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Abstract

In war and conflict situations, both on the front and on the political plane, the parties resort to political discourses
for persuasion and propaganda in order to justify and legitimize their actions, to manage the flow of information by
spreading their point of view. In this context, the study aims to reveal how the persuasive rhetorical tools in political
discourse are used in relation to an important issue such as war, in the example of the President of Azerbaijan Ilham
Aliyev’s address to the nation during the Second Karabakh War. In this direction, 6 speeches of Aliyev between
October 4, 2020 and November 10, 2020 were analyzed within the framework of Ponton’s political discourse
analysis method. It was seen that Aliyev effectively used ethos to renew the self-confidence of the Azerbaijani
people, and pathos effectively to reveal her emotional state, especially in his speeches to the nation. Aliyev supports
the justification of Azerbaijan by using logical arguments and historical evidence in all his speeches. In this context, it
was concluded that Aliyev supported his discourses with body language by using persuasion and rhetorical tools
effectively and appropriately, thus reinforcing the effect of his speeches.
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Aliyev’in Ikinci Karabag Savasi ile Ilgili Ulusa Seslenig Konugmalarinin Politik Séylem
Analizi

Oz

Azerbaycan ile Ermenistan arasinda tarihsel ve toplumsal arka plant 1980’li yillara dayanan Daglik Karabag sorunu
yillarca ¢6ztimstiz kalmis, birincisi 1990’ yillarin, ikincisi ise 2020’li yillarin basinda iki savag yasanmistir. Hem
cephede hem de politik diizlemde stirdiiriilen savas ve catisma durumlarinda, taraflar eylemlerini hakli ¢tkarmak ve
mesrulastirmak, kendi bakis acilarint yayarak bilgi akisint yonetmek ve ayrica kamuoyunun destegini kazanmak igin
ikna ve propaganda amach politik séylemlere basvurmaktadirlar. Bu baglamda calisma, politik séylemdeki ikna
maksatli retoriksel araclarin savas gibi 6nemli bir konu ile ilgili olarak nasil kullanildigint Azerbaycan Cumhurbagkani
Tlham Aliyev’in Tkinci Karabag Savast siiresince gerceklestirdigi ulusa seslenis konusmalari 6rneginde ortaya koymay
amaglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, Ponton’un politik séylem analizi yontemi ¢er¢evesinde Aliyev’in 4 Ekim 2020-10
Kasim 2020 tarihleri arasindaki 6 konusmast ¢éziimlenmistir. Aliyev'in Ozellikle ulusa seslenis konusmalarinda
Azerbaycan halkinin kendine olan giivenini tazelemekte ethosu, duygu durumunu ortaya koymakta ise pathosu etkili
bir bigimde kullandig1 gérilmistir. Aliyev tim konusmalarinda mantiksal argiimanlart ve tarihsel kanitlart kullanarak
Azerbaycan’in hakliligini desteklemektedir. Bu baglamda Aliyev’in konusmalarinda ikna araclarini ve retoriksel
araclart etkili ve yerinde kullanarak beden dili ile de séylemlerini destekledigi, boylece konusmalarinin etkisini
pekistirdigi sonucuna varilmistir.
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Introduction

The Caucasus, which is the scene of serious competition between many countries in the field of
energy, especially between the USA and Russia, is of crucial importance due to its geopolitical,
geostrategic, and geo-economic characteristics (Bozkus Deveci, 2016, p. 139). One of the most important
issues affecting the stability in the region is the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Nagorno-Karabakh, a part of
the South Caucasus, is a conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia that has a long historical background,
has been unresolved for a long time, and is on the international agenda although it is regional (Zor, 2018,
p. 57). The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict remained serious for more than 25 years without any significant
changes after the ceasefire agreement signed after the First Karabakh War in May 1994. The approaches
of the countries in the region and the Western powers played an important role in the emergence of the
conflict which remained unresolved for a long time and most strongly determines the social, political,
economic, military, and diplomatic relations between Azerbaijan and Armenia, which gained its
independence after the collapse of the USSR (Giirbiiz, 2008, p. 117). Today, after two wars, the first in the
1990s and the second in 2020, a picture has emerged in which the persuasiveness of political discourse
behind the front is as important as military success on the front.

In situations of war and conflict, parties use political discourse for persuasion and propaganda to
justify and legitimize their actions, control the flow of information by disseminating their point of view,
and win public support. Indeed, the use of propaganda in war is an integral part of human history (Jowett
& O’Donnell, 2017, p. 265). Psychological warfare involves propaganda as planned and designed
persuasive communication against the enemy, along with military, economic or political measures to gain
support at home and abroad. Persuasion, which expresses the listener’s intention and action to change his
or her mind, is a complex and interactive process in which the sender and receiver interact with verbal and
non-verbal symbols. In persuasive communication, the identification is important. A discourse that
conveys shared feelings, images, and ideas that make the audience feel like one heart strengthens
persuasion. In building such discourse, the role and importance of mass media in enabling political actors
to communicate their thoughts to a wider mass seems to have increased from the past to the present. The
mass media, which are constantly diversifying and expanding their sphere of influence, offer political
actors new opportunities to reach larger masses. The new communication technologies now also enable
individuals, groups, organizations, institutions or states to carry their messages into international politics.
For example, political actors’ posts on social media platforms can be seen by large numbers of people
inside or outside the country, and their posts on video-sharing sites can be seen by thousands of people.
In this respect, internet-based new communication technologies are a powerful tool to support, set the
agenda, and guide political discourse in both domestic and foreign policy. Especially in situations of war
and conflict, where controlling the flow of information is a priority, it is important for parties to use the
power of these tools to strengthen their positions and discourses.

This study aims to use the example of the President of Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev’s address to the
nation during the Second Karabakh War to show how persuasive rhetorical devices are used in political
discourse concerning an important issue such as the war. In the following sections of the study, the
historical development of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and the Second Karabakh War is first briefly
discussed, and then the concepts of propaganda and political discourse are highlighted.

The Background of Nagorno-Karabakh Conflict and Second Karabakh War

Geographically, the name of Karabakh was given to the lands consisting of mountainous regions and
plains between the Kiir and Aras rivers and G6yge Lake by the nomads who came here from Central Asia
in the 11th century (Rasizade, 2011, p. 217). Nagorno-Karabakh, a region rich in mineral resources, has
been ruled by many states throughout history, from the Hurrians to the Urartians, from the Sassanids to
the Huns, from the Abbasids to the Seljuks (Khalilov, 2008). The Karabakh Khanate remained a part of
Azerbaijan Tsarist Russia until the end of the First World War (Aslanli, 2013, p. 11). Russia’s policy in the
region, not wanting to lose its dominance in the Karabakh region, which had declared autonomy in 1918,
is one of the main reasons both for the emergence of the conflict and for its long persistence (Yigit &
Gilbiten, 2017, p. 6). The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, which can be described as the most important
issue between Azerbaijan and Armenia, began in the region where no independent Armenian state could
be established from the 11th to the end of the 19th century when Russia promised Armenians to establish
a state in this region to implement its policy of descent to the warm seas (Yimaz, 2013, p. 72). The
population change, which was due to a long-term and deliberate resettlement policy, led to conflicts
between Azerbaijani Turks and Armenians. For Azerbaijan, which has been economically and socially
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damaged by the activities of Armenians trying to settle in the region and increase their population, the
issue is of great importance and priority both in domestic and foreign policy.

The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has grown exponentially since the 1980s, although it has a long
history (Aslanli, 2013, p. 13). The event that ignited the conflict was the approval by Nagorno-Karabakh
Local Council on 20 February 1988 that the region would join Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic. The
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the USSR rejected Karabakh’s decision to separate from
the USSR of Azerbaijan and join the USSR of Armenia. On 12 January 1989, citing the increasing
conflicts, annexed the region directly to the Moscow administration (Vaserman & Ginat, 1994, p. 351).
With the collapse of Soviet Russia, the search for the rights of Armenians in the Karabakh region
accelerated, and on 1 December 1989, Armenians in Karabakh declared that they had joined Armenia
(Gokee, 2014, p. 2691), but this decision was not accepted by the Soviet Union administration. The
contlicts in Karabakh also spread to Azerbaijan and since January 1990, the conflicts have intensified. The
Nagorno-Karabakh War is a long and full-scale war. The conflicts, most of which took place between
1990 and 1994, claimed more than 25,000 lives (Tokluoglu, 2013, p. 320).

With the disintegration of Soviet Union and the independence of Azerbaijan and Armenia, which
became members of international organisations, Karabakh has become an international problem In the
Council of Foreign Ministers the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), which
met in Helsinki on 24 March 1992, it was decided to organize a conference in Minsk to resolve the
Karabakh conflict. However, when the Armenians occupied Shusha, a town with a predominantly
Azerbaijani population, and then Lachin, which connects Karabakh with Armenia, the conference was
canceled and was decided to hold ‘pre-conference talks’ in Rome. Thus, the ‘Minsk Group’, which
includes 12 countries, was actually born in Rome (Pashayeva & Goksel, 2011). In the meantime,
Azerbaijan, which launched a counter-attack, recaptured some occupied settlements from the Armenian
forces. Mediated by Kazakhstan, a ceasefire was declared on 27 August 1992 with the signing of the
Almaty Declaration, but shortly afterward Armenia unilaterally declared that it did not recognize Almaty
Declaration (Aslanli, 2001, p. 404). 1993 was a year in which the conflicts continued as intensely as the
ceasefire attempts. On 20 February 1993, the Rome Talks took place, attended by Azerbaijan and Armenia
and the USA, Russia, and Minsk Group President Mario Rafaelli. However, during the negotiations, the
process was interrupted by the Armenian attack on Kelbajar, located at an important connexion point
between Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh, and with the occupation of Kelbacer, the United Nations
Security Council also became involved in the process. In May 1993, a new peace initiative was launched by
Russian President Boris Yeltsin, but this attempt, hoped for by Ebulfez Elchibey, who was in power in
Azerbaijan at the time, did not produce any results. The coming to power of Heydar Aliyev in the same
year brought a change of strategy in Azerbaijan’s foreign policy. First, Aliyev acted with the idea that
ensuring internal security and stability was necessary to solve the problem and immediately went about
ending the war. Heydar Aliyev turned to a more realistic foreign policy that considered Azerbaijan’s needs
and the world order (Mammadyarov, 2009, p. 17). The Treaty of the Century, signed on 24 September
1994, plays an important role in this context. Due to this agreement, the leading countries of the world
energy sector are directly connected with the Karabakh problem. It is increasingly expressed that the
region must be stable to protect the interests of multinational companies investing in the region. For this
to happen, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict must be solved (Adams, 2009, p. 229).

The First Karabakh War ended with the ceasefire agreement signed on 9 May 1994 between Defence
Ministers Azerbaijan and Armenia and the representatives of Karabakh Armenians (Eyvazl, 2017, p. 61),
but it was not possible to achieve a lasting peace between the parties. To resolve the problem, 23 meetings
between the presidents of Azerbaijan and Armenia and 60 meetings between the foreign ministers and the
co-chairs took place in the 10 years in the early 2000s alone (Aslanli, 2013, p. 11). In 2007, a peace plan
was presented by the Minsk Group in Madrid. The plan contains some principles such as protecting
Azerbaijan's territorial integtity, disarmament in the region and equal rights for the people living in the
region Nagorno-Karabakh (Diyarbakirlioglu, 2020, p. 431). An updated version of the Madrid Principles
was announced in Italy in July 2009. Thus, the OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs presented the basic
principles of the proposal, which provides for the return of the regions around Nagorno-Karabakh to
Azerbaijan with temporary status. These principles represent a compromise between the right to self-
determination and the right to territorial integrity. However, the meetings, which took place within the
framework of Madrid Principles in different places and at different times, did not produce any results. The
greatest tensions and conflicts occurred in April 2016 after the ceasefire, and both sides suffered heavy
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losses in the conflicts known as the ‘4 Day War’ as they lasted between 2 and 5 April. With Russia's
mediation, a ceasefire was declared again with the agreement signed in Moscow between the Chiefs of
Staff of Armenia and Azerbaijan.

Ilham Aliyev, who was elected President of Azerbaijan in 2003, made a significant change in the
country’s policy regarding Karabakh, as the issue had remained unresolved for many years, and the
stalemate was gradually turning into a solution. He pointed out the negative impact of the war on the
region argued that if the problem could not be solved by peaceful means; war was inevitable (Yimaz,
2010, p. 77). The election of Nikol Pashinyan as the Prime Minister of Armenia, who made statements in
April 2018 that land restitution would not be considered on Nagorno-Karabakh, led to another change in
the Armenia-Azerbaijan conflict (de Waal, 2018).

Armenia opening fire on Tovuz on the route of the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan oil and Baku-Thbilisi-
Erzurum natural gas pipelines on 12 July 2020 (Ergun & Valiyev, 2020, p. 61). Although the tensions and
conflicts in the region have been going on for a very long time, it can be said that the Second Karabakh
War, also called the ‘44 Day War’, started on 27 September 2020 and actually ended on 8 November 2020
with the capture of Shusha by Azerbaijan troops. Moscow Armistice Agreement (Triple Agreement)
signed at the war’s end.

Political Discourse, Persuasion, and Propaganda

Since politics also involves reconciling differences through discussion and persuasion, it is often
argued that the central process to be considered in defining political action is communication. In this
respect, politics and communication are two closely related fields, and political communication at its
intersection is at the heart of almost all political activities and processes. Political processes take place at
the micro and macro levels. At the micro-level, politics is understood as a struggle for supremacy with
conflicts of interest between individuals, genders or social groups. At the macro level, it encompasses the
actions of various political actors such as states, political parties, politicians, and interest groups. Political
behaviours at these two levels, such as ideological, social or political debates, rallies or parliamentary
speeches, interviews, statements, and even the legislation process, are actually linguistic actions, ie.,
discourses (Chilton, 2004, p. 3).

Language plays a very important role in politics, which can be defined as a struggle for power to
implement political ideas and ideologies since political actions are largely prepared and carried out with the
help of language (Borcic, Kanizaj & Krsul, 2016, p. 75). Whenever politicians speak in public, they plan
their rhetoric carefully and choose their words wisely. One of the most important means by which
politicians express their power and opinions is the way they linguistically underpin their ideas, namely their
discourse. The political struggle occurs in language, and this respect can be understood as a ‘war of
discourses.” The political discourse can be verbal or non-verbal, formal or informal, but it always aims to
persuade and act (Perloff, 2003, p. 78). Leaders speak with the power they derive from their position, and
for political actors, language is not just a means to express their ideas (Charteris-Black, 2011, p. 1).
Political discourse, a particular example of political action and interaction, is the most important way of
‘doing politics.” Political discourse, such as party manifestos or speeches at rallies, expresses the ideologies
of different belief systems and functions largely through language (van Dijk, 2002, p. 17). Most political
discourse involves speeches or statements by political actors, such as government leaders, ministers, and
party leaders. Waver (2002, p. 27) says that politics has a close relationship with discursive structures, as it
defines) what is considered to be said or done.

Wilson (2015, p. 776) states that political discourse can be used in two senses. While the first
describes a discourse that does not refer to an explicitly political content but is characterized as political
depending on the context, the second refers to a discourse that is intrinsically ideological and directive.
The main characteristic of political discourse is that it is more persuasive. Persuasion as a deliberate
attempt to change the thoughts or behavior of individuals or groups can be defined as ‘conveying a
message with the aim of activating or motivating the individual to change or influence his or her behavior.”
(Miller & Burgoon, 1973, p. 2). According to Ozkan (2004, p. 156), persuasion encompasses three basic
dimensions: conscious intention, influencing behavior, and conveying a message. Politicians have always
used a variety of strategies and tactics to persuade. Politicians must not only understand complex social
problems but also show that they can solve them. At this point, political discourse encompasses the
framework that political actors construct to understand the problems and persuade the audience, the
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rhetorical devices they use to present their proposed solutions, and the guidance they give to the audience
on understanding certain concepts.

Lilleker (2013, p. 250) notes that defining problems and common goals helps lead people to those
goals and end conflict and that this is closely linked to rhetotic, persuasion, and discourse. Aristotle's
understanding of rhetoric is the first name that comes to mind when talking about rhetoric, which has
been accepted as the art of activating people for a specific goal in Ancient Greece and aims to create an
effect to achieve a specific purpose. Aristotle (2008, p. 44) defines political rthetoric as ‘a kind of speech in
which the speaker seeks to show that an action is appropriate or harmful’ and points out that its main
purpose is to encourage or discourage. According to him, persuasion in political rhetoric is based on three
basic elements: Ethos, which expresses the personal character of the speaker; Pathos, which refers to
appealing to the emotions of the audience; and Logos, which refers to presenting logical evidence to
persuade the audience. The tradition of rhetoric that continued in the forums of the Roman Empire
transformed with the collapse of Rome into religious preaching in the hands of the Catholic Church. In
the 17th century, the Church created the first institution (Sacred Congregation de Propaganda Fide) with
propaganda in its name to save its power, which had been shaken and weakened by the reform
movements, and to restore its ideological control, thus laying the institutional foundation of propaganda,
also defined as ‘covert persuasion’ (DeVito, 1986, p. 239).

The term propaganda was first used by Pope Gregory XV in 1622 with a positive connotation to
describe the work of the Catholic Church (Ross, 2002, p. 19), but actually, propaganda is a phenomenon
almost as old as human history. According to Pratkanis and Aronson (2008, p. 12), propaganda is ‘the
transmission of an idea through the skilful use of images, slogans and symbols that influence our
prejudices and emotions’ and includes efforts to ‘construct the minds of individuals or groups through
symbolic means’ (Anik, 2016, p. 15). The functions of propaganda are to direct, motivate, guide, and
persuade the ideas, opinions, perceptions, and feelings of the people who follow the propagandist. In
other words, propaganda is basically a process of persuasion. In terms of politics, propaganda is part of
the political discourse (Stanley, 2018, p. 85). To identify and analyze political discourse, one must
understand how the political subject relates to the world by examining its position within the structure of
meaning created by that discourse. This relationship is established through language and discourse and
reinforced through rhetorical devices.

According to Kecskemeti (1973), propaganda provides the audience with a comprehensive
conceptual framework for dealing with social and political reality. Integrative propaganda aims to uphold
the ideology and interests represented by those in power who convey the propaganda messages, while
provocative propaganda aims to mobilize people to join or support a cause. Both types of propaganda are
frequently used by political actors in their political discourse. Integrative propaganda, for example,
explains the causes of war to people in conflict or war situations to unite and keep people together;
provocative propaganda is also used to weaken the other side and ensure that people support and
participate in the war.

Method

Political discourse analysis (PDA) is a critical approach that focuses on analyzing texts and speeches
by politicians in political contexts. PDA is about understanding the nature and function of political
discourse and critiquing the role that discourse plays in generating, sustaining, abusing and resisting power
in contemporary society (van Dijk, 1997, p. 11-15). By assuming that there is a link between language,
politics, culture, and cognition, Chilton (2004, p. x-xi) focuses on the question of what language used in
political contexts communicates to people in general. According to him, a socially relevant linguistic
framework is required to analyze these connections as well as the intricacies of political thought and
behavior. Within this framework, PDA is about understanding linguistic practices in which political
speakers fill their words with evidence, authority, and truth and thereby gain legitimacy in particular
political contexts. Therefore, the context, which is determined by the speaker, the audience, the
environment, and the circumstances, is crucial for the analysis of political discourses (Farrel & Young,
2009, p. 33). Charteris-Black (2011) focuses on metaphor as a means of persuasion in political discourse.
By relating metaphor to traditional rhetoric, Charteris-Black focuses on how metaphor enhances the ethos
and pathos of political speech.

PDA generally applies Critical Discourse Analysis approaches to uncover power, ideology and
dominance in discourse, using social theories, cognitive approaches, metaphor analysis and cultural studies
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for analysis. Objects of research include political speeches, parliamentary discourse, media discourse, etc.
(Wang, 2016, p. 2768). Political discourse analysis has developed in many directions over the last three
decades, so that today one can speak of a number of different approaches. They borrow certain methods
or tools from each other from time to time, but there is no single methodological approach. In this
context, Ponton (2016, p. 123-124) proposes an analytical model that brings together different factors in
the analysis of a political discourse text. The model in question consists of context, environment, camera
angle, voice and body language, persuasive tools, and rhetorical devices. In this context, the political
discourse analysis of Ilham Aliyev’s address to the nation during the Second Karabakh War was
conducted in the study. Aliyev delivered six speeches between 4 October 2020 and 10 November 2020.
After decoding the speeches, which lasted a total of 3 hours and 20 minutes, the model listed the context,
setting, camera angles, tone, and body language elements in all speeches in a single table and listed
separately the elements related to the tools of persuasion and the rhetorical tools.

Findings and Comments

This section first examined the context, setting, camera angles, and body language elements. Then the
persuasive tools and the rhetorical tools were assessed under separate headings.

Aspects of context, environment, camera angles, tone, and body language

Table 1. Elements of context, environment, camera angles, voice and body language in Ilham Aljyev’s speeches

Context Tlham Aliyev's address to the nation

Presidential office, AZ TV Studio

Azerbaijan flag on left back, Azerbaijan national emblem on right back
Environment Aliyev is dressed in a clean black suit, white shirt and black tie

Dressed in military uniform in a speech

Ambient light

Chest single shot

Camera Angles Above the waist, single shot in a speech

Tone of voice rises in sentence stresses

Sound He swallows and clears his throat
He speaks looking directly at the camera, occasionally looking at his notes
Has a serious facial expression

Body Language No gestures and facial expressions

No smile
Supports speech with hand gestures, fist and head movements

As stated in the study’s theoretical basis, Ilham Aliyev was elected president in 2003 and emphasized
the inevitability of war if the Karabakh problem, which has been growing since the 1980s, cannot be
solved by peaceful means. During the Second Karabakh War, which began on 27 September 2020, Aliyev
addressed the nation to inform about the process and convey Azerbaijan's achievements. Most of these
speeches took place in the president’s office; only his speech on 8 November 2020 was held in a television
studio. The speech he gave in the TV studio coincided with the day the war ended, and in the speech
proclaiming victory to the Azerbaijani people, Aliyev wears a military uniform as commander-in-chief. In
his other speeches, Aliyev addresses the nation in a suit with the title of an official statesman. Aliyev,
standing in his speech on 8 November, sits in his other speeches. All speeches were recorded in
perspective.

Aliyev, who has a serious facial expression and tone in all his speeches, thus reflects the seriousness
of the event. Aliyev, whose tone of voice rises during sentence stresses, supports his speech with hand and
head movements. Aliyev, who uses a serious and confident tone of voice to convey the message that
Azerbaijan's struggle is right, raises his right hand in the air at certain points in his speech by making a fist,
conveying a strong Azerbaijani message. Moreover, Aliyev’s hands are seen in all his speeches, which gives
confidence to the audience and aims at making them believe in the correctness and accuracy of what is

being said.
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Image 1. Chest single shot Image 2. Single shot above the waist

Aliyev’s serious facial expression and tone change only in his speech on 10 November 2020, after the
victory. In his speech on that day, it can be seen that his facial expression softens. Therefore, it can be said
that the tone of voice and body language in Aliyev's speeches reflect his emotional state.

Image 3. Single Iiham Aliyev and bis wife, after the speech on 08.11.2020

One of the notable points regarding body language in Aliyev’s speeches is that after his speech on 8
November 2020, in which he declared that the war was won, as seen in the picture above, he stepped in
front of the cameras with his wife and made a victory sign. By stepping in front of the cameras with his
wife, he underlines both his reliable personality and the victory he has expressed with his body language.

Tools of persuasion

Table 2. Persuasion tools in 1lham Aliyev’s speeches

Hthos Confident, dignified stance
Persuasion Tools Pathos E%(pres.slons ,Of sadness, happiness, pride; emphasis on innocent people
Logos Historical evidence that Karabakh belongs to Azerbaijan

Emphasis on ceasefire agreements and illegal behavior

Ethos

As stated in the theoretical basis of the study, ethos is related to the speaket's character. It can be said
that the persuasiveness of a speech is directly related to the fact that the speaker creates the impression of
a reliable and morally good person in the audience. In this context, it is stated that Aliyev uses ethos as an
element of persuasion in his speeches. In all his speeches he emphasizes his self-confident and determined
attitude.

- ‘I have only one condition, leave our country!” (04.10.2020)
- ‘We fulfill our mission with honor.” (17.10.2020)

- ‘We need our land, not bloodshed! We will take back out country, the way we want, no mattet what!
Let everyone understand that!” (17.10.2020)

- ‘We have not entered into any agreement that does not satisfy the curiosity of the Azerbaijani
people by showing security, courage, and political will.” (08.10.2020)

As can be seen in the above examples, Aliyev said that in all his speeches he always expressed
Azerbaijan's right to the international organizations and stressed that Azerbaijan withstood all the
difficulties it faced during the war and remained firm with all its interlocutors. Thus, he wants to renew
the confidence of the Azerbaijani people in him.
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Pathos

Pathos is a good or bad thing, a feeling, a passion, a situation, a state experienced by a person
(Liddell, Scott & Jones, 1996, p. 1285), and denotes various emotional states, joy, love, pity, sorrow,
suffering, experience, etc. (Celgin, 2010, p. 485). Pathos appears in Aliyev’s speeches with feelings such as
sadness, hope, honour, happiness, sincerity, and compassion. Aliyev sometimes expresses the sadness he
felt during the war and sometimes the joy of victory Aliyev expresses his hope by saying: ‘For thirty years
we have lived in hope that the international troops will settle this matter’ (04.10.2020) and expresses his
sadness by saying: ‘Unfortunately, we have seen that they try to humiliate the Azerbaijani people.’
(04.10.2020)

He expresses his pride in the achievements of the Azerbaijani army by saying: ‘The glorious
Azerbaijani army continues its mastery of weapons with good luck’ and “The Azerbaijani army is a country
with great fighting power and technical guarantee’ (17.10.2020)

- ‘With great pride, I inform about the liberation of our habitats, which my beloved people are
impatiently pursuing.” (17.10.2020)

- ‘1 have said in my heart that I am a happy man because 1 have fulfilled the testament of the
ancestors.” (08.11.2020)

- “This statement is our glorious victory. And I am glad that today I can give this good news to the
people of Azerbaijan’. (10.11.2020)

As in the above examples, Aliyev shares information about the cities liberated from the Armenian
occupation in almost all his speeches. Aliyev's joy and pride in communicating this information are
reflected in his words, but the excited and haughty expression in his tone also shows his joy.

Another striking element in terms of pathos in Aliyev’s speeches is the expressions of sincerity and
compassion he showed towards the innocent Armenian people. ‘The Armenians who migrated to our
country 200 years ago are also our citizens. Their lives must also be saved from this junta. If their essence
cannot save their lives, we will help them. The Armenians living in Nagorno-Karabakh were our citizens,
and the Azerbaijanis were tolerant people. These people did not commit any sin.” (26.10.2020)

In his speech, Aliyev lowers and raises the tone of his voice depending on his emotional state and
amplifies the emotion he is in with word and sentence accents. His speech shows integrity in terms of
pathos with his tone of voice, body language, and words, which is one of the most important methods of
persuasion.

Logos

Logos, which can be defined as logic, reasoning, rational argument, is the way of persuasion, which is
the aim of rhetoric, through data and statistics (Rife, 2010, p. 261; Gallo, 2016, p. 57). If one evaluates
Aliyev's speeches, one finds that logical arguments are frequently used.

- “The occupied territories will be returned to Azerbaijan gradually, and we have agreed to it. Let us
return it in stages, let us return it in peace. Let the Azerbaijani and Armenian people live together
afterward, as we have lived together This is a fair solution, a solution that complies with all international
legal norms.” (04.10.2020)

- ‘I can say that we are restoring historical justice. I could prove that this is our historical country. I
gave information about the Kurecay Peace Treaty. In the world there was no information about this
treaty. Unfortunately, there was no comprehensive information about this agreement in Azerbaijan either.
The agreement is on the Internet, everyone can read it. There is not a single word about the Armenian
people in this treaty because the Armenian people were not there at that time.” (26.10.2020)

As seen in the examples, Aliyev underpins his speech with international legal norms and treaties, thus
justifying and substantiating his credibility by presenting historical evidence. In this context, it can be said
that the logos also contributes to the formation of ethos.

Another persuasive strategy for the logos is giving numerical data on the weapons and ammunition
seized or destroyed of other side. Aliyev develops a discourse on Azerbaijan’s justification by highlighting
international agreements and Armenia's behavior in not abiding by them. In almost every speech, Aliyev
refers to historical arguments and backs up his arguments with words like “This battle is a battle for the

1746



MANAS Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi - MANAS Journal of Social Studies

homeland of our people. We are liberating our homeland from the invaders. During this period, the
glorious Azerbaijani army freed many places from the enemy. We provide historical justice on the
battlefield. Because the history of Nagorno-Karabakh is the eternal land of Azerbaijan.” (26.10.2020).

Rhetorical tools

Table 3. Rhetorical tools in Ilham Aliyev’s speeches

Alliteration Karabakh is ours, Karabakh is Azerbaijan

Exaggeration The more he got horny, the more aggressive his greed grew.
Rhetorical Anaphora/Epiphora It damaged there, we taught a lesson, there was no lesson; it destroyed here, we gave a
Tools lesson, there was no lesson

Contrast we, they

Parallelism He humbles himself, humbles his people

Rhetoric, which can be defined as the effective use of language to capture the listener’s perception
and create a change in thoughts and emotions or their intensity, consists not only of tools of persuasion.
The use of figures of speech such as alliteration, hyperbole, and repetition while speaking are tools that
enhance the impact of ethos, pathos, and logos while making the speech more fluent. These elements,

which make up the rhythm/harmony of an impressive speech, also appear in the speeches of Ilham
Aliyev.

It is noteworthy that Aliyev frequently uses anaphora, which can be defined as the repetition of the
same sound in a sentence to enhance the effect of the word and verticality, i.e. the repetition of words at
the beginning of sentences, which is another element in creating harmony in pronunciation as seen in the
example of “The combat vehicles of the infantry, 50 of which were destroyed and 24 taken as trophies, are
in our hands today. 17 of the drones destroyed, 198 balls destroyed, 53 tanks destroyed...” (20.10.2020).
Aliyev should be aware of the effect of alliteration on the utterance, that he ends all his speeches with
‘Karabakh belongs to us, Karabakh belongs to Azerbaijan.’

- ‘We saw that a new war was opened against us, we saw that our city of Tovuz and other living
mentees were set on fire for no reason in July, our soldiers died, and local citizens were destroyed. We saw
that in August, the intelligence group was sent...” (04.10.2020)

- ‘Long live the Azerbaijani army, long live the people of Azerbaijan.” (17.10.2020)
- ‘Congratulations Azerbaijan, Congratulations Azerbaijanis of the world” (08.11.2020)

As can be seen from the above examples, the anaphora is one of the main rhetorical devices used by
Aliyev in his speeches. Another rhetorical device that attracts attention in Aliyev’s speeches is epiphora,
the opposite of anaphora, which is the repetition of words at the end of sentences. One can say that
epiphora is more intense in Aliyev's speeches than anaphora.

- ‘What does it mean to move the patliament of the so-called Nagorno-Karabakh Republic to
Shusha? What does it mean for Gabriel to take the new road from Armenia?’

- “This is murder! It is public murder.” (26.10.2020)

- “Today, I can say with great pride that Fuzuli is ours, Gabriel is ours, Zangilan is ours, Gubadl is
ours, Agdam is ours, Lachin is ours, Kelbecer is ours, Shusha is ours, Karabakh is ours, Karabakh is
Azerbaijan.” (10.11.2020)

In general, anaphora and epiphora, which can be defined as repeated words, are often used in
Aliyev’s speeches to strengthen the expression, attract the listeners’ attention, and increase the
effectiveness of the word to establish harmony in a sentence. In Aliyev’s speeches, contrasts are less
frequent than alliterations, anaphora, and epiphora.

- “The Azerbaijani military has stood up to its fighters. We have their furs. We have driven their
tanks. We have their other weapons. Their goods transport vehicles are in our hands.” (04.10.2020)

- ‘People were killed by today’s fire. Still, let me say again that we will not claim our rights through
innocent citizens but on the battlefield. The blood of our martyrs and those who perished will not remain
on the ground.” (17.10.2020)

- “This matter should be resolved, either by war or by peace.” (26.10.2020)
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The contrast is usually made in Aliyev’s speeches by talking about us and them or us and the enemy.
However, contrast is also created by the use of antonyms such as ‘war and peace’.

Another point that can be considered a contradiction in Aliyev’s speeches is that while he
emphasized his personality and the struggle of the Azerbaijani people, he spoke negatively about
Pashinyan and the Armenian state. Exaggeration and similarity in language are the least used rhetorical
devices.

Although Ponton’s method is not included as a unit of analysis in Aliyev’s speeches, another
rhetorical device he uses is a metaphor. In his speeches, he refers to the Azerbaijani people and the
struggle of Azerbaijan with the metaphor of the ‘iron fist’, ‘people with an iron will’ and associates the
Armenian state with the expressions ‘predators’ and ‘coyotes’.

Conclusion

In this study, using political discourse analysis to examine the speeches of Azerbaijan’s President
Ilham Aliyev during the Second Karabakh War, it is clear how Aliyev used rhetorical devices to persuade.
The war, which is a political process at the macro level, is not only a battle at the frontline but also at the
political level. At the political level, leaders must both win the support of their people and defend the
legitimacy of their country on the international stage by explaining their struggle. In this direction, the
effective use of rhetorical means to persuade is very important.

Aliyev makes all his speeches at the Presidential Office, except for his speech dated 8 November
2020. Wearing a suit in his speeches, Aliyev addresses the nation with the title of official statesman. Aliyev,
who wore a military uniform in his victory speech on November 8, 2020, thus conveying the message that
he is always with his people as both the President and the Commander-in-Chief.

In his address to the nation, Aliyev emphasizes his self-confident, honorable, just and determined
stance, and uses ethos to reassure the Azerbaijani people, and pathos to reveal their emotional state. It can
be said that Aliyev used both words and body language as an important tool to enhance the effect of
pathos. While Aliyev reveals pathos with feelings of sadness, hope, honor, happiness, sincerity,
compassion; Sometimes he expresses his sadness about the experiences during the war and sometimes his
happiness from the victory. Aliyev, who uses his tone of voice and facial expressions according to his
emotional state, thus ensures unity between his body language and his discourse. By using logical
arguments and historical evidence in all his speeches, he supports the rightness of Azerbaijan in the eyes
of the Azerbaijani people and the international community. Thus, logos also contributes to the formation
of ethos. In addition, Aliyev, who uses provable arguments in his speeches, thus allows the audience to
make logical inferences.

Aliyev intensely uses alliteration by repeating the same sounds in the sentence in order to increase the
effect of the word in his speech, and also uses Anaphora and Epiphora intensively by repeating the words
to create harmony in utterance. In addition, Aliyev makes his speeches more effective with contrasts,
similarities and metaphors. Aliyev, who also uses rhetorical devices to ensure the thythm/harmony of his
speech, supports his speeches with body language by using tools of persuasion and rhetorical devices
effectively and appropriately, thus enhancing the impact of his speeches.

This study focuses on the speeches of the President of Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev during the Second
Karabakh War and is limited to 6 speeches delivered by Aliyev between 4 October 2020 and 10
November 2020. The comparative political discourse analysis of Aliyev's and Pashinyan's speeches during
the war will also contribute to the literature by showing how heads of state use rhetorical devices to
persuade on an important issue such as the war.

Ethical Declaration

In the writing process of the study titled “Political Discourse Analysis of Aliyev’s Address to the Nation Regarding
the Second Karabakh War”, there were followed the scientific, ethical and the citation rules; was not made
any falsification on the collected data and this study was not sent to any other academic media for
evaluation. Since the document review was conducted in this study, there is no need for an ethics
committee decision.
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GENIS OZET

Cografi konumu itibariyle hayati bir éneme sahip olan Kafkasya’da istikrari etkileyen en 6nemli
konulardan biri ise Daglik Karabag sorunudur. Giney Kafkasya’nin bir parcast konumundaki Daglk
(Yukari) Karabag, ginimiizde Azerbaycan ile Ermenistan arasinda tarihsel arka plant ¢ok eskilere dayanan
bir sorun olup 1994 yiinin mayis ayinda Birinci Karabag Savas’nin ardindan imzalanan ateskes
anlasmasindan sonra 6nemli bir degisiklik gecirmeden 25 yildan uzun bir siire ciddiyetini korumustur.
Komsu ve bélge tilkeler ile Batilt gliglerin konuya yaklasimlari sorunun uzun bir siire ¢6ztimsiiz kalmasina
yol agmustir. Sovyetler Birligi'nin dagilmast ve bagimsizliklarint ilan eden Azerbaycan ile Ermenistan’in
uluslararasi teskilatlara Gye olmalari nedeniyle Karabag, uluslararast bir sorun haline gelmistir. Bolgede
yetlesmeye ve niifusunu artirmaya ¢alisan Ermenilerin faaliyetleri sebebiyle ekonomik ve toplumsal olarak
olumsuz etkilenen Azerbaycan i¢in konu hem i¢ hem de dis politika acisindan olduke¢a 6nem ve éncelik arz
etmektedir. 12 Temmuz 2020’de Bakii-Tiflis-Ceyhan petrol ve Baki-Tiflis-Erzurum dogalgaz boru hatlar
glizergaht lizerinde yer alan Tovuz’a ates acan Ermenistan, gerginligi daha da trmandirmusur. Eylil
2020’de yeni bir saldir1 baglatan Karabag’daki Ermeni birlikleri Azerbaycan koylerini bombalamaya
baslamistir. Bolgede gerginlik ve ¢atismalar ¢cok uzun bir stiredir devam etmekle bitlikte “44 Giin Savast”
olarak da adlandirilan Tkinci Karabag Savas’nin 27 Eylil 2020 tarihinde basladigi ve Susa’nin alindig 8
Kasim 2020 tarihinde fiilen sona erdigi soéylenebilir. Savasin sonunda imzalanan Moskova Ateskes
Antlasmast (Uglii Antlasma) ile Daglik Karabag’in Ermenistan isgalinden arindirilmast saglanmistir. Bugiin
gelinen noktada, birincisi 1990’ yillarda ve ikincisi de 2020 yilinda yasanan iki savas sonrasinda, cephenin
arkasindaki politik séylemin ikna ediciliginin cephenin 6ntindeki askeri basari kadar énemli oldugunun
anlasildigt bir tablo karsimiza ¢itkmis durumdadir. Bu calisma, politik sGylemdeki ikna maksatlt retoriksel
araclarin savas gibi 6nemli bir konu ile ilgili olarak nasil kullanildigini Azerbaycan Cumhurbaskani {lham
Aliyev’in Ikinci Karabag Savast siiresince gerceklestirdigi ulusa seslenis konusmalart 6rneginde ortaya
koymayt amaclamaktadir. Politik s6ylemi belitlemek ve analiz etmek icin politik 6znenin bu séylem
tarafindan yaratilan anlam yapisi i¢indeki konumunu inceleyerek diinyayla nasil iligki kurdugunu anlamaya
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ihtiyag vardir. Bu iliski, dil ve s6ylem yoluyla kurulmakta ve retoriksel araglarla giiclendirilmektedir. Bu
cercevede, calismada ITham Aliyev’in Tkinci Karabag Savast sirasinda yaptigi ulusa seslenis konusmalariin
politik séylem analizi yapdmistr. Aliyev, 4 Ekim 2020-10 Kasim 2020 tarihleri arasinda 6 konusma
yapmustir. Toplam 3 saat 20 dakika stiren konusmalar desifre edildikten sonra model ¢ercevesinde tim
konusmalardaki baglam, ortam, kamera acilari, ses ve beden diline yénelik unsurlar tek bir tablo halinde
verilmis, ikna araglart ile retorik araclara iliskin unsurlar ise ayr1 ayr1 tablolastirllmistir. Aliyev, 27 Eylil 2020
tarihinde baglayan Ikinci Karabag Savast sirasinda siirece iliskin bilgiler vermek, Azerbaycan’in basarilarint
aktarmak icin ulusa seslenis konusmalart yapmistir. Bu konusmalarin geneli Cumhurbaskanligt ofisinde,
yalnizca 8 Kasim 2020 tarihli konusmast ise bir televizyon stiidyosunda gerceklesmistir. Biitlin
konusmalarinda ciddi bir yiz ifadesine ve ses tonuna sahip olan Aliyev, béylece olayin ciddiyetini
yansitmaktadir. Aliyev, savagta kurtarilan yerler ile ele gecirilen ve tahrip edilen Ermenistan mithimmatlar
hakkinda bilgi verdigi bolimler disinda konusmasini dogrudan kameraya bakarak, dogaglama yapmistir.
Aliyev’in konusmalarinda bir ikna unsuru olarak ethosu kullandigi gérilmektedir. Tim konusmalarinda
kendinden emin, serefli, adaletli, kararli durusuna vurgular yapmaktadir. Ayrica uluslararasi kuruluglara
karst Azerbaycan’in hakliligini daima dile getirdigini belirten Aliyev, savas stresince Azerbaycan’in
karsisina ¢ikan tim zorluklara direndigini ve tim muhataplart karsisinda kararli  durdugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Aliyev, konusmasinda duygu durumuna gére ses tonunu algaltip yiikseltmekte, sézctk ve
climle vurgulari ile icinde bulundugu duyguyu pekistirmektedir. Uziintiisii, mutlulugu, samimiyeti vb.
mimiklerine yansimakta, boylece duygu durumunu dinleyiciye gecirebilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Aliyev’in
konusmasi ses tonu, beden dili ve sézleri ile ikna sanatinin énemli yollarindan biri olan pathos acisindan
bir bitunlik géstermektedir. Aliyev’in konugmalart degerlendirildiginde mantiksal arglimanlarin da siklikla
kullanddigi goralmektedir. Aliyev hem uluslararasi antlagsmalara hem de Ermenistan’in séz konusu
antlasmalara uymayan davraniglarina vurgu yaparak Azerbaycan’in hakliligina yonelik bir séylem
gelistirmektedir. Makro diizeyde bir politik siire¢ olan savas, yalnizca cephede degil, politik diizlemde de
sirdiirilen bir mucadeledir. Politik diizlemde devlet liderlerinin verdikleri miicadeleyi anlatarak hem
halklarinin destegini almalart hem de uluslararasi arenada iilkelerinin hakliligini savunmalart gerekmektedir.
Bu dogrultuda ikna amagh retoriksel araclarin etkili kullanimi olduk¢a énemlidir. Aliyev’in konusmalarinda
s6zlin etkisini artirmak amaciyla cimle iginde aymi sesin tekrar edilmesi olarak tanimlanabilecek
aliterasyonu ve sOyleyiste ahenk yaratmanin bir diger unsuru olan ciimle baglarindaki sézcik tekrart
anlamina gelen anaforayt yogun bir bicimde kullandig1 dikkat cekmektedir. Azeri halkina verdigi sayisal ve
kurtarilan bélgelere iliskin bilgiler disinda énceden hazitlanmamis, dogaglama konusmalar yapan Aliyev,
dili etkin ve ikna edici bir bigcimde kullanarak konugmanin akiciligini saglamakla birlikte distince ve
duygularini da agtk bir bicimde ifade etmektedir. Aliyev ulusa seslenis konusmalarinda Azerbaycan halkinin
kendine olan giivenini tazelemekte ethosu, duygu durumunu ortaya koymakta ise pathosu etkili bir
bicimde kullanmaktadir. Aliyev’in, pathosun etkisini artirmada hem sézctikleri hem de beden dilini 6nemli
bir ara¢ olarak kullandigini séylemek mumkindir. Ses tonunu ve mimiklerini duygu durumuna gére
kullanan Aliyev, boylece beden dili ile séylemi arasinda bir butinlik saglamaktadir.
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