

2020 ceasefire agreements alongside official Russian statements from 2020 to 2025, the study 

has shown how political texts function as instruments of ideological reproduction—crafting 

narratives that legitimize asymmetrical relations and naturalize dependency. The integration 

of Gramscian concepts into a Critical Discourse Analysis framework made visible the subtle 

workings of power, revealing how common sense, coercion, and ideological conformity 

operate through language. The abductive coding process allowed for an iterative and multi-

dimensional engagement with the material, balancing empirical depth with theoretical clarity. 

The synergy between Gramsci’s theory of hegemony and a broader geopolitical framework—

including traditional geopolitics, identity politics, and critical geopolitics—enabled an 

analysis that not only explained how dependency is discursively constructed, but why such 

narratives persist and remain resilient within the South Caucasus. 

 

In addressing the first research question, how Gramsci’s concepts help explain the discourse 

of Armenia’s dependence on Russia in the 1994 and 2020 ceasefire agreements—the analysis 

identified a transition in the dominant hegemonic mechanisms. While the 1994 agreement 

relied more heavily on coercion and overt pressure to legitimize Russian involvement, the 

2020 agreement reveals a discourse where dependency has become deeply normalized. Russia 

is no longer portrayed as merely an external guarantor but rather as the natural, inevitable 

provider of Armenian security. This marks the entrenchment of what Gramsci refers to as 

common sense—an internalized worldview that de-politicizes structural inequality and 

presents it as historical logic or cultural destiny. The ceasefire agreements thus operate as 

tools of hegemonic consolidation, veiling coercive power beneath the discourse of stability, 

peace, and shared civilizational alignment. From a geopolitical perspective, this discursive 

framing serves not only to secure Russia’s influence over Armenia but to reassert Moscow’s 

self-perception as the rightful hegemon in the region. By framing Armenian sovereignty as 

inherently fragile and dependent on Russian protection, these texts reproduce a spatial and 

ideological imaginary that binds Armenia to Russia’s orbit. 
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In response to the second research question, how the discourse of Armenia’s security 

dependence has evolved after the 2020 ceasefire—the findings suggest that a gradual 

discursive shift is underway. While Russian dominance remains largely uncontested at the 

institutional level, emerging narratives within the post-2020 discourse begin to question the 

inevitability of Russian alignment. This signals the onset of what Gramsci would describe as a 

war of position—a discursive struggle in which oppositional voices seek to challenge 

hegemonic common sense from within its own semantic field. However, these counter-

discourses often rely on the very language and assumptions they seek to contest, thereby 

reinforcing the ideological boundaries set by Russian hegemony. The geopolitical dimension 

of this reproduction is equally crucial: by constructing Armenia as territorially vulnerable and 

culturally linked to Russia, the official discourse between 2020 and 2025 portrays Western 

alignment as both destabilizing and illegitimate. The language used by the Russian Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs strategically situated Armenia within Russia’s historical and territorial 

sphere, reinforcing a geopolitical order in which strategic alternatives appear not only risky 

but unnatural. This resonates with existing literature describing Armenia’s entrapment in a 

“security trap”, where inherited narratives of necessity limit the scope of policy autonomy—

even as public dissatisfaction with Russia intensifies and the Armenian government signals a 

desire for foreign policy diversification. 

 

The study thus concludes that Armenia’s security dependency on Russia is not merely a 

consequence of power asymmetry, but a hegemonically stabilized condition reinforced by 

discourse. These findings underscore the importance of viewing geopolitical relations not just 

as material configurations, but as ideological constructions with deep historical and spatial 

roots. They also reveal the paradox at the heart of Armenia’s strategic predicament: while 

formal dependence on Russia may be increasingly contested in public and political arenas, the 

discursive foundations of that dependence remain largely intact. 

 

Recommendations for future research 

Future research should investigate how shifting regional dynamics, such as Armenia’s 

increasing engagement with Western institutions, the withdrawal of Russian peacekeepers 

from Nagorno-Karabakh, and Azerbaijan’s growing regional assertiveness—transform the 

discursive construction of security and reconfigure the boundaries of hegemonic influence. 

Comparative analyses across other post-Soviet states could reveal whether similar 
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mechanisms of dependency and hegemonic reproduction are embedded in their security 

discourses, offering broader insights into the durability of Russian influence in the region. In 

addition, a more granular focus on domestic Armenian narratives, through media discourse, 

political rhetoric, and civil society engagement—would deepen our understanding of how 

dissent, rearticulation, or reinforcement of dependency is performed from within. Integrating 

identity theory (how national or cultural identities influence state behavior, foreign policy and 

perceptions of other actors) more thoroughly into the geopolitical framework may further 

clarify how competing self-understandings, cultural imaginaries, and visions of sovereignty 

challenge or reinforce hegemonic narratives. In an increasingly multipolar and ideologically 

contested world order, such inquiries are crucial for understanding how states discursively 

navigate inherited dependencies while negotiating new strategic alignments.   
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